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Abstract

A companion to the release of the latest version of the SPLADE library. We
describe changes to the training structure and present our latest series of models –
SPLADE-v3. We compare this new version to BM25, SPLADE++, as well as re-
rankers, and showcase its effectiveness via a meta-analysis over more than 40 query
sets. SPLADE-v3 further pushes the limit of SPLADE models: it is statistically
significantly more effective than both BM25 and SPLADE++, while comparing
well to cross-encoder re-rankers. Specifically, it gets more than 40 MRR@10 on
the MS MARCO dev set, and improves by ↑ 2% the out-of-domain results on the
BEIR benchmark.

1 Introduction

This technical report is a companion to the release of the latest version of the SPLADE library1.
Given the improvements stemming from simple modifications to the overall training structure, we
believe that it is worth releasing new models – despite the lack of novelty required for a proper
publication. We thus aim to document this new series of models – named SPLADE-v3 – and provide
the community with better SPLADE “baselines”. We have been using this new version of the code
for most of our recent works.

2 Better Training

We detail in the following several improvements that have been made to the training of SPLADE
models.

2.1 Multiple Negatives Per Batch

Following Tevatron [9], the library now allows training with more than one hard negative. We find that
increasing the number of negatives improves the results, especially in the in-domain [3] setting, but
does not add much to out-of-domain generalization. We use negatives coming from a SPLADE++ [5]
model, and consider 100 negatives – 50 from the top-50 and 50 chosen at random from the top-1k.

2.2 Better Distillation Scores

To further improve SPLADE’s effectiveness, we use an ensemble of cross-encoder re-rankers to
generate our distillation scores – instead of the standard approach relying on a single model [11, 5, 4]2.
We generate two types of scores: 1. the simple ensemble of scores, and 2. the “rescored” version,
where we use affine transformations to make some of the data statistics (average and std score values)
similar to the ones encountered in the previous distillation setting 3. We use the following open-source
models on HuggingFace to generate the scores:

1 https://github.com/naver/splade 2 Especially, cross-encoder/ms-marco-MiniLM-L-6-v2
3 https://huggingface.co/datasets/sentence-transformers/msmarco-hard-negatives
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1. cross-encoder/ms-marco-MiniLM-L-6-v2 ♣
2. naver/trecdl22-crossencoder-rankT53b-repro
3. naver/trecdl22-crossencoder-debertav3
4. naver/trecdl22-crossencoder-debertav2
5. naver/trecdl22-crossencoder-electra

Where the first one (♣) is the one that generated the scores for SPLADE++ [5], and the remaining
ones are models we trained on MS MARCO for the 2022 edition of the TREC Deep Learning task
[2].

We feed each of the 500k queries of the training set of MS MARCO – paired with each of the 100
negatives and the positive(s) – to the re-rankers. The scores are then normalized per query using
the min-max aggregation from ranx [1]. This generates our “ensemble” scores. To generate our
“rescored” scores, we look into the statistics of the ensemble scores and use an affine transformation
so that the average score and the standard deviation closely mimic the previous scores (♣). We notice
empirically that changing the distribution helps when using distillation – especially in the case of
MarginMSE [10] – but we didn’t investigate further into why this happens.

2.3 Two Distillation Losses

In the context of IR, two main distillation losses have proven to be effective: KL-Div [14] (used for
Eff-SPLADE [11]) and MarginMSE [10] (used for SPLADE v2 [4] and SPLADE++ [4]). Given the
extra negatives, we noticed empirically that the MarginMSE (resp. KL-Div) focused more on Recall
(resp. Precision). We then chose to combine both, with different weights (λKL = 1 for KL-Div,
λMSE = 0.05 for MarginMSE – based on cross-validation), which overall led to better results.

2.4 Further Fine-Tuning SPLADE

We also noticed that starting from SPLADE++SelfDistil4 – which exhibits slight zero-shot boosts
when compared to SPLADE++EnsembleDistil [5] – and applying the previous changes led
to better effectiveness when compared to starting from a CoCondenser [8] or a DistilBERT[16]
checkpoint. We are still not sure about the cause(s) of this effect, but we believe that a sort of
curriculum learning – as the one investigated in Zeng et al. [21] – could happen and lead to the
observed improvements, but it still needs to be better investigated.

3 A New Baseline, SPLADE-v3

SPLADE-v3 The base SPLADE-v3 model5 starts from SPLADE++SelfDistil, and is
trained with a mix of KL-Div and MarginMSE, with 8 negatives per query sampled from
SPLADE++SelfDistil. All the other hyperparameters are similar to previous SPLADE itera-
tions. Importantly, note that in all of our experiments, we use the original MS MARCO collection
without the titles [12, 13].

Evaluation To assess the effectiveness of the model, we use the meta-analysis procedure introduced
in RANGER [18, 19]. We use up to 44 query sets – relying on the ir_datasets library [15] –
coming from different datasets, including 1. MS MARCO passages (4 query sets), 2. MS MARCO v2
passages (4 query sets), 3. BEIR (13 query sets), 4. LoTTE (12 query sets), 5. Antique, 6. TREC-CAR
(y1) (2 query sets), 7. Natural Questions, 8. TriviaQA, 9. TREC-TB (3 query sets), and 10. TREC-MQ
(2 query sets). We use nDCG*@10 to measure effectiveness, where nDCG* stands for the nDCG
considering only the judged documents (encountered in the retrieved top-k) if the dataset has both
positive and negative judgments – otherwise, we use the standard nDCG@10.

Comparison to BM25 First, we compare our method to BM25 and present the resulting meta-
analysis in Figure 1. We notice statistically significant improvements in most of the 44 query sets,
with only 3 query sets presenting a statistical decrease in effectiveness. These query sets are Webis
Touché-2020 and the two TREC-MQ query sets. For Touché-2020, we are still unsure what is the
4 naver/splade-cocondenser-selfdistil 5 naver/splade-v3
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actual issue, but this observation is recurrent with learned ranking models [5, 11, 20]. For TREC-MQ,
there could be an issue with the long documents that may need to be decomposed into passages.
Notice the large summary effect, meaning that over the whole set of comparisons, SPLADE-v3 vastly
outperforms BM25 (even if it is less efficient).

Comparison to SPLADE++SelfDistil We now compare SPLADE-v3 to the previous SPLADE
model used at initialization – SPLADE++SelfDistil. Ideally, there should not be any loss in
effectiveness for any of the tested query sets. We present the meta-analysis in Figure 2. We notice that
only Quora suffered from a significant decrease in effectiveness, with most other datasets presenting
a gain of effectiveness, with the overall summary effect being positive towards the new baseline.

Comparison to re-rankers We finally compare SPLADE-v3 to cross-encoder re-rankers. More
specifically, we consider two models that re-rank the top k = 50 documents returned by SPLADE-v3:
MiniLM6 and DeBERTaV37 – we present the results in Figure 3 and Figure 4 respectively. Note
that higher k could be used for re-ranking – but we believe that re-ranking 50 documents already
constitutes a good efficiency-effectiveness trade-off, especially when re-ranking a well-tuned first-
stage retriever. For MiniLM, we notice that the summary effect is close to 0 when we consider a
95 % confidence interval and that there is not much difference between the original results and the
re-ranked ones – except for a few datasets that could just be “outliers” in the effectiveness of MiniLM.
However, in the case of DeBERTaV3, we see the opposite: for most query sets the re-ranker is able
to outperform SPLADE-v3 – except for ArguAna whose “counter-argument” task might be more
intricate for a re-ranker.

4 SPLADE-v3-DistilBERT, SPLADE-v3-Lexical and SPLADE-v3-Doc

In addition, we also release three other SPLADE-v3 variants:

1. SPLADE-v3-DistilBERT8, which instead starts training from DistilBERT – and thus has a
smaller inference “footprint”.

2. SPLADE-v3-Lexical9, for which we remove query expansion, thus reducing the retrieval
FLOPS (and improving efficiency) [6].

3. SPLADE-v3-Doc10, which starts training from CoCondenser, and where no computation is
done for the query – which can be seen as a simple binary Bag-of-Words [4, 6].

Table 1 summarizes the results as averages over datasets – detailed results over the set of 13 BEIR
datasets can be found in Table 2. We note that SPLADE-v3-Lexical is (very) effective on MS
MARCO as well as LoTTE, but struggles on BEIR (out-of-domain). While the DistilBERT version
is a clear downgrade from the BERT version, it remains however more effective than the lexical
version on BEIR. SPLADE-v3-Doc is the less effective approach overall, especially in “zero-shot”,
showing that (even) a minimal amount of computation on the query side is important. However, its
performance remains quite competitive w.r.t. state-of-the-art dense bi-encoders, especially given its
efficiency (no query encoding, and a short number of posting lists to traverse).

Table 1: Comparison of results as averages per dataset. We report MRR@10 for MS MARCO
(MSM), nDCG@10 for TREC, mean nDCG@10 for BEIR (13 datasets), and mean Success@5 over
all non-pooled subsets of the Forum (LoTTE-F) and Search (LoTTE-S) tasks for LoTTE [17]. We
also report the FLOPS measure as a loose indicator of efficiency [7].

Model MSM TREC19 TREC20 BEIR 13 LoTTE-S LoTTE-F FLOPS

SPLADE++SD 37.6 73.0 71.8 50.7 - - 1.4

SPLADE-v3 40.2 72.3 75.4 51.7 74.7 66.0 1.2
SPLADE-v3-DistilBERT 38.7 75.2 74.4 50.0 70.3 62.8 1.4
SPLADE-v3-Lexical 40.0 71.2 73.6 49.1 74.2 64.5 0.6
SPLADE-v3-Doc 37.8 71.5 70.3 47.0 71.1 59.0 1.4

6 cross-encoder/ms-marco-MiniLM-L-6-v2 7 naver/trecdl22-crossencoder-debertav3
8 naver/splade-v3-distilbert 9 naver/splade-v3-lexical 10 naver/splade-v3-doc
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Table 2: nDCG@10 over the set of 13 datasets of BEIR [20].
Dataset SPLADE++SD SPLADE-v3 SPLADE-v3-DistilBERT SPLADE-v3-Lexical SPLADE-v3-Doc

ArguAna 51.8 50.9 48.4 52.7 46.7
Climate-FEVER 23.7 23.3 22.8 21.8 15.9
DBPedia-entity 43.6 45.0 42.6 42.8 36.1
FEVER 79.6 79.6 79.6 78.5 68.9
FiQA-2018 34.9 37.4 33.9 36.4 33.6
HotpotQA 69.3 69.2 67.8 68.5 66.9
NFCorpus 34.5 35.7 34.8 34.7 33.8
NQ 53.3 58.6 54.9 56.1 52.1
Quora 84.9 81.4 81.7 73.4 77.5
SCIDOCS 16.1 15.8 14.8 15.9 15.2
SciFact 71.0 71.0 68.5 71.5 68.8
TREC-COVID 72.5 74.8 70.0 63.6 68.1
Touché-2020 24.2 29.3 30.1 22.7 27.0

Average 50.7 51.7 50.0 49.1 47.0

5 Conclusion

This technical report describes the release of SPLADE-v3 models. We have shown through extensive
evaluations that this new series of SPLADE models is statistically significantly more effective than
previous iterations. In most query sets – including zero-shot settings – SPLADE-v3 outperforms
BM25 and can even rival some re-rankers.
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Figure 1: Meta-analysis comparison of SPLADE-v3 and BM25.
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Figure 2: Meta-analysis comparison of SPLADE-v3 and SPLADE++SelfDistil.
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Figure 3: Meta-analysis comparison of SPLADE-v3 and MiniLM (re-ranking the top-50 returned by
SPLADE-v3).
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Figure 4: Meta-analysis comparison of SPLADE-v3 and DeBERTaV3 (re-ranking the top-50 returned
by SPLADE-v3).
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