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The Differentiable Search Index (DSI) is a
new, emerging paradigm for information retrieval. Unlike traditional retrieval architectures where index and retrieval are two different and separate components, DSI uses a
single transformer model to perform both indexing and retrieval. In this paper, we identify
and tackle an important issue of current DSI
models: the data distribution mismatch that occurs between the DSI indexing and retrieval
processes. Specifically, we argue that, at indexing, current DSI methods learn to build
connections between long document texts and
their identifies, but then at retrieval, short
query texts are provided to DSI models to perform the retrieval of the document identifiers.
This problem is further exacerbated when using DSI for cross-lingual retrieval, where document text and query text are in different languages. To address this fundamental problem
of current DSI models we propose a simple yet
effective indexing framework for DSI called
DSI-QG. In DSI-QG, documents are represented by a number of relevant queries generated by a query generation model at indexing time. This allows DSI models to connect
a document identifier to a set of query texts
when indexing, hence mitigating data distribution mismatches present between the indexing
and the retrieval phases. Empirical results on
popular mono-lingual and cross-lingual passage retrieval benchmark datasets show that
DSI-QG significantly outperforms the original
DSI model.
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Introduction

Information retrieval (IR) systems aim to return
a ranked list of relevant documents for a given
user query. Most modern information retrieval systems are based on the index-then-retrieve pipeline
where documents are first encoded and stored in
∗
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an inverted index (Zobel and Moffat, 2006; Formal
et al., 2021; Gao et al., 2021; Lin and Ma, 2021;
Zhuang and Zuccon, 2021b; Dai and Callan, 2020;
Mallia et al., 2021) or a nearest neighbor search
index (Chappell et al., 2015; Lin, 2022; Karpukhin
et al., 2020; Xiong et al., 2020; Gao and Callan,
2022; Zhan et al., 2021; Lin et al., 2020; Khattab
and Zaharia, 2020) and search results are then constructed based on a retrieval model that exploits the
information in the index.
Recently, an alternative approach called Differentiable Search Index (DSI) (Tay et al., 2022) has
been proposed. Instead of separating indexing and
retrieval into two different components in an IR system, DSI aims to encode all information of the corpus and conduct retrieval with a single Transformer
language model (Vaswani et al., 2017). To do so, in
the indexing phase, DSI learns to build connections
within its model parameters between document
texts and their corresponding document identifiers
(docids). Then, in the retrieval phase, the trained
Transformer model takes as input a query text and
directly outputs a potentially-relevant ranked docid
with beam search. Compared to traditional IR
pipelines, DSI learns an end-to-end search system
in a unified manner, thus extremely simplifying the
architecture of IR systems.
Despite the original DSI method being shown effective on the document retrieval task, in this paper
we argue that there is a significant data distribution
mismatch problem in the original DSI model. More
specifically, in the indexing phase the DSI model
is fed with long document texts as inputs, but in
the retrieval phase the model only observes short
query texts: thus the input data at index is considerably different from the input data at retrieval. It is
well-known that pre-trained language models are
not robust to data distribution drift between training (“indexing”) and inference (retrieval) (Li et al.,
2020; Ma et al., 2020; Li et al., 2021; Wang et al.,
2021; Zhuang and Zuccon, 2021a, 2022): thus the

Figure 1: Overview of the proposed DSI-QG indexing framework.

original DSI model might be sub-optimal. Furthermore, we further demonstrate that the negative
impact of the data distribution mismatch problem
is even more considerable when adapting DSI to
the cross-lingual retrieval setting, where documents
and queries are from different languages.
Intuitively, DSI may be more effective for short
document collections as shorter documents are similar to queries – at least in terms of text length.
Thus, the data distribution mismatch problem may
be lesser when documents are short in length. Indeed, in the original paper, although not explicitly
recognising the data distribution mismatch problem, Tay et al. have shown that truncating long
documents into shorter lengths displays higher effectiveness1 . To further improve effectiveness, Tay
et al. also tried adding labeled relevant queries
into the indexing data so that the DSI model could
learn to directly link a query to its relevant docid.
However, for the majority of the documents in the
collection where there is no labeled query provided,
the model builds the docids connections with the
original document texts only, as it is never exposed
to the corresponding relevant queries: hence the
data distribution mismatch problem still is present.
Based on our intuition of the data distribution
mismatch problem that affects the DSI model, in
this paper we propose DSI-QG, a simple yet effective indexing framework for DSI. The core idea of
DSI-QG is that, instead of using the original long
document texts for indexing, DSI-QG uses a set
of queries that are relevant to the original document for indexing. Specifically, we employ a query
generation model to generate a set of queries to
represent each candidate document. By doing so,
the same type of data is fed into the DSI in both the
indexing and retrieval phases, hence avoiding the
data distribution mismatch problem. Figure 1 illustrates our proposed DSI-QG indexing framework.
Our contributions can be summarised as follows:
• We identify a crucial problem that affects the original DSI model: the data distribution mismatch
between indexing and retrieval.
1

Section 4.4.5 in that paper (Tay et al., 2022).

• We show the poor effectiveness of DSI on the
passage retrieval task caused by the data distribution mismatch problem, especially in the crosslingual passage retrieval setting, which further
emphasizes the gap between documents and queries.
• We propose the DSI-QG indexing framework that
enables DSI to tackle the data distribution mismatch problem. Our framework uses query generation models (including a cross-lingual query
generation model) to generate a set of relevant
queries that are used to represent documents for
indexing.
• We conduct extensive experiments on both monolingual and cross-lingual passage retrieval datasets and our results show that, with our proposed
framework, the effectiveness of DSI is improved
by over 240% and 790% on the mono-lingual and
cross-lingual passage retrieval task respectively.
Code to reproduce the results presented in this
paper can be found at https://github.com/
ArvinZhuang/DSI-QG.
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Preliminaries

In this section, we describe the details of the original DSI method. Then in the next section, we
introduce our DSI-QG framework.
DSI performs index-then-retrieve with a single
T5 transformer model (Raffel et al., 2019). During
the indexing phase, the DSI model is fine-tuned
to associate the text string of each document di
in a collection D with its corresponding docid i.
It utilizes a straightforward sequence-to-sequence
(seq2seq) approach that takes the document texts as
inputs and generates docids as outputs. The model
is trained with the standard T5 training objective
which uses the teacher forcing policy (Williams
and Zipser, 1989) and the cross-entropy loss:
X
LDSI (θ) =
log p(i|T 5θ (di )),
(1)
di ∈D

the docid i could be represented by a single
token (Atomic Docid) or a string of tokens (String
Docid) (Tay et al., 2022). For the Atomic Docid,

each docid is a single token in the T5 vocabulary
and it has been encoded as an embedding vector
in the T5 embedding layer. Thus the task can be
considered as an extreme multi-label classification
problem (Liu et al., 2021) where the model learns
a probability distribution over the docid embeddings. This setting poses a limit to DSI when used
on a large-scale corpus, since the size of the T5
embedding layer cannot be too large. Hence, we
do not consider this setting in our experiments. On
the other hand, the String Docid strategy treats the
docids as arbitrary strings so that they can be generated in a token-by-token manner with the original
T5 vocabulary: thus there is no limitation for the
corpus size. We note that the original DSI paper
also proposed a Semantic String Docid which uses
a hierarchical clustering algorithm to make similar
documents have similar docids. Since clustering
docids is not the aim of this paper and for simplicity, we only consider arbitrary String Docid,
and leave extensions to the Semantic String Docid
setting to future work.
At retrieval phase, given an input query q, a DSI
model returns a docid by autoregressively generating the docid string with the fine-tuned T5 model.
The probability of the generated docid i can be
written as
p(i|q, θ) =

Y

p(im |T 5θ (q, i0 , i1 , ..., im−1 )),

(2)

m=1

where the im is the m-th token in the docid string.
The ranked list of docids with high generation probabilities can be constructed via beam search.
It is important to note that a query usually is
much shorter in length than a document. This
means the length of the input data at indexing is
very different from the length of input data at retrieval: thus the DSI model suffers from the data
distribution mismatch problem occurring between
training and inference data. To mitigate this problem, the DSI authors proposed the use of supervised DSI fine-tuning (Tay et al., 2022) which adds
labeled relevant queries in the indexing data. Let
Qi be the set of labeled relevant queries to di . Then
the training objective becomes:
X
log p(i|T 5θ (di ))+
LDSI−S (θ) =
di ∈D

X

(3)
log p(i|T 5θ (qj )),

qj ∈Qi

where qj is a relevant query to di in Qi . We note
that having assessors labeling a relevant query for

all the documents in the collection requires a large
annotation effort thus not all the documents can
have a human-judged relevant query for supporting
the indexing. In other words, Qi could be an empty
(or small) set. Hence the DSI model still suffers
from the data distribution mismatch problem, even
when the supervised DSI fine-tuning method is
used.
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DSI with Query Generation

As we discussed in the previous section, in the original DSI method there is a gap between the input
data used at indexing and that used at retrieval. In
order to bridge this gap and improve DSI’s effectiveness, we propose DSI-QG which uses a query
generation model to generate a set of potentiallyrelevant queries to represent each candidate document for indexing. Specifically, we denote Q̂i as
the set of queries generated by a query generation
model QG given the document di :
Q̂i = QG(di ).

(4)

All the generated queries q̂ in Q̂i share the same
docid as di . We then replace the original documents
that need to be indexed with their corresponding
generated queries. Thus, during the indexing phase
in DSI-QG, the modified DSI model is trained to
associate the generated queries of each candidate
document with its docid:
LDSI−QG (θ) =

X X

log p(i|T 5θ (qˆj )).

(5)

di ∈D qˆj ∈Q̂i

The retrieval phase of DSI-QG is the same as
the original DSI model and takes a user query as
input and uses beam search to construct a ranked
docid list. Hence, in our DSI-QG framework, a DSI
model only observes short queries as input data
during both indexing and retrieval thus eliminating
the data distribution mismatch problem that affects
the original DSI model.
A key factor for the success of our proposed DSIQG indexing framework is the QG model should
generate high-quality and diverse relevant queries
so that they can effectively represent a document.
For this purpose, we train a T5 model with a similar
seq2seq objective as Eq. (1) but the input is the
document text and the output is the labeled relevant
query qj :
X X
LQG (θ) =
log p(qj |T 5θ (di )). (6)
di ∈D qj ∈Qi

After training a QG model, instead of using
beam search, we use a random sampling strategy
to generate a set of queries for each candidate document. This is because we find random sampling
gives more creative and diverse queries than beam
search, thus potentially covering more relevant information about the document. To avoid random
sampling generating too much diversity thus resulting in irrelevant content and grammarly-incorrect
queries, we adopt the top-k sampling scheme (Fan
et al., 2018) which only allows the k most likely
next words to be sampled during the query generation and the probability mass of those k next words
is redistributed. In our experiments, we set k = 10.
Another factor is the number of generated queries
n for each document: we discuss the impact of n
in Section 5.2.
To generalize our DSI-QG framework to the
cross-lingual IR setting, we also train a multilingual T5 model (Xue et al., 2021) to generate
queries in different languages to represent a document. To achieve this, we use a prompt-based
approach to control the generated query language.
Specifically, we place the target language and the
document text in the following template for both
training and inference:
Generate[lang]question:[doc], (7)
where [lang] and [doc] is the placeholder for
the target query language and the document text.

4

Experimental Settings

Baselines. We compare DSI-QG with the following baselines:
• BM25 (Robertson and Zaragoza, 2009): a classic
sparse retrieval method based on the inverted
index. We use the Pyserini (Lin et al., 2021)
implementation of BM25 for this baseline.
• docTquery-t5 (Nogueira and Lin, 2019): a sparse
retrieval method which also leverages query generation. It uses a T5 model to generate a set of
queries and appends them to the original document. Then it uses an inverted index and BM25
to retrieve augmented documents. We also use
the Pyserini implementation for this baseline.
• DPR (Karpukhin et al., 2020): a BERT-based
dense passage retrieval method that is trained
with a contrastive loss with hard negatives
sampled from the top retrieved passages by
BM25. DPR relays on nearest neighbor index
search (Faiss implementation (Johnson et al.,

2019)) to retrieve the passages that have the
closest embeddings to the query embedding. We
train the DPR model with the Tevatron dense
retriever training toolkit (Gao et al., 2022).
• DSI (Tay et al., 2022): The original DSI method
that uses document texts as input for indexing.
Since the original code has not currently been
made available by the authors, we implement
and train the the DSI model ourselves using the
Huggingface transformers Python Library.
Datasets and evaluation. Following the original
DSI paper, we conduct our experiments on subsets of publically available passage retrieval datasets, namely MS MARCO 100k (Nguyen et al.,
2016) for the mono-lingual passage retrieval task
and XORQA 100k (Asai et al., 2021) for the crosslingual retrieval task. The full MS MARCO passage retrieval dataset has ≈500k training querypassage pairs and 6980 dev query-passage pairs.
We downsample the dataset by randomly sampling
93k passages in the training set and use all of the
passages in the dev set to form our MS MARCO
100k subset. All the queries and passages in MS
MARCO 100k are in English. For XORQA 100k,
we use the gold paragraph data available in the original repository2 which contains around 15k gold
(annotated as relevant) passage-query pairs in the
training set and 2k gold passage-query pairs in the
dev set. Queries in both train and dev sets are in 7
typologically diverse languages3 and passages are
in English. Since the total number of passages in
the XORQA training set and dev set is around 17k,
we randomly sample 93k passages from a dump
of the English Wikipedia passage corpus to form a
100k collection for testing our models.
Following the original DSI paper, for both datasets, we evaluate baselines and our models on the
dev set with Hits@1 and Hits@10. This metric
reports the proportion of the correct docid ranked
in the top 1 and top 10 predictions.
Implementation details. There are two Transformer models in our DSI-QG framework, a
query generation model and a DSI model. For
the MS MARCO 100k dataset, we use an existing T5-based query generation model called
docTquery (Nogueira and Lin, 2019) which is
trained with the MS MARCO training set. For
the DSI model, we use the standard pre-trained
T5 model (Raffel et al., 2019) to initialize the
2

https://github.com/AkariAsai/XORQA#gold-paragraph-

data
3

They are Ar, Bn, Fi, Ja, Ko, Ru and Te.

Model
BM25
docTquery-t5
DPR
DSI-base
DSI-large
DSI-QG-base
DSI-QG-large

MS MARCO 100k
Hits@1 Hits@10
46.5
73.9
68.5
92.7
65.0
91.9
2.1
7.1
10.4
23.0
59.2
81.1
58.4
80.9

XORQA 100k
Hits@1 Hits@10
2.7
5.2
18.0
34.6
26.7
60.6
0.3
3.9
1.2
7.6
25.3
57.0
35.9
67.8

Table 1: Experimental results on MS MARCO 100k
and XORQA 100k datasets. DocTquery and DSI-QG
are using 10 generated queries for MS MARCO 100k
and 70 generated queries for XORQA 100k (10 for
each language).

model parameters. For XORQA 100k, we use the
multi-lingual T5 model (Xue et al., 2021) to initialize both the query generation model and DSI
model. For our trained query generation model
on XORQA, we train the model on the training
set with a batch size of 128 and a learning rate of
1e−4 with Adam optimizer for 600 training steps,
which is equivalent to about 6 epochs. The DSI
models in our DSI-QG method are trained for a
maximum of 1M steps with a batch size of 256 and
a learning rate of 5e−5 with 100k warmup-steps.
Since the documents in DSI-QG are represented
by generated short queries, we set the maximum
length of the input data to 32 tokens for faster training and saving memory usage. For training the
original DSI model, we use the training configuration suggested in the original paper (Tay et al.,
2022). For the DPR model on MS MARCO, we use
the training configuration from the original DPR
work (Vaswani et al., 2017). And for DPR trained
on XORQA, we follow the training configuration
in the XORQA paper (Asai et al., 2021), which
uses a multi-lingual BERT-base model as the backbone query and passage encoder. All Transformer
models used in this paper are implemented with
Huggingface transformers (Wolf et al., 2020) and
training is conducted on 8 Tesla A100 GPUs.
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5.1

Results
Mono-lingual and Cross-lingual
effectiveness

In Table 1, we report the Hits scores of baselines
and our DSI-QG methods. Recall that MS
MARCO 100k is a mono-lingual retrieval dataset and XORQA 100k is a cross-lingual retrieval
dataset. For docTquery and DSI-QG, we generate 10 queries for each document in MS MARCO

100k and 70 queries for XORQA 100k (10 for
each language). We also initialize DSI and DSIQG models with T5/mT5-base (200M/580M) and
T5/mT5-large (800M/1.2B) to explore the impact
of different model sizes.
Firstly, our results show that the original DSI
model performs much worse on XORQA 100k
than that of MS MARCO 100k. This is likely due
to the data distribution mismatch problem being
amplified by the language gap in the cross-lingual
passage retrieval task. Even on the mono-lingual
retrieval task, though, DSI performs much worse
than other baselines. We note that our results contradict the results on the original DSI paper where
DSI outperformed BM25 on the Natural Question
dataset (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019). We think this
may be because the document and queries in the
NQ dataset are more similar to each other than in
the MS MARCO dataset, thus the gap between
indexing and retrieval input data is smaller.
Secondly, our DSI-QG outperforms the original
DSI model by a large margin on both datasets. In
particular, DSI-QG achieves competitive effectiveness against other baselines on MS MARCO 100k
and the best effectiveness on XORQA 100k. These
results suggest that the query generation employed
in DSI-QG can successfully address DSI’s data
distribution mismatch problem.
Finally, our results also show that model size has
a large impact on the original DSI model. On both
datasets we find that the effectiveness of DSI decreases dramatically with a smaller base model. In
contrast, DSI-QG-base still works well on XORQA
100k and even slightly better on MS MARCO 100k.
These results suggest that, with our proposed DSIQG framework, a large pre-trained T5 model is not
necessarily needed, thus DSI-QG enjoys a faster
retrieval inference and a lower GPU memory requirement.
5.2

Impact of number of generated queries

In this section, we discuss how the number of generated queries n impacts the effectiveness of DSI-QG
and the convergence of its training. Figure 2 reports
the changes in Hits@10 on MS MARCO 100k as
the number of generated queries increases. For
this experiment, we set n = 1, 5, 10, 15, 20. When
n = 1, DSI-QG can already match the Hits@10 of
the original DSI model (reported in Table 1). Effectiveness dramatically increases when n >= 5 and
Hits@10 keeps increasing with the increase of the

match that occurs between the indexing and the
retrieval phases. This problem impacts negatively
on the effectiveness of DSI on the mono-lingual
passage retrieval task and makes DSI of impractical
use on the cross-lingual passage retrieval task. To
address this fundamental issue, we propose the DSIQG indexing framework which adopts a query generation model to generate a set of relevant queries
and thus represent each to-be-indexed document.
Our experimental results on both mono-lingual and
cross-lingual passage retrieval tasks show that our
DSI-QG significantly outperforms the original DSI
model.
Figure 2: Hits@10 as a function of the number of generated queries (n). For this plot, we use DSI-QG-large
and MS MARCO 100k.
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