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Abstract

Approximate nearest neighbor search (ANNS) on high-dimensional vectors has
become a fundamental and essential component in various machine learning tasks.
Prior research has shown that the distance comparison operation is the bottleneck
of ANNS, which determines the query and indexing performance. To overcome
this challenge, some novel methods have been proposed recently. The basic idea is
to estimate the actual distance with fewer calculations, at the cost of accuracy loss.
Inspired by this, we also propose that some classical techniques and deep learning
models can also be adapted to this purpose. In this paper, we systematically
categorize the techniques that have been or can be used to accelerate distance
approximation. And to help the users understand the pros and cons of different
techniques, we design a fair and comprehensive benchmark, Fudist implements
these techniques with the same base index and evaluates them on 16 real datasets
with several evaluation metrics. Designed as an independent and portable library,
Fudist is orthogonal to the specific index structure and thus can be easily utilized
in the current ANNS library to achieve significant improvements.

1 Introduction

Approximate nearest neighbor search (ANNS) is a crucial component for numerous applications in
various fields, such as image recognition [19], pose estimation [27], and recommendation systems [9],
particularly in high-dimensional spaces. Recent studies have shown that deep neural networks,
including large language models, can be augmented by retrieval to enhance accuracy [24, 23] and
decrease the magnitude of parameters [18], further emphasizing the significance of ANNS in modern
AI applications. Objects, such as images, documents, and videos, can be transformed into dense
vectors in the embedding space. ANNS aims to find top-k most similar objects in the embedding
space RD, given a query vector q ∈ RD. Compared to the prohibitively high cost of exact search,
ANNS is more appealing due to its ability to retrieve neighbors that are close to optimal with a fast
response time.

For almost all ANNS algorithms, distance comparison operations are the bottleneck of indexing
and querying. Take the state-of-the-art graph-based algorithm for example, where each vertex is a
vector and the directed edge represents the proximity between vectors. As shown in Algorithm 1, the
querying process begins from an entry point and proceeds by selecting the closest neighbor points
to the query until convergence. During this process, the closest visited points are maintained in a
max-heap HR with capacity ef , where ef is a user-defined parameter to control the accuracy-latency
trade-off. At each hop, we need to compare whether the distances between the neighboring points and
query are smaller than the furthest point in HR (line 10). This seemingly simple operation actually
accounts for 60%∼90% of total query processing time, and thus becomes a crucial bottleneck in
ANNS, regardless of any type of indexes [8, 13, 35].

To address this issue, many Distance Comparison Operators (DCOs) are proposed to estimate the
actual distance with fewer computations. One type of approach is to estimate the whole distance with
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Algorithm 1 Greedy beam search (graph index G, query vector q, k, ef )
1: ep : a point randomly selected from G
2: HC = a min-heap with unlimited capacity, initialized with ep
3: HR = a max-heap with ef capacity
4: while HC has unvisited node do
5: c = pop the first unvisited element in HC

6: Ref = the maximal element in HR

7: if dist(c, q) > dist(Ref , q) then
8: break
9: for each unvisited neighbor v of c do

10: if dist(v, q) < dist(Ref , q) then ▷ Distance Comparison Operation
11: Insert v into HC and HR

12: resize HR to be ef
13: return k smallest elements in HR

calculations on fewer dimensions [13, 35], while others try to estimate the neighbors’ distances (to
the query) based on the distance of the current point already calculated before [8]. Moreover, we
observe that many classical distance approximation techniques such as product quantization (PQ) [22]
and information concentration techniques such as principle component analysis (PCA) can also take
effect in this context. Additionally, deep learning models that aim to produce proximity-preserved
dense embeddings are also promising DCOs [33]. Therefore, the first challenge is to systematically
categorize and benchmark different distance comparison operations from various technical routes and
analyze their pros and cons.

Due to the tight coupling of some DCOs with specific index structures like PQ and LSH, it is often dif-
ficult for readers to distinguish whether improvements result from DCO or index structure. Therefore,
experimental results from different research works are more or less incomparable. Consequently, the
second challenge is to construct a fair environment that separates DCO from specific index structures,
enabling comprehensive evaluation of different methods.

In this paper, we propose Fudist, the first fair and extensive DCO benchmark for ANNS based on
hnswlib [26], a popular and high-performing ANNS library. Fudist implements and evaluates the
DCOs from both advanced research, promising traditional techniques and deep neural networks. Our
contributions are as follows.

1. We innovatively introduce both classical and deep learning techniques for distance approximation
and pruning in ANNS, some of which advance the state-of-the-art according to our experiments.
More importantly, it extends the research ideas and provides opportunities in this area.

2. We systematically summarize and categorize the advanced techniques and our newly-introduced
ideas for distance approximation and comparison, and also provide analysis in principle and theory.

3. we propose Fudist as a standard interface and benchmark to evaluate these DCOs. We implement
all DCOs into Fudist in a pluggable way with the same base index to ensure fairness. Also, Fudist
is easy for users to evaluate different DCOs in their cases and choose the optimal one to accelerate
ANNS.

4. We extensively benchmark these DCOs using Fudist with several evaluation metrics on 16 real
million-scale datasets of different distribution, with and without SIMD support, and also conduct a
comparative study based on the experimental results.

5. Based on empirical findings from the benchmark, we provide open problems for different technical
routes of DCO to help improve this area of research.

We have released all experiment codes, datasets, and hyper-parameter settings used in our benchmark 1.
It ensures the reproducibility of all the experimental results presented in this work. We strive to
make Fudist a standard library for ANNS research that is orthogonal to the index type and search
algorithms and thus help improve the comparability of results from different papers. The rest of this
paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we review the related works. Section 3 gives a taxonomy
and basic analysis of DCOs and Section 4 introduces the design of our Fudist benchmark. Section 5
presents the experimental study and we conclude our paper and discuss open problems in Section 6.

1https://github.com/CaucherWang/Fudist
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2 Related Work

ANN indexes State-of-the-art ANN indexes can be categorized into four classes, proximity-graph-
based [26, 6, 20], PQ-based [22, 14], Locally-Sensitive-Hash (LSH)-based [35, 36] and tree-based [3,
34]. [25] conducts a nice survey on this. Among these solutions, the graph-based index achieves the
best query performance and attracts the most interest from the academic and industrial areas [31, 11].
Therefore in this paper, we use the graph-based index as the baseline despite that DCO also matters
in other classes of indexes.

DCOs for ANN search As researchers notice that DCO is a bottleneck of ANNS, various kinds of
methods have been proposed to approximate, simplify or accelerate the distance calculations. Some
methods concentrate information in fewer dimensions to estimate the whole distance. For example,
ADS [13] rotates the vectors with a group of standard orthogonal basis and adaptively estimates the
distance with fewer dimensions. LSH [35] uses a family of hash functions to project the vectors to
low-dimensional spaces while preserving the proximity with probabilistic guarantees. Deep learning
models [33] can also produce dense embeddings by minimizing the reconstruction error.

Another group of methods simplifies the computing and approximates the final distance. FINGER [8]
transforms the Euclidean distance into several scalar computing and a low-rank approximation with
the help of pre-computed distance from close neighbors. Product Quantization (PQ) [22], segments
the vector and trains a codebook on each sub-space by k-means clustering. Then the distance of a
vector to the query can be approximated by the distance to the clustering centroids.

Besides these techniques, researchers also propose heuristic ideas that help improve the pruning
ratio [28, 13], as well as proper utilization of vectorized execution to speed up the calculation [21, 17].
Moreover, it is worth noting that there is a large body of research work aimed at improving the quality
of index structure and the efficiency of the search algorithm, which are orthogonal to this benchmark
since DCO remains the building block and the bottleneck of them until now.

ANN benchmarks There have been several ANN benchmarks in the literature. [25] extensively
summarizes and evaluates ANN indexes across multiple domains and [4] provides a constantly-
updated standard benchmark for comparing different solutions. For the graph-based index, [29]
surveys different graph structures, and [32] provides comprehensive experimental results of a dozen
of state-of-the-art graph-based indexes. [10] focuses on large-scale datasets while [12] evaluates
different kinds of indexes with and without quality constraints on time series datasets. [5] studies the
relationships between statistics of datasets like intrinsic dimension and query performance. And in
2021, NeurIPS held a competition on ANNS for large datasets [30]. However, all these benchmarks
primarily focus on the entire index’s performance, where the DCO is either implemented naively or
directly adopted from the original work, thereby somewhat confuseing readers on which part of the
ANN index actually contributes to the final performance.

3 Taxonomy

We categorize current DCOs, including those described in research work, and firstly introduced in
this paper, into four classes: transformation, projection, geometry, and quantization (as shown in
Table 1).

Transformation-based DCOs employ linear transformations on the high-dimensional space such that
the new permutation of dimensions can be leveraged to estimate the distance. For example, ADS [13]
randomly rotates the input matrix, trying to distribute the distance uniformly among dimensions.
Thus, the actual distance can be estimated by partial distance on some sampled dimensions with a
multiplicator. Inspired by this idea, we propose adapting classical techniques such as PCA [1] and
DWT [7] to act as DCOs. PCA selects the eigenvectors as the new group of basis and the dimensions
with higher variances (or larger eigenvalues) are placed at the first positions. Therefore, by evaluating
the first several dimensions, we expect to obtain most of the distance and have a high probability
to early stop, once the partial distance exceeds the threshold. Similarly, as a common analysis tool
for time series, DWT decomposes the vector with hierarchical wavelet transformations where the
major waves are placed in the beginning positions. Besides, DWT follows Parseval’s Theorem[7],
which means that the distances conserve in both time and frequency domains. So, same as the PCA,
the approximate distances of DWT can also serve as the lower bounds of the actual distance, i.e.,

3



Table 1: Taxonomy of distance approximation techniques

Category Method Accuracy
guarantee

SIMD
compat.

Pruning
granularity Benefit threshold

Transformation
PCA [1] lower-bound Partial dimension

pd > 1− O(D)
D·fd + C

T ·D·fd
DWT [7] lower-bound Partial dimension
ADS [13] probabilistic Partial dimension

Projection LSH [35] probabilistic ✓ vector

pv > fv
O(D) +

C
T ·O(D)

DNN [33] ✓ vector

Quantization PQ [14] ✓ vector

Geometry FINGER [8] Partial vector

no accuracy loss exists for them in ANNS. In general, transformation-based DCOs approximate the
whole distance with computations on partial dimensions. It indicates that the distance calculations
can be adaptively early stopped at any time once over the threshold (i.e., dimension-level pruning
granularity).

Projection-based DCOs project the high-dimensional vectors into low-dimensional spaces, and
estimate the full distance by the distance (usually L2 distance) on projected spaces. LSH leverages
a family of hash functions that can preserve the proximity between vectors with a probabilistic
guarantee. Moreover, with distance-preservation loss function, deep neural networks (DNN) can
also act as DCOs to encode high-dimensional embeddings to dense vectors. Notable, both LSH and
DNN are able to produce very compact vectors with ultra-low dimensions (e.g., 16) irrespective of
the original dimensionality, which is advantageous for ultra-high dimensional datasets (e.g., 4096).

Quantization-based DCOs are inspired by the asymmetric distance calculation (ADC) on PQ [22].
Specifically, in the indexing phase, PQ cuts the vectors into several segments and trains sub-codebooks
by k-means clustering separately on each subspace. Then the vectors are represented by the nearest
clustering centroids (i.e. codewords) on each subspace. When a query comes, it computes the distance
to these codewords to prepare the distance book, and then the approximate distance between the query
and any vector can be obtained by only looking up the distance book. Therefore, the approximate
distance calculation is very efficient with several memory accesses and additions on a few segments
(usually 8 segments are enough). Since there is a large family of quantization-based methods tailored
to different tasks and we select the popular OPQ [14], which tries to find an optimal rotation matrix
before quantization, as a representative tries to find an optimal rotation matrix in our benchmark.

Geometry-based DCO is recently proposed in FINGER where the distance between the query and
current vector can be used to estimate the distance of the neighbor point of the current vector to the
query. The main idea is to decompose the query and neighbor vector with a projection vector and
a residual vector, and the final distance can be represented by a sum of some scalars that can be
pre-computed and an inner product term that can be estimated by LSH with bit operations. Note that
FINGER is built on the graph-based index and is somewhat NOT orthogonal to the specific index
structure since it needs neighborhood information. But since the novelty and the possibility to be
extended on other types of indexes, we also include it in our benchmark by extending our design,

Benefit threshold All these methods share a common characteristic that they take some time cost
and accuracy loss (except for PCA and DWT) to approximate the distance with the hope of pruning
some complete distance calculations2. Thus, the pruning ratio is the key factor determining whether
the DCOs can bring performance gains. Given the total times of distance comparisons T , we can
define the vector-level pruning ratio with pv = 1− #fulldist.calc.

T . Since for transformation-based
DCOs the pruning cost for a vector is not fixed, we further define the dimension-level pruning ratio
pd = 1− #dim.calc.

D·T , to examine how many dimensions are pruned in distance calculations, where D
is the dimensionality of vectors.

2It also holds for transformation-based methods given that the evaluation of pruning condition and the
pre-processing of the query also cost some time.
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More precisely, given the time cost of preprocess C (which happens when the query comes), and the
amortized cost fd to evaluate each dimension in approximate distance calculation, we can deduce the
benefit threshold for transformation-based DCOs from

T ·D · fd · (1− pd) + C < T · O(D) (1)

and the final result is shown in Table 1. Similarly, given the cost fv to approximately evaluate a
vector for other DCOs, the benefit inequation is

T · fv + fd · (1− pv) · O(D) + C < T · O(D) (2)

It is clear that a high pruning ratio, a low approximation and preprocess cost make an efficient DCO.
In the meanwhile, the accuracy loss in the pruning process also determines the final performance.

4 Fudist Benchmark Design

To conduct fair and extensible evaluations on these DCOs, we propose Fudist benchmark, which is
implemented in a header-only style on top of a common graph index library, hnswlib3, and can be
easily transplanted to other ANNS indexes. Fudist provides a standard interface that only replaces the
distance comparison codes (usually 1 line) in querying stage. In other words, we decouple the DCOs
from previous works which mix them with their index designs or other optimizations. In this way,
Fudist can be extended to benchmark future DCOs in a pluggable way and it is also very feasible for
users to choose the optimal one to accelerate inference in their scenarios from Fudist since neither
the storage layout nor the search/indexing algorithms are changed.

Preprocess As DCOs usually need auxiliary information (e.g. the codebook of PQ, the rotation
matrix of PCA, the hash functions of LSH and etc.), we add a preprocess step in the indexing phase to
prepare it. To avoid violating the storage layout, we store the information in separate data structures,
which though degrades the performance of DCOs somewhat for random memory accesses, provides
a more transparent interface to benchmark the algorithmic ideas. And for transformation-based
methods, we build the ANNS index on top of the transformed datasets. Note that the distance between
vectors is preserved during transformation, so the index is also the same. And in case the original
kNN vectors are also required by the users, we can reversely transform the vectors in the index to
serve the need. And for FINGER we prepare the information after the index is built to collect the
neighborhood information. Moreover, such a process also incurs much overhead when inserting new
vectors into the index. The extra cost for indexing will be evaluated and analyzed in Appendix.

Vectorized computation As vectorization computation is a very common and useful optimization
for ANNS in production, we also regard SIMD compatibility as a key metric in Fudist. Since some
methods do not support SIMD originally, we implement an optimized version for them in Fudist.

Datasets We collect 16 million-level real datasets from various data sources including text, image,
audio and video, with dimensionality ranging from 96 to 4096. As indicated by previous work [5],
the intrinsic dimensionality is a nice metric for the difficulty of kNN tasks on these datasets, which
can be estimated as Locally Intrinsic Dimensionality (LID) by maximum likelihood estimation [2].
Furthermore, we divide the datasets by the pruning difficulty, indicated by D/LID, as a higher D
can provide more pruning profits and a smaller LID can provide more pruning possibilities.

5 Experimental Studies

5.1 Experimental Settings

Setup Experiments were conducted on an Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E5-2620 v4 @ 2.10GHz CPU
20MiB L3 cache with 128GB 2400MHz main memory, running Ubuntu Linux 16.04 LTS. All the
codes are implemented in C++ and compiled in g++ 9.4.0 with -O3 optimization. We implemented the
SIMD version of methods with AVX instructions. Memory allocation is supported by TCMalloc [15].

3https://github.com/nmslib/hnswlib
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(a) GIST (D=960, LID=18.9) (b) MNIST (D=784, LID=6.5) (c) Trevi (D=4096, LID=9.2)

Figure 1: ANNS performance on high D/LID datasets

(a) Imagenet (D=150, LID=12) (b) Word2vec (D=300, LID=27) (c) Deep (D=96, LID=12)

Figure 2: ANNS performance on low D/LID datasets

Hyper-parameters Since the number of distance comparisons and the overall search performance
highly depend on the base graph index, we build the graph that achieves the best time-recall perfor-
mance with as less as edges to avoid redundant computations that might amplify the benefits of DCOs.
As most evaluated DCOs (except PCA and DWT) have one or more hyper-parameters to adjust the
overall performance (we also add a scale factor for approximate distance for OPQ, FINGER and
DNN), we report their best search performance (Pareto curve) in our benchmark after over 600 rounds
of experiments. Unless otherwise stated, k is set to 20 and the query is executed on one thread.

5.2 Search Performance

Results summary We benchmark DCOs on two groups of datasets with high and low D/LID,
respectively. The first observation is that all DCOs do not always provide a performance gain
compared with the original index, especially in low D/LID datasets, matching the benefit
threshold analyzed in Section 3. In summary, transformation-based DCOs, especially PCA and ADS
are generally superior to others while OPQ achieves the best place on low-dimensional and hard
datasets. And on high-dimensional and easy datasets, LSH and DWT are the optimal alternatives. We
next investigate the reasons behind the benchmark results in the following w.r.t. the accuracy loss and
efficient improvements respectively to analyze the results in-depth.

5.3 Accuracy Loss

We first sample partial vectors from training and test sets to evaluate the approximation ratios of

different DCOs, defined as AR = d̂ist(v,q)
dist(v,q) where d̂ist is the estimated distance. Figure 3(a) depicts

the distribution of AR on GIST dataset, where PCA-0.5 means estimating distances by the first 50%
dimensions on the transformed dataset. As lower-bounding techniques, AR of PCA and DWT are
surely below 1, while PCA is much tighter with a smaller variance. Similarly, although ADS does not
provide a lower bound, it hardly generates false dismissals due to the reliable probabilistic guarantee.
The tightness and variance of the approximated distance exactly reflect the final rankings of three
transformation-based methods: PCA > ADS > DWT. The only exception is in ultra-high dimensional
and easy datasets, where the pre-process time domains the low-recall range and the complexity of
DWT O(D) is superior to PCA and ADS O(D2).
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(a) All DCOs (b) Adaptive DCOs

Figure 3: Approximation ratio on GIST

Figure 4: False negative ratio on GIST (re-
call=95%, k=500)

Figure 5: Accuracy loss on GIST (recall=95%,
k=500)

At the same time, other categories of methods
have larger variances of approximation ratios, es-
pecially for FINGER and SEANet. An interesting
point is that the medians of these two are very
close to 1.0, indicating that they serve as nice
estimators of the actual distance. However, as
shown in Figure 4, the false negative ratios of

them, defined as #(d̂ist(v,q)>dist(Ref ,q)≥dist(v,q))
T

are exponentially higher than the others. The false
negative samples describe the cases when a qual-
ified neighbor point is wrongly pruned by DCOs,
which is the root cause of DCOs’ accuracy loss.
Note that OPQ and LSH more or less also suffer
from this problem, i.e., relatively large variance
of approximation ratios and ineligible false neg-
ative ratios. However, as shown in Figure 5, the
accuracy loss becomes marginal as the number
of distance comparisons increases, indicating that
though some neighbors are wrongly pruned, the
final destination area can still be reached from
other routes with other neighbors by taking a long
way around, and the actual kNN are hardly pruned.
And in the final stage of searching, most efforts
are devoted to ensuring the kNN found are ac-
tual [16], which does not improve the recall. In
contrast, FINGER and SEANet are missing in Fig-
ure 5 for their large accuracy loss. It means that
a large false negative ratio will make the ANNS
lose the way (especially the key hops on the way)
in the graph index and substantially delay the time to reach the destination area. Based on these
analyses, we give our first insight: Tight and reliable lower-bound approximations benefit ANNS
more than a general estimation of the actual distance.

5.4 Efficiency Improvements

We next explore the properties of different DCOs w.r.t. the efficiency improvement for ANNS. An
important metric is the pruning ratio, as shown in Table 2. On GIST dataset, PCA and ADS are very
efficient in pruning, benefiting from their adaptive dimension-level pruning and norm preservation
during the transformation. That is, when the pruning fails, they can directly give the actual distance
to give without completely computing it again. On low-dimensional or hard datasets, LSH is not
competitive in terms of either accuracy loss or pruning ratio. FINGER though has a nice pruning ratio,
the large false negative ratio substantially degrades the search efficiency. An interesting point is that
although OPQ does not have a better pruning ratio nor accuracy loss than PCA and ADS, it achieves
competitive overall performance. It is because the cost of evaluating the approximate distance in
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Table 2: Pruning ratio on GIST (k=500, recall=95%)

Prune ratio (%) PCA DWT ADS LSH FINGER OPQ

Dim-level 63.6 20.6 38.5 22.4 54.6 34.1
Vec-level 93.2 93.2 93.1 28.6 61.9 34.9

(a) Trevi (D=4096, LID=9.2) (b) GIST (D=960, LID=18.9) (c) Imagenet (D=150, LID=12)

Figure 6: ANNS performance with SIMD (AVX)

OPQ is smaller than PCA and ADS. Specifically, we only need to look up the distance table (memory
access) and sum the results. And for PCA and ADS, we need to execute one time of multiplication
and subtraction on each dimension with periodical comparison (even with a multiplier in ADS). As
analyzed in Section 3, the cost of evaluating approximate distance is also a crucial factor.

5.5 SIMD compatibility

Figure 6 shows the performance of all DCOs and HNSW enhanced with SIMD techniques. It can be
seen that the advantages of all DCOs compared with the original HNSW turn smaller. Specifically,
only OPQ, PCA and ADS show benefit gains on GIST dataset while LSH and DWT remain superior
on Trevi dataset. And in Imagenet, OPQ is the only one to provide benefit gains. The reason is
that the raw distance calculations can fully enjoy the acceleration of SIMD while the approximate
distance calculation, on the contrary, usually incurs extra computation overheads. For example, the
transformation-based DCOs, adopt an adaptive pruning style which early abandons at the time when
the pruning condition is satisfied. Thus, there is a trade-off between the pruning ratio and SIMD
efficiency. When the data length (i.e. dimensionality) for vectorized execution is increased (e.g. from
4 to 16), we can use more efficient SIMD instructions while the pruning ratio is sacrificed. Therefore,
the efficiency improvement is not as good as raw distance calculations. As geometry-based methods,
FINGER relies more on memory access along with hamming distance calculations, so SIMD cannot
help it in approximate distance calculations. As for LSH and DNN, since the projected distances
are still in L2 format, it is easy to be optimized by SIMD. Additionally, SIMD optimizations for
the approximate distance calculations of PQ-based DCOs, i.e., the look-up of distance table and a
sum of the results from different segments, are well developed in the literature. Based on the results
and analysis, we give our second finding: low-dimensional distance calculation or segment-level
pruning tends to be more SIMD-friendly in approximate distance calculation.

6 Discussion and Conclusion

Open problems Based on the investigation and insights from our benchmark, we provide several
important open problems that are worth studying to further push the boundary of state-of-the-art.

1. As some classical methods like PQ perform competitively in most cases of our benchmark, it is
meaningful to provide a theoretical accuracy guarantee, deterministic or probabilistic, for them to
help find the Pareto curve.

2. Although deep neural networks currently do not perform well, there is still a large space to optimize
by adjusting the loss functions or the network topology based on our insights.
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3. It is promising to design DCOs natively combining the pruning techniques with SIMD instructions.
For example, the features can be grouped in 256 bits and the approximate distance can be estimated
between features in a SIMD-friendly way.

Limitations Our benchmark can be extended in the following aspects to make it more extensive
and comprehensive.

1. There are many optimizations and variants of the evaluated techniques such as PQ and LSH. It
is interesting to figure out which kinds of optimizations can (be extended to) match our insights or
improve query performance in a novel way.

2. On large datasets (e.g. billion-scale), some techniques evaluated in Fudist might meet scalability
limitations. In that case, sampling might be a natural way to reduce the complexity while preserving
the main features.

3. Although we only focus on DCOs that are orthogonal to specific ANNS indexes and search
algorithms (except for FINGER), it is also interesting to see how current DCOs can be adapted to
serve and optimize the specific search and indexing algorithm, as described in [13, 28].

Conclusions In this paper, we study the solutions of distance approximation and pruning served
for ANNS. We first introduce classical techniques like PCA and DWT, and deep learning models
like SEANet into this area. We further provide a detailed analysis of these methods along with the
advanced techniques from recent research. To evaluate these methods fairly, we design a lightweight
benchmark Fudist and conduct a comparative study on it. The analysis and insights obtained from the
experimental results help researchers further understand the mechanisms of different techniques.
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A Fudist Dataset Details

Trevi Trevi is a collection of images of the Trevi Fountain in Rome, Italy, taken from Photo Tourism
reconstructions 4. This dataset contains 100,000 image patches, each of which is sampled as 64× 64
grayscale with a canonical scale and orientation. The patch is flattened as a 4096-dimension vector.
This dataset can be accessed at http://phototour.cs.washington.edu/patches/default.
htm under no clear license.

MNIST MNIST is a database of handwritten digits, which have been size-normalized and centered
in a fixed-size image. The images were centered in a 28 × 28 image by computing the center
of mass of the pixels, and translating the image so as to position this point at the center of the
28 × 28 field. Each vector is flattened as a 784-dimension vector. This dataset can be accessed at
http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/ under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-
Share Alike 3.0 license.

Cifar Cifar is a labeled subset of 80 million tiny image dataset, consisting of 32×32 color images in
10 classes, with 6,000 images per class. The images are represented by a 512-dimension GIST feature
vector. This dataset can be accessed at https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html
under the terms of license CC BY 4.0.

Sun Scene UNderstanding (SUN) database contains 397 categories and 79,106 images for scene
recognition tasks. The images are represented by a 512-dimension GIST feature vector. This dataset
can be accessed at https://vision.princeton.edu/projects/2010/SUN/ under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution-Share Alike 4.0 license.

GIST GIST dataset contains 1 million images represented by 960-dimension GIST descriptors.
This dataset can be accessed at http://corpus-texmex.irisa.fr/ under no clear license.

Msong Msong is a collection of one million western popular music pieces. This dataset comes with
a set of features extracted by the API of The Echonest, which include tempo, loudness, timings of
fade-in and fade-out, and MFCC-like features for a number of segments. This dataset can be accessed
at http://www.ifs.tuwien.ac.at/mir/msd/ under the Open Access license.

4http://phototour.cs.washington.edu/
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Table 3: Dataset statistic

Datasets Data size Query size D LID D/LID Type

Trevi 99,900 200 4096 9.2 445.2 Image
MNIST 60,000 10,000 784 6.5 120.6 Image
Cifar 50,000 200 512 9.0 56.9 Image
Sun 79,106 200 512 9.9 51.7 Image
GIST 1,000,000 1,000 960 18.9 50.8 Image
Msong 994,185 1,000 420 9.5 44.2 Audio

Tiny 5,000,000 1,000 384 14.4 26.7 Image
Nuswide 268,643 200 500 24.5 20.4 Image
UKbench 1,097,907 200 128 7.2 17.8 Image
Crawl 1,989,995 10,000 300 15.7 19.1 Text
Notre 332,688 200 128 9.0 14.2 Image
SIFT 1,000,000 10,000 128 9.3 13.8 Image
Imagenet 2,340,373 200 150 11.6 12.9 Image
Word2Vec 1,000,000 1,000 300 26.6 11.3 Text
Deep 1,000,000 10,000 96 12.1 7.9 Image
Glove100 1,183,514 10,000 100 20.0 5.0 Text

Tiny Tiny image dataset extracts 5 million images from 80 million images of size 32× 32 pixels
collected from the Internet, crawling the words in WordNet. This dataset can be accessed at https:
//www.cse.cuhk.edu.hk/systems/hash/gqr/datasets.html under no clear license.

Nuswide Nuswide is a web image dataset containing 268,643 images represented by 500-dimension
bag of words based on SIFT descriptions. This dataset can be accessed at https://lms.comp.nus.
edu.sg/wp-content/uploads/2019/research/nuswide/NUS-WIDE.html.

UKbench UKbench contains 10200 images of N=2550 groups with each four images at size
640× 480. The images are rotated, blurred and have a tendency for computer science motives. This
dataset can be accessed at https://archive.org/details/ukbench under no clear license.

Crawl Crawl dataset provides a corpus for collaborative research, analysis and education. The
text is converted to 300-dimension vectors with fastText5. This dataset can be accessed at https:
//commoncrawl.org/ under the Open Access license.

Notre Notre dataset contains about 0.3 million 128-d features of a set of Flickr images and a
reconstruction from a collection of images from Notre Dame in Paris. This dataset can be accessed at
http://phototour.cs.washington.edu/patches/default.htm under no clear license.

SIFT SIFT dataset contains 1 million images represented by 128-dimension SIFT descriptors. This
dataset can be accessed at http://corpus-texmex.irisa.fr/ under no clear license.

Imagenet Imagenet is a large visual database designed for use in visual object recognition software
research. It contains about 2.4 million data points with 150 dimensions of dense SIFT features. This
dataset can be accessed at https://www.image-net.org/ under no clear license.

Word2vec Word2vec dataset is sampled from the word2vec embeddings which are trained on part
of Google News dataset. This dataset can be accessed at https://code.google.com/archive/
p/word2vec/ under the license of Apache License 2.0.

Deep Deep vectors are produced as the outputs from the last fully-connected layer of the GoogLeNet
model, which was pretrained on the Imagenet classification task. The embeddings are then compressed
by PCA to 96 dimensions and L2-normalized. This dataset can be accessed at http://sites.
skoltech.ru/compvision/noimi under no clear license.

5https://fasttext.cc/ use mean pooling to get doc-embedding
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Glove100 Glove (Global Vectors for Word Representation) is a word vector dataset produced
by the corresponding Glove unsupervised learning algorithm. This dataset is the pre-trained word
vectors from Wikipedia 2014 6 and Gigaword 5 7 corpus. This dataset can be accessed at https:
//nlp.stanford.edu/projects/glove/ under the Public Domain Dedication and License v1.0.

B Explanation and Analyses of Theoretical Results

We now prove and explain the benefit thresholds described in Table 1 in detail. Since the exhaustive
computation cost of all distance comparisons is T · O(D), where T is the total times of distance
comparisons and O(D) is the complexity to compute Euclidean distance between two vectors, the
actual cost for DCOs should be less than this exhaustive cost so that users can gain the overall benefit.
The actual cost consists of three parts, the preprocess cost, the approximation cost (i.e., the pruning
cost), and the cost to compute the full distance for the vectors not pruned. Note that the preprocess
cost here only refers to the cost of transforming a query to a certain format (e.g., rotated by a prepared
matrix, quantized by a codebook and etc), and we only use a constant C to represent it since it is
usually small and can be amortized by the further distance comparisons. More detailed analyses of
preprocess cost are elaborated in Appendix C.

Now we focus on the approximation cost and the distance calculation cost. For transformation-based
DCOs, the approximation cost for a vector is not fixed, ranging from O(1) to O(D), depending
on which point the approximated distance exceeds the threshold. We thus use the cost to evaluate
one dimension fd, and the dimension-level pruning ratio pd = 1 − #dim.calc.

D·T to describe the
approximation cost, i.e., T ·D · fd · (1− pd). And since transformation-based DCOs can naturally
obtain the actual distance when the pruning fails, no distance calculation cost exists. Then we can
get Equation 1 for transformation-based DCOs, and the final benefit threshold can be easily deduced
from Equation 1 by the basic laws of inequalities.

For DCOs of other types, we assume the approximation cost for a whole vector is fv which is
asymptotically smaller than O(D), and the vector-level pruning ratio pv = 1− #full dist.calc.

T . Then
the total approximation cost is T ·fv and the full distance cost is T · (1−pv) ·O(D). By summarizing
these two terms and the preprocess cost C, we can get the real cost for these DCOs as shown in
Equation 2, and the benefit threshold in Table 1, finally.

We next analyze the impacting factors in the benefit thresholds.

• pd. The value range of pd for transformation-based DCOs is (0, 1], whereas for other DCOs
pd can be a negative number and the limit depends on the ways of approximation. It is
because the approximation is an additional cost for non-transformation DCOs. Considering
the extreme case when all the pruning test fails, the actual cost is the exhausted computation
cost plus the pruning cost.

• pv. In contrast to pd, pv is always non-negative, belonging to [0, 1]. And usually for
transformation-based DCOs, pv is very close to 1.

• fd. fd is usually larger than the amortized cost of computing Euclidean distance on one
dimension due to the additional cost of evaluating the pruning criteria. For example, ADS
needs to multiply the approximated distance and compare it with the threshold. Therefore,
transformation-based DCOs often evaluate the pruning criteria after computing a period of
dimensions to amortize the cost (described in Appendix C.2).

• fv . The exact cost of fv varies across different DCOs, but all below O(D). Details will be
elaborated in Appendix C.2.

• C. It is clear that in the benefit thresholds of all DCOs, the terms containing C tend to be
zero when T is a large value. However, in some easy datasets (e.g., Trevi), a large T is
unnecessary to find the kNN. On the other, C is often also O(D) with a large multiplier. In
such cases, these terms should not be ignored.
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Table 4: Extra costs of DCOs

Category DCO Index time cost Memory cost (4 bytes)

Transformation
PCA O(n2D +ND2) 1 D2

DWT O(ND) 0
ADS O(ND2) D2

Projection LSH O(NDd) 2 Nd+Dd
SEANet O(nX) 3 O(X)

Quantization OPQ O(t1n
2D + (t1n+ t2n+N)DKs)) Nm+DKs +D2

Geometry FINGER O(|E|D2 +ND2 + |E|Dd+NDd) 4 (2 + d
32 ) |E|+ (1 + d)N

1 n is the size of training set, and N is the size of dataset.
2 d is the dimensionality of projected vectors (e.g., the number of hash functions).
3 X depends on the number of parameters.
4 |E| is the number of edges in the graph index, and d is the number of LSH hash functions.

C Analyses of Extra Costs of DCOs

The extra costs of DCOs include the additional indexing time cost and memory cost (listed in Table 4),
as well as query time cost (listed in Table 5).

In the indexing stage, DCOs need to compute auxiliary information that will be used in the query
stage to help speed up distance calculation. Usually, we sample randomly a portion of data from the
dataset as the training set. In the analyses below, we assume the cardinality of the dataset and the
training set is N and n, respectively.

In the querying stage, the auxiliary information will be loaded into memory and thus produces extra
memory cost. When a query vector comes, it usually needs to be preprocessed into other formats
(e.g., rotated by an orthogonal matrix, projected by a group of hash functions, embedded by neural
networks, etc.). The time cost of preprocess forms the factor C in the benefit thresholds. It though is
often insignificant due to the amortization by a large number of distance calculations, determines
the total time in some cases as explained in Appendix B. We also analyze the approximation costs
for different DCOs, which is the most important property determining the query performance. We
only show the asymptotic complexity of evaluating one dimension for transformation-based DCOs
and the whole vector for other types of DCOs in Table 4 respectively. Details will be elaborated in
Appendix C.2.

Finally, we discuss other limitations when adopting DCOs in ANNS index in different scenarios and
provide suggestions for these users.

C.1 Indexing Time and Memory Cost

The indexing time cost comes from the calculations of the auxiliary information. This information
is index-independent (except FINGER) and can be prepared once the data is ready. It is a little
different for transformation-based DCOs that build the index on the transformed vectors and thus
the auxiliary information must be obtained before building the index. The original vectors (before
transformation) can be directly discarded since it is usually meaningless and users usually only care
about the identifiers of kNN. To say the least, the original vectors can still be restored by inverse
transformation (i.e., multiply the inverse of the transformation matrix), which is not time costly.

Recall that all transformation-based DCOs preserve the norm during the transformation (i.e., the
distance between vectors keep unchanged) and the ANNS index is built relying on only the distance
between vectors. So the index built after transformation is the same as before in theory (i.e., neglect the
errors in float point number calculations). Therefore, the comparison between transformation-based
DCOs and other types of DCOs is still fair.

6https://dumps.wikimedia.org/enwiki/20140102/
7https://catalog.ldc.upenn.edu/LDC2011T07
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Another choice for transformation-based DCOs is to build the index on the original vectors and store
the transformed vectors in separate data structures along with the transformation matrix. However, it
will double the memory consumption and introduce more memory accesses, which are unnecessary
in real applications.

PCA The time complexity of PCA is O(n2D) and we need to store the matrix consisting of
eigenvectors (ordered by the corresponding eigenvalues from the highest to the lowest), which is a
D ×D orthogonal full-rank matrix, occupying D2 elements of space. After that, we need to rotate
the dataset with the matrix, with time complexity O(ND2).

DWT In contrast to PCA, DWT transforms each vector independently without the need of learning
a rotation matrix from a training set. And the transformation is very efficient with O(D) linear
complexity and no other auxiliary information. As a result, DWT is the most lightweight DCO in our
benchmark.

ADS ADS is also independent of data distribution. It generates a random transformation matrix
(D × D) and all vectors are rotated by this matrix. So the time complexity is O(ND2) and the
memory cost is D2 elements of space, the same as PCA.

LSH Similar to ADS, LSH generates d hash functions in the format of inner product, where each
function consists of D parameters to align with the dimensionality of the vectors. All parameters
in the hash functions are sampled from the Gaussian distribution. Therefore, the projection of the
dataset can be performed by matrix multiplication, with O(NDd) time complexity, and we only need
to store the parameters of the hash functions, occupying Dd elements of space.

SEANet The extra indexing cost for SEANet is to train the CNN model with the training set. It
depends on the number of epochs and the training complexity of the model. The time complexity of
training is linearly related to the dimensions of the vector. And the memory cost is in direct proportion
to the number of parameters.

OPQ OPQ trains a codebook with the training set by k-means clustering on each subspace, and
encodes the dataset as codewords. Thus the memory consumption includes three parts, the codebook,
the rotation matrix and the codewords. The codebook contains m subspaces and on each subspace
we have Ks clustering centroids which are also vectors of dimensionality D/m. Thus, the codebook
contains mKsD/m = DKs elements. Similar to PCA and ADS, the rotation matrix covers D2

elements of space. As for the codewords, for each vector, OPQ cuts it into m equal-length segments
and represents the subvector on each space with the identifier of clustering centroid. Strictly speaking,
Ks centroids need identifiers of only logKs bits. Here to keep the table concise, we use one 4-byte
integer as the identifier, which can support up to 232 > 4 billion centroids. Therefore, the codewords
occupy Nm elements of space.

Next, we introduce the time complexity of training OPQ. OPQ tries to find the optimal rotation
matrix and the optimal clustering centroids by minimizing the distortion error. In each iteration, OPQ
first fixes the rotation matrix and optimizes the clustering by adjusting the centroids like k-means.
Then OPQ fixes the centroids and optimizes the rotation matrix. Due to the NP-hard complexity
of this optimization problem, OPQ approximates it by first encoding the training vectors with the
current codebook and then applying Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) to the multiplication of the
original training set matrix and the encoded codewords matrix. Then the multiplication of the left and
right singular vector matrices is regarded as the rotation matrix. The complexity of training clustering
centroids and matrix multiplication in one iteration is O(nDKs) and O(n2D), respectively. This
process ends until the maximum number of iterations t1 is reached. The next round fixes the rotation
matrix and updates the clustering centroids with t2 iterations.

FINGER The auxiliary information of FINGER is prepared after the graph index is built. Specifi-
cally, we need to compute the||dproj || and ||dres|| for each edge and ||c|| for each node in the graph
index, which costs the O(|E|D2 +ND2) time. Besides, FINGER pre-computes the sigend LSH of
dres for each edge and rotated vectors of c with time complexity O(|E|Dd+NDd). The symbols
above are consistent with the original paper.
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Table 5: Extra query costs of DCOs

Category DCO Preprocess (C) Approximation (fd/fv)

Transformation
PCA O(D2) O(1/∆D) 1

DWT O(D) O(1/∆D)
ADS O(D2) O(2/∆D)

Projection LSH O(Dd)2 O(d)
SEANet O(DX ′)3 O(d)

Quantization OPQ O(DKs)
4 O(m)5

Geometry FINGER O(Dd) O(log(d) + C)6

1 ∆D is the number of computed dimensions before evaluating the pruning criteria
in each iteration.

2 d is the dimensionality of projected vectors (e.g., the number of hash functions).
3 X ′ depends on the model topology and the number of parameters.
4 Ks is the number of clustering centroids.
5 m is the number of segments.
6 C is the time cost to read and sum pre-computed information.

C.2 Query Time Cost

The additional query time cost comes from the transformation of the query vector and the approxi-
mate distance calculation. For transformation-based DCOs, evaluating the pruning criteria on each
dimension is too expensive so we usually set a user-defined hyper-parameter ∆D to control the
evaluation frequency. Note that for transformation-based DCOs we use the dimension-level cost fd
to represent the approximation cost while for others we use the vector-level cost fv .

PCA The preprocess time cost of PCA is O(D2) due to the matrix multiplication. In approximate
distance calculation, we evaluate the pruning criteria for every ∆D dimensions. Thus the amortized
additional cost for evaluating each dimension is O(1/∆D).

DWT DWT transformation of a query vector is O(D) time complexity. And the extra approximation
cost is also O(1/∆D).

ADS Like PCA, ADS transformation is also O(D2) for matrix multiplication. In approximation,
ADS needs to multiply a coefficient on the partial distance to evaluate the pruning criteria. Therefore
the extra amortized cost is O(2/∆D).

LSH LSH also applies matrix multiplication on the query vector but the size of the matrix is D× d.
And the approximate distance is defined as the L2 distance between the transformed vectors, with
O(d) time complexity.

SEANet The preprocess of a query vector is one time of inference and the time complexity depends
on the number of parameters. The approximate distance calculations are the L2 distance between two
embedding vectors, with O(d) time complexity.

OPQ OPQ needs to prepare a distance table before probing the index. The time cost is the same
as encoding a vector O(DKs). And when computing the approximate distance, OPQ only needs to
look up the distance table m times and sum the results. Compared with the format of L2 distance
calculation, OPQ does not involve any multiplication operations.

FINGER FINGER requires projecting the query with LSH rotation matrix with time complexity
O(Dd). The major procedure of computing approximate distance is to estimate the inner product
value of two vectors, which is facilitated by the humming distance between two binary vectors. We
use the built-in instruction of GCC to speed up the humming distance calculation with only O(log(d))
time complexity. Besides that, we also need to load some other numbers from the pre-computed
auxiliary information with constant time complexity.
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C.3 Discussion

Given the detailed analysis of all the DCOs included in our benchmark, we now provide a comparative
study and a rank. In terms of extra indexing time, DWT is the fastest, and the next LSH and ADS are
also very fast. PCA, OPQ and SEANet are slower and they rely on the size of the training set and the
last two also rely on the number of iterations/epochs. FINGER introduces the largest cost since it
needs to check each edge.

As for the memory cost, DWT does not need any extra memory while PCA and ADS only incur a
little cost. LSH and OPQ store encoded (and compressed) vectors which are usually several times
smaller than the original dataset. The memory cost of SEANet is the size of the model whereas
FINGER introduces the largest memory cost due to the large number of edges.

In terms of the extra query cost, DWT is also the fastest w.r.t. the preprocess cost while LSH and
FINGER are the next. The preprocess cost of PCA and ADS should not be neglected on easy and
high-dimensional datasets. While the costs of OPQ and SEANet depend on the number of clustering
centroids and the number of model parameters, respectively.

Sampling Note that PCA, OPQ and SEANet need to sample from the dataset to construct the
training set. If the training set is not a proper representative of the original data distribution, it will
degrade the effectiveness of the transformation or projection. Therefore, how to sample representative
data from the dataset is also an important problem for these DCOs.

Streaming ANNS Another cost of these DCOs is in the insertion or update operation, where the
update can be viewed as the composition of insertion and deletion. For example, PCA, ADS and
LSH need to transform the new vector with a rotation matrix, while OPQ needs to encode it with
the codebook and SEANet embeds it with neural networks. The cost of these operations is the same
as the query preprocess cost. The only exception is FINGER, which needs to additionally maintain
auxiliary information with the neighborhood and thus the extra insertion cost is large.

D Experimental Details

D.1 Adaption of Baseline Methods

We now describe how to adapt the techniques mentioned in our benchmarks to be DCOs. Since the
approximate distances of PCA and DWT are always the lower bound of actual distance, we can check
whether the approximate distance is larger than the pruning threshold (i.e., dist(Ref , q)), and if so
(i.e., dist(v, q) ≥ d̂ist(v, q) > Ref > dist(Ref , q)), the current neighbor can be simply skipped.

On the contrary, for LSH, OPQ and SEANet, we add a scale factor α when evaluating the prun-
ing condition. That is, we change the distance comparison from d̂ist(v, q) > dist(Ref , q) into
d̂ist(v, q) > α · dist(Ref , q). The larger α is, the smaller the probability of pruning is. In other
words, larger alpha trades efficiency for accuracy. For DCOs prone to produce false dismissals, we
enlarge alpha to ensure accuracy. Note that for FINGER we also add alpha to reduce accuracy loss
although it is not designed by the original paper.

SIMD support We adopt the SIMD implementation in hnswlib for Euclidean distance calculation.
For approximate distance calculation, only OPQ has the SIMD version and we adopt the imple-
mentation in FAISS. Since the format of approximated distance calculation of other DCOs except
for FINGER is also the Euclidean distance, we implement the SIMD version in the same way as
full distance calculation. But note that a short vector can not yet leverage the full power of SIMD
optimizations due to the limited parallelism. For transformation-based DCOs, we set the parallelism
of the SIMD instructions to be equal to ∆D to reconcile the pruning ratio with the acceleration of
vectorized execution.

D.2 Reproduce Procedures

Sampling Since in Fudist benchmark, the sizes of datasets are all million-level, we regard the
whole dataset as the training set for OPQ and PCA. And we assume the dataset and the query set are
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Table 6: Optimal hyper-parameters

HNSW OPQ LSH FINGER

Trevi M=16 m=8, α=1.0 d=64, pτ = 0.8 α=1.6
MNIST M=8 m=8, α=0.9 d=64, pτ=0.95 α=1.8

Cifar M=8 m=8, α=0.95 d=64, pτ=0.95 α=3.0
Sun M=8 m=8, α=0.9 d=64, pτ=0.95 α=3.0

GIST M=16 m=8, α=0.8 d=64, pτ=0.8 α=1.5
Msong M=8 m=6, α=0.98 d=64, pτ=0.98 α=1.2
Tiny M=48 m=8, α=0.9 d=16, pτ=0.99 α=1.6

Nuswide M=48 m=10, α=0.8 d=64, pτ=0.99 α=1.5
UKbench M=16 m=8, α=1.2 d=16, pτ=0.99 α=1.5

Crawl M=16 m=6, α=0.95 d=16, pτ=0.99 α=1.5
Notre M=8 m=8, α=1.0 d=16, pτ=0.99 α=1.8
SIFT M=16 m=8, α=0.98 d=16, pτ=0.99 α=1.8

Imagenet M=16 m=6, α=0.95 d=16 pτ=1.0 α=1.5
Word2Vec M=48 m=6, α=1.0 d=16, pτ=0.95 α=1.5

Deep M=16 m=8, α=1.1 d=16, pτ=0.95 α=1.6
Glove100 M=16 m=4, α=1.0 d=16, pτ=0.99 α=1.8

from the same distribution as they usually originate from the same embedding model, so there is no
problem of over-fitting. For SEANet, we randomly sample 50000 vectors for training the model to
ensure efficiency.

Dimensionality aligning DWT requires the length of the vector to be a power of two while OPQ
requires it to be a multiple of the number of segments. For these two DCOs, we add padding zeros
into the dataset whose dimensionality cannot satisfy the requirements. And for DWT, we remove the
all-zero columns after transformation.

Workflow To reproduce our benchmark results, users need to prepare the dataset in the correct
format, build the base ANNS index and prepare auxiliary information (before or after the indexing),
and finally execute queries. In the querying stage, Fudist loads the corresponding auxiliary information
according to the name of DCO provided by the user and preprocesses the query vector. Also, the
distance comparison operation is replaced by the interface provided by Fudist.

Reported results Every reported result is the mean value of 3 runs of the same experiment. The
query time is the average of all the queries in the query set. We omit the error bars since the variations
are all within 5%.

Measure We measure the search accuracy with recall. Given the set of approximate search results
A containing k vectors, and the set of ground truth GT also containing k vectors, recall is defined as

recall k@k =
|A ∩GT |

k
(3)

Extended to more ANNS indexes Fudist can be extended to more ANNS indexes. The only work
is to add a preprocess step before querying, and replace the distance comparison with Fudist DCO
interface.

D.3 Hyper-parameters

We use grid search to select the optimum combinations of hyper-parameters. The graph index is first
fixed and then we select hyper-parameters for DCOs.

Base graph index We select HNSW as the base graph index, implemented by hnswlib. For the
base graph index, we fix the parameter efConstrution to be 500 as recommended 8. The parameter

8https://github.com/erikbern/ann-benchmarks/blob/main/ann_benchmarks/algorithms/
hnswlib/config.yml
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M that controls the maximum out-degree of a node in the graph is adjusted to obtain the smallest
value while achieving the optimum efficiency-accuracy trade-off, as shown in Table 6.

Transformation-based DCOs For transformation-based DCOs, we fix ∆D to be 32 as it almost
always achieves the best performance except for very hard datasets, where the pruning ratio cannot
reach the benefit threshold and thus the evaluations of pruning criteria are a burden. It is not practical
for actual cases to adjust ∆D to be a very large value on these datasets. And for ADS, we fix the
hyper-parameter ϵ0 to be 2.1 as recommended, which usually reaches the optimum in our experiments.

LSH LSH have two hyper-parameters pτ and d. The former represents the confidence level and a
larger pτ trades efficiency for accuracy. d is the number of hash functions and also the dimensionality
of projected vectors.

SEANet SEANet requires multiple hyper-parameters for model training in the indexing stage,
and 1 scaling factor in the querying stage. We set the size of the sampling dataset as 50000 and an
appropriate number of epochs that allow convergence. Other hyper-parameters are set as default
values in the original paper.

OPQ OPQ has 4 hyper-parameters in the indexing stage and 1 scaling factor in the querying stage.
m is the number of segments and Ks is the number of clustering centroids which is fixed to be 256 as
recommended. The maximum numbers of the first iterations t1 and the second iterations t2 are both
fixed to 20. We assume to execute one round for clustering in the first iteration by default.

FINGER in the indexing stage, FINGER’s hyper-parameters include d, the number of LSH hash
functions and n, the sampling number of dres vectors for learning the eigenvectors to optimize the
LSH rotation matrix. And it needs a scale factor α in the query stage. In our experiments, we fix d to
be 64 as recommended.

E Additional Experimental Results

We now report the complete benchmark results of ANNS performance, with and without SIMD
optimizations, and also the approximation ratios on the 16 real datasets for all DCOs 9.

9We omit the results of SEANet for most datasets since it is hard to reach high performance and always
inferior to original HNSW index
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(a) Cifar (b) Sun

(c) Msong (d) Tiny

(e) Nuswide (f) UKbench

21



(g) Crawl (h) Notre

(i) SIFT (j) Glove100

Figure 7: ANNS performance

(a) Cifar (b) Sun

(c) Msong (d) Tiny
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(e) Nuswide (f) UKbench

(g) Crawl (h) Notre

(i) SIFT (j) Glove100

Figure 8: ANNS performance with SIMD
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(a) Trevi

(b) MNIST
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(d) Sun

(e) Mson
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(f) Tiny

(g) Nuswide

(h) UKbench

(i) Crawl

(j) Notre
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(k) SIFT

(l) Imagenet

(m) Word2Vec

(n) Deep

(o) Glove100

Figure 9: Approximation ratio

26


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Taxonomy
	Fudist Benchmark Design
	Experimental Studies
	Experimental Settings
	Search Performance
	Accuracy Loss
	Efficiency Improvements
	SIMD compatibility

	Discussion and Conclusion
	Fudist Dataset Details
	Explanation and Analyses of Theoretical Results
	Analyses of Extra Costs of DCOs
	Indexing Time and Memory Cost
	Query Time Cost
	Discussion

	Experimental Details
	Adaption of Baseline Methods
	Reproduce Procedures
	Hyper-parameters

	Additional Experimental Results

