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Abstract

Generative Retrieval (GR) is an emerging
paradigm in information retrieval that leverages
generative models to directly map queries to
relevant document identifiers (DocIDs) with-
out the need for traditional query processing
or document reranking. This survey provides
a comprehensive overview of GR, highlighting
key developments, indexing and retrieval strate-
gies, and challenges. We discuss various docu-
ment identifier strategies, including numerical
and string-based identifiers, and explore dif-
ferent document representation methods. Our
primary contribution lies in outlining future re-
search directions that could profoundly impact
the field: improving the quality of query gener-
ation, exploring learnable document identifiers,
enhancing scalability, and integrating GR with
multi-task learning frameworks. By examining
state-of-the-art GR techniques and their appli-
cations, this survey aims to provide a founda-
tional understanding of GR and inspire further
innovations in this transformative approach to
information retrieval. We also make the com-
plementary materials such as paper collection
publicly available1.

1 Introduction

The history of Information Retrieval (IR) has un-
dergone significant evolution, transitioning from
rudimentary methods grounded in statistical word
relationships to sophisticated systems that leverage
advanced deep learning techniques. This progres-
sion is distinctly organized around two primary
training objectives, as illustrated in Figure 1:

Objective 1: Vector Similarity Initially, IR sys-
tems were dependent on sparse retrieval techniques
that utilized statistical relationships between words
through methods such as the bag-of-words ap-
proach and the Vector Space Model (VSM) (Salton,

1https://github.com/MiuLab/GenIR-Survey/
*Equal contribution.

1983). In these models, documents were repre-
sented as sparse vectors, with each dimension in-
dicating the presence or frequency of terms. The
development of the Binary Independence Model
(BIM) (Robertson and Jones, 1976) and the im-
plementation of Term Frequency-Inverse Docu-
ment Frequency (TF-IDF) are quintessential to this
approach, emphasizing the independence and fre-
quency of term occurrences.

As technological advancements emerged, the
emphasis shifted towards dense retrieval. In this
phase, word embeddings transformed words into
dense vector representations, capturing deeper se-
mantic similarities and contextual relationships be-
yond mere keyword matches. Prominent devel-
opments in this area include Word2Vec (Mikolov
et al., 2013), GloVe (Pennington et al., 2014), and
advances in transformer networks such as BERT
(Devlin et al., 2018). These innovations culmi-
nated in sophisticated models like Dense Passage
Retrieval (DPR) (Karpukhin et al., 2020), which
markedly enhanced the precision and effectiveness
of information retrieval by employing dense vec-
tor embeddings to comprehend complex queries
and documents. Building on DPR, models like
REALM (Guu et al., 2020) and RAG (Lewis et al.,
2020) integrate retrieval with language models, fur-
ther refining relevance. ColBERT-QA (Khattab
et al., 2021) employs contextualized embeddings
for precise answer retrieval, advancing question-
answering capabilities.

Objective 2: Direct Document Mapping As IR
has transitioned from vector similarity approaches,
it has embraced generative retrieval, a method that
employs generative models to directly produce text
responses or document identifiers relevant to user
queries. This marks a significant shift from match-
ing pre-existing vector representations to dynam-
ically generating textual outputs that directly ad-
dress user needs. In the pre-retrieval stage, gen-
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Figure 1: Progression of information retrieval from sparse vector similarity techniques, such as the bag-of-words
and Vector Space Model, to dense retrieval with innovations like Word2Vec and BERT, culminating in sophisticated
systems like DPR. Advances in generative retrieval now integrate language models for direct response generation.

erative models are utilized to enhance dense re-
trieval efficiency through innovative approaches
like a retrieval-oriented pre-training paradigm us-
ing a Masked Auto-Encoder (MAE), as demon-
strated by Xiao et al. (2022). This model trains to
reconstruct sentences from their embeddings and
masked inputs, delivering superior performance
across various benchmarks. During the retrieval
phase, the adoption of generative models is exem-
plified by Lewis et al. (2020)’s retrieval-augmented
generation model, which selects documents via
a dense passage retriever and generates answers
for complex NLP tasks, achieving top-tier perfor-
mance. Moreover, Tay et al. (2022)’s Differen-
tiable Search Index (DSI) highlights this stage by
mapping queries directly to relevant documents,
significantly surpassing traditional methods and
demonstrating robust generalization in zero-shot
setups. In the post-retrieval phase, deep learning
techniques are applied to rerank retrieved docu-
ments, where efforts like those by Guo et al. (2016)
focus on refining document rankings by analyzing
complex matching patterns between queries and
documents. Similarly, Mitra et al. (2017) enhances
web search reranking by merging local and dis-
tributed text representations, leveraging both local
and global contexts to improve search result qual-
ity. Through these innovations, including the Two-
Tower model architecture and the Differentiable
Search Index (DSI) (Tay et al., 2022), generative
retrieval not only effectively responds to queries

but also identifies pertinent information within a
corpus, utilizing end-to-end training architectures
that integrate deep learning processes to streamline
the retrieval experience.

2 Introduction to Generative Retrieval

2.1 Definition of Generative Retrieval

The preceding section demonstrates the application
of generative models at various IR stages to facili-
tate task execution. In this survey paper, we aim to
define "generative retrieval" (GR) in the context of
the Differentiable Search Index architecture (Tay
et al., 2022), wherein a query is directly mapped to
its relevant document(s) through a seq2seq model
without the need for pre-retrieval query processing
or post-retrieval reranking of documents. Essen-
tially, an end-to-end architecture is sufficient for
completing IR tasks. Formally, we define GR as
a system where, given a user query q as input, a
seq2seq learning model directly outputs several
document identifiers (docids). Each identifier j
corresponds to a specific document dj within a cor-
pus D, indicating that the document is relevant to
query q (See Figure 2). Achieving this requires two
critical components in GR: indexing and retrieval.

2.1.1 Indexing
In the GR indexing strategy, pivotal considerations
are indexing methods and indexing targets. In-
dexing methods examines the techniques used to
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Figure 2: The Generative Retrieval system consists of two primary stages: In the Indexing Stage, specific queries like
"What is O11y?" and "Who founded Google?" are linked with their corresponding documents to DocIDs (DocIDs
258 and 147, respectively) through a seq2seq learning system, ensuring accurate query-DocID and document-DocID
associations. The Retrieval Stage processes a user query ("Who founded Google?") to autoregressively output the
relevant DocID, eliminating the need for additional query processing and document reranking. This direct mapping
highlights the system’s capability for efficient, end-to-end retrieval based on learned relationships.

establish the connection between document con-
tent and their unique identifiers, essentially mas-
tering the process of associating each document’s
text with a distinct docid. Indexing targets, con-
versely, focuses on document representation strate-
gies. This involves decisions regarding the detail
level of indexing, the importance of indexing spe-
cific document sections over others, handling dupli-
cate information, and the importance of semantic
comprehension in depicting the essence of docu-
ment contents.

In GR’s indexing methods, the emphasis is on
streamlining the process that connects document
contents with their unique identifiers. We can for-
mulate the process of indexing methods as training
on two types of examples. The first one is (dj , j)
where dj ∈ D represents j-th document in the cor-
pus D and j represents the corresponding identifier.
It is essential to training on the document-docid
pairings for building the index. This pairing pro-
cess is the first step in creating a retrievable link
between the content of each document and its loca-
tion within the database, enabling efficient storage
and retrieval.

And the second training example is (qi, j),

where we link a query qi with its relevant docid j.
By pairing queries with relevant docids, the system
learns the contextual nuances that define relevance
between a user’s search intent (expressed through
the query) and the document content (represented
by the docid). This training helps the model under-
stand which documents are most relevant to a given
query, an understanding that cannot be achieved by
indexing alone. These methods include innovative
approaches to sequence-to-sequence conversions
and bidirectional training, as well as advanced tech-
niques for span-based denoising. The details in the
second training example will be covered in Section
3.

For indexing targets, the focus shifts to how doc-
uments are represented within the system. Due to
limitations in model capacity and computational
resources, it’s often impractical for generative re-
trieval models to train with entire documents as
direct inputs. Therefore, it’s necessary to consider
other methods to effectively represent documents,
which include:

1. Direct Indexing: take the first L tokens of the
document.

2. Set Indexing: take the first L tokens without
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repeated words.
3. Inverted Index: take k contiguous tokens start-

ing randomly from the document.
4. Queries as representation: Zhuang et al.

(2022) proposed a method that uses generated
queries to represent documents while training with
the DocID. They suggested that using queries for
training instead of the whole document aligns bet-
ter with the retrieval process, as retrieval typically
involves using queries to find relevant documents.

By employing these diverse indexing methods,
we aim to enhance the efficiency and accuracy of
the generative retrieval system. Direct Indexing
and Set Indexing offer straightforward yet effec-
tive means to capture essential document content
while minimizing redundancy. The Inverted Index
provides a randomized, yet systematic, approach to
document representation, ensuring diverse content
coverage. Meanwhile, leveraging queries as docu-
ment representations aligns the training phase with
the retrieval phase, promoting a more intuitive and
context-aware retrieval process.

Ultimately, these indexing strategies converge
towards a unified goal: to optimize the generative
retrieval system’s ability to understand, index, and
retrieve documents with high precision. By balanc-
ing detail, relevance, and comprehensiveness, we
can ensure that the system not only stores docu-
ment content efficiently but also retrieves the most
pertinent information accurately in response to user
queries. This balance is crucial for developing a
robust and scalable generative retrieval framework
capable of handling diverse and complex informa-
tion needs.

2.1.2 Retrieval
Upon completing the indexing phase, we turn our
attention to the retrieval phase. Classic GR model
adopts a seq2seq approach for autoregressively de-
coding candidate docids, where the choice of repre-
sentation for these docids critically affects retrieval
efficiency.

In the seminal work of Generative Retrieval, Tay
et al. (2022) introduces Unstructured Atomic Iden-
tifier method, which assigns unique integers to each
document. This foundational approach is comple-
mented by structured identifier methods, including
both naively structured string identifiers and se-
mantically structured identifiers, paving the way
for nuanced document representation. As the field
has evolved, subsequent works have diversified the
focus on identifier representation, exploring alter-

natives like subsets of strings, article titles, and
more. Section 3 will provide a detailed exploration
and comparison of these extensions and the broader
spectrum of works within this series, highlighting
their contributions and innovations in the context
of Generative Retrieval.

3 Different Document Identifier
Strategies

Why is document identitier (docid) so important
for Generative Retrieval? According to Tang et al.
(2023b), instead of letting the generative model
generate the entire document by memorizing, it is
easier to only memorize and generate the document
identifiers. Therefore, it is important to have a
well-designed document identifier than not only
represent the document well but also have a good
performance at retrieving each relevant document.

In the following sections, we will roughly di-
vide the type of document identifiers into two main
types: 1. numerical docid and 2. string docid,
which the generative model either generates either
numerical token(s) or strings to identify different
documents. The structure used to categorise doc-
ument identifiers’ type is shown in Figure 3. Full
table of the list of works according to the type of
document identifiers are shown in Table 1. We also
listed the methods that are used to create document
identifiers in Table 2.

3.1 Numerical Identifier

Numerical Document Identifiers (docids) uses to-
kens or sequence of tokens to represent each docu-
ment. We can categorize numerical docids by the
number of tokens used to identify each document.

1. Single Token: This is a simple method that
assigns each document an arbitrary unique token
for generative models, such as T5’s final layer to
decode. Each identifier can be a random integer
or class label that is unique. The generative model
decodes each document using only one token. Ex-
amples of works that use single token identifiers
include those by Tay et al. (2022); Mehta et al.
(2022); Zhou et al. (2022a); Nguyen and Yates
(2023); Chen et al. (2023)

2. Sequential Tokens: This approach uses unique
sequence of tokens as identifier. The generative
model decodes tokens sequentially one token at a
time. We can further divide it into two categories
by the relations between the sequence of tokens.

The first category uses arbitrary sequence of to-
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Figure 3: Different types of document identifiers. We categorize docid into two types: numerical identifiers and
string identifiers. Numerical identifiers use numbers as identifiers and are further classified into single token and
sequential tokens based on the number of tokens used to represent each docid. With sequential tokens, the model
decodes tokens sequentially, one by one, for each docid. Depending on the method used to create the hierarchy
structure, sequential tokens can be further divided into arbitrary structured and semantically structured identifiers.
With string identifiers, the model directly decodes strings as docid. Based on the type of string used, we divide them
into subset of strings, titles or URLs, and pseudo queries.

kens, which can be random initialized. This means
that there aren’t relationship between the hierar-
chical of the sequence that the model is decoding,
identifiers with same sub-sequence of tokens can
be completely irrelevant. Examples of works with
arbitrarily structured sequences of tokens include
those by Tay et al. (2022); Mehta et al. (2022);
Zhuang et al. (2022); Nadeem et al. (2022).

The second category use semantically struc-
tured sequence of tokens, which same starting sub-
sequence means the documents contain more sim-
ilar semantic information. There are two ways to
construct semantically structured sequences in the
works we surveyed. The first method, proposed
in DSI (Tay et al., 2022), captures semantic infor-
mation by using K-means clustering similar docu-
ments together with a hierarchical structure. The
generative model then retrieves sequentially to find
the document within the cluster of similar docu-
ments. This method is more commonly seen in the
works we found. Examples of works using clus-
tering methods include those by Tay et al. (2022);
Mehta et al. (2022); Nadeem et al. (2022); Nguyen
and Yates (2023); Wang et al. (2022); Zhou et al.
(2022b). Another method from prior work, pro-
posed by Sun et al. (2024), uses an autoencoder

architecture, which captures the semantic informa-
tion by encoding the original document to docid
and tries to regenerate the same document from
decoding the docid. The retrieving process is same
as the first method, by sequentially docoding each
discrete identifier.

The performance varies among different types
of numerical document identifiers used. More stud-
ies suggest that methods with semantic informa-
tion performs better. However, Mehta et al. (2022)
indicated that using semantic structure identifiers
reduces forgetting, but still underperforms unstruc-
tured document identifiers.

3.2 String Identifier

Different from numerical docid, String Identifiers
use multiple words as docids, which typically con-
tain semantic information. Based on the type of
string they use, we can categorize them into three
categories.

1. Subset of strings: This method uses a subset
of strings from the document as the document iden-
tifier. There are various ways to obtain the subset
of strings. We list two methods that use this strat-
egy: n-gram and unordered term set. Bevilacqua
et al. (2022) used a conditioned generative model
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Methods Numerical Identifiers String Identifiers
single sequence w/semantic string sets titles/URLs queries

DSI (Tay et al., 2022) ✓ ✓ ✓
DSI++ (Mehta et al., 2022) ✓ ✓ ✓
CodeDSI (Nadeem et al., 2022) ✓ ✓
DynamicRetriever (Zhou et al., 2022a) ✓
Tied-Atomic (Nguyen and Yates, 2023) ✓ ✓
NCI (Wang et al., 2022) ✓
DSI-QG (Zhuang et al., 2022) ✓
CELVER (Chen et al., 2023) ✓
Ultron (Zhou et al., 2022b) ✓ ✓ ✓
GENRET (Sun et al., 2024) ✓
GERE (Chen et al., 2022a) ✓
CorpusBrain (Chen et al., 2022b) ✓
DEARDR (Thorne, 2022) ✓
GENRE (De Cao et al., 2020) ✓
SEAL (Bevilacqua et al., 2022) ✓
TSGen (Zhang et al., 2023) ✓
SE-DSI (Tang et al., 2023a) ✓
TOME (Ren et al., 2023) ✓
MINDER (Li et al., 2023) ✓ ✓ ✓
LTRGR (Li et al., 2024d) ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 1: List of works and types of docids used. W/semantic means semantically structured sequential tokens.

Method Description Identifier type Semantic information
Arbitrary random initialized token(s) numerical
Clustering use K-means clustering numerical ✓
Auto-encoder encode document to embedding numerical ✓
String set n-grams, substrings, URLs or titles string ✓

Table 2: Methods for creating document identifiers

to generate n-grams that exist in the documents to
retrieve the relevant document. Zhang et al. (2023)
proposed a method that use N unordered unique
terms as document identifier, where they stated that
any permutations of the terms should retrieve the
document.

2. Article Titles or URLs: This approach uses
the titles or URLs of the documents as identifiers,
which usually contain some semantic information
about the document. The generative model directly
generates the tokenized document title or URLs
when retrieving. Examples of works that used arti-
cle titles as identifiers include those by Chen et al.
(2022a); De Cao et al. (2020); Chen et al. (2022b);
Thorne (2022), and works that used URLs as identi-
fiers include Zhou et al. (2022b); Ren et al. (2023).

3. Synthetic pseudo-queries: Tang et al. (2023a)
utilized a generation model (DocTTTTTQuery by
Nogueira et al. (2019)) to generate pseudo-queries
of each given document, and used the top 1 gener-
ated query as the document identifier for retrieval.
When retrieving, the rank list is generated by beam
search. There is some portion of the identifiers that
is not unique. To deal with the problem, they used
a random order for documents with the same docid

during inference time.
Additionally, there are some other methods that

use more than one strategy at once. The method
proposed by Li et al. (2023) introduced a multi-
view identifier that combines the methods above.
The multi-view identifier contains titles, substrings,
and pseudo-queries together to better identify the
document. Prior work by Li et al. (2024d) also
used the same type of identifier.

As mentioned by Ren et al. (2023), one advan-
tage of using string type of identifiers is that these
type of identifiers are more aligned to the tokens
used to pretrain the language model.

Methods with using identifiers that contains se-
mantic information are often regarded as the better
option in more situations from the works we found.
The process of creating arbitrary docids are eas-
ier, but the performances are not that consistently
reliable.

4 Evaluation of Generative Information
Retrieval

4.1 Performance Metrics
Our study primarily investigates the performance
differences among various generative retrievals.
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We reference the experimental outcomes of BM25
and T5-based dual encoders to establish baselines
for sparse and dense retrieval methods. In genera-
tive retrieval research, common evaluation metrics
include Hits, Recall, and Mean Reciprocal Rank
(MRR). For studies with the objective of Direct
Document Mapping, the Differentiable Search In-
dex (DSI) (Tay et al., 2022) is one of the earlier
approaches and serves as a comparative benchmark
in many generative retrieval studies. The primary
metrics used in these comparisons are Hits@1 and
Hits@10. Hits@N, where N=1, 10, reports the pro-
portion of correct documents ranked within the top
N predictions.

4.2 Datasets
We compile a comprehensive list of datasets used
in various generative retrieval experiments in ta-
ble 3. The datasets include MS MARCO (Nguyen
et al., 2016), Natural Questions (Kwiatkowski et al.,
2019), Trivia QA (Joshi et al., 2017), FEVER
(Thorne et al., 2018), codeSearchNet (Husain et al.,
2019), XOR QA (Asai et al., 2020), KILT (Petroni
et al., 2020), and HOVER (Jiang et al., 2020). We
evaluate the relative performance of these methods
by selecting studies that utilize the two most com-
monly employed datasets, as determined by their
frequency of use in the literature. This approach
allows for a detailed comparative analysis based on
widely recognized benchmarks.

MS MARCO (Nguyen et al., 2016) includes
1,010,916 questions from Bing with human-
generated answers, 182,669 rewritten answers, and
8,841,823 passages from web documents. Gener-
ative retrieval studies use varying data sizes (10k,
100k, 300k, 1M, full) for different experiments. Ta-
ble 4 compares models with the same data size and
base model.

Natural Questions (NQ) (Kwiatkowski et al.,
2019) includes real Google queries with annotated
answers from Wikipedia. Generative retrieval stud-
ies often use 10k, 100k, or 320k examples. Table
5 compares models using the most frequent 320k
dataset with the same base model.

4.3 Baselines and Comparisons
The performance of various methods for genera-
tive retrieval tasks is illustrated through two tables,
evaluating the models on different datasets: MS
MARCO and NQ. In the MS MARCO dataset,
several data sizes are considered, including 100K,
300K, and the full dataset. For the NQ dataset, a

Datasets
MS MARCO† (Nguyen et al., 2016)
Natural Questions (NQ)† (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019)
Trivia QA (Joshi et al., 2017)
FEVER (Thorne et al., 2018)
codeSearchNet (Husain et al., 2019)
XOR QA (Asai et al., 2020)
KILT (Petroni et al., 2020)
HOVER (Jiang et al., 2020)

Table 3: List of datasets used. † indicates commonly
used datasets.

single data size of 320K is evaluated.

In Table 4, the MS MARCO dataset serves as a
benchmark to evaluate various methods including
TOME (both single-stage and two-stage), SE-DSI,
TSGen, Tied-Atomic, GENRET, and Ultron, each
employing the T5-base model (Raffel et al., 2020)
as their underlying architecture. Within the MS
MARCO 100K subset, the TOMEtwo-stage method
achieves a leading Hits@1 score of 71.93, whereas
SE-DSI records the highest Hits@10 score of 75.28.
In the context of the MS MARCO 300K subset,
TSGen outperforms others in both Hits@1, regis-
tering a score of 38.40, and Hits@10, with a score
of 78.10. Across the entire MS MARCO dataset,
SE-DSI secures the top Hits@1 score of 26.09 and
the highest Hits@10 score of 40.02. The BM25
method is also included as a baseline for compari-
son but exhibits lesser performance.

Table 5 focuses on the NQ 320K dataset, com-
paring methods such as DSI, Tied-Atomic, NCI,
NCIw/qq−ft, Ultron, GENRET, TSGen, DSI-QG,
and TOME, all using T5-base (Raffel et al., 2020)
as their base model. Tied-Atomic, employing a
single document identifier, achieves state-of-the-art
performance with the highest Hits@10 score of
90.03. On the other hand, TSGen, which utilizes
string set document identifiers, records the high-
est Hits@1 score of 70.80. Overall, the document
identifier strategy employing string representations
demonstrates superior performance in the Hits@1
metric. However, TSGen does not exhibit the best
performance on the MS MARCO 300K dataset.
This variation in results between datasets suggests
inherent differences in their characteristics. Conse-
quently, no single method consistently outperforms
across different datasets. In contrast, the BM25
baseline method shows significantly lower scores,
with 15.11 for Hits@1 and 32.48 for Hits@10, un-
derscoring the advanced effectiveness of the newer
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models.
In addition to studies using T5-base as the base

model, there is a segment of research that uses
BART (Lewis et al., 2019) as the base model. No-
table examples include SEAL (Bevilacqua et al.,
2022), MINDER (Li et al., 2023), and LTRGR
(Li et al., 2024d), all of which use BART-large
to conduct experiments on the MS MARCO and
NQ datasets. These studies also employ common
methodologies, such as the use of string identifiers
for comparative analysis. Specifically, in the NQ
320K dataset, LTRGR exhibits state-of-the-art per-
formance, achieving the highest results in metrics
like hit@5, hit@20, and hit@100. Given the rela-
tively sparse volume of research and experiments
of this nature, these findings are discussed textually
rather than presented in table format, highlighting
their significance and the unique contributions of
using BART-large as a base model in information
retrieval tasks.

Overall, the tables highlight the superior perfor-
mance of specific generative retrieval methods like
TOMEtwo-stage, SE-DSI, TSGen, and Tied-Atomic
under various experimental conditions and dataset
sizes. The best results for Hits@1 and Hits@10 are
highlighted in bold, showcasing the effectiveness
of these models compared to the baseline BM25.

4.4 Document Identifier Strategy Comparison
From Table 4 and Table 5, we can observe that
docids with semantic information usually have bet-
ter performance than the docids without semantic
information.

However, in Ultron (Zhou et al., 2022b), the
best performance comes from the atomic setting,
which is the single token numerical docid. They
addressed that the reason it performs better is that
it used almost about twice the parameter size of the
semantic ones such as the URLs. This is also one
of the problems of single token numerical docid.
With the size of the corpus increasing, the model’s
final output layer needs to match the number of
the documents of the whole corpus size, which
leads to an increase in parameters of the model. On
the other hand, semantic docids such as sequential
tokens and string identifiers have limited amount of
tokens. The model only needs to output the number
of groups for each hierarchy, such as k for the k-
means clustering, or the limited amount of strings
for URLs and titles which tokens are limited to
the amount of subwords that don’t scale with the
corpus. In this case, we think that with increasing

the parameters of the semantic docid models will
leads to better performance.

In the case above, we can observe that although
the tables compare different works with the same
dataset size and the same base model, the differ-
ence of model parameter size leads to different per-
formance. Therefore, more thorough experiments
with the same settings might be needed for a more
in-depth comparison.

5 Challenges

Although generative retrieval appears to be an in-
novative direction and has shown outstanding per-
formance in various experiments, there are still
some issues that need to be addressed. These chal-
lenges include the problem of scalability, which in-
volves maintaining efficient retrieval performance
on large-scale datasets, and the problem of dynamic
corpora, which requires the system to dynamically
handle and update the content in the database to
ensure the accuracy and timeliness of retrieval re-
sults. Only by overcoming these challenges can
generative retrieval realize its full potential.

5.1 Scalability

According to the experimental results by Tay et al.
(2022), it was found that the performance improve-
ment of the Generative Retrieval Model decreased
as the dataset size expanded from 100k to 320k.
Generally, most studies on generative retrieval fo-
cus on evaluating datasets around the size of 100k,
proving the model’s strong competitiveness at this
scale. However, in real-world applications of infor-
mation retrieval, the dataset sizes often far exceed
this magnitude.

Therefore, Pradeep et al. (2023) conducted an
in-depth study on the entire MS MARCO dataset,
which contains over 8.8 million paragraphs, to ob-
serve how the performance of generative retrieval
model is affected as the dataset size increases. No-
tably, in the training dataset of MS MARCO, less
than 6% of the documents contain queries, which
is closer to the real-world situation where most
documents do not have a user query record.

As the dataset expanded from MSMarco100k
to MSMarcoFULL, the performance gap between
the Generative Retrieval Model and the baseline
model in the MRR@10 metric gradually widened,
increasing from 2.9 to 10.2. This indicates that the
increase in dataset size poses a greater challenge
for the Generative Retrieval Model, showing that
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Methods docid MS MARCO 100K MS MARCO 300K MS MARCO Full
Hits@1 Hits@10 Hits@1 Hits@10 Hits@1 Hits@10

BM25 - - - - - - 18.92

TOMEsingle−stage URL 66.46 - - - - -
TOMEtwo−stage URL 71.93 - - - 22.03 -
SE-DSI query 53.47 75.28 - - 26.09 40.02
TSGen str set - - 38.40 78.10 - -
GENRET w/sem - - 47.90 79.80 - -
Ultronatomic single - - 32.81 74.13 - -

Table 4: Comparison of generative retrieval experiments using varying data sizes (100k, 300k, 1M, full) with
T5-base (Raffel et al., 2020) as the base model. Despite using the same base model, the data sizes and experimental
settings differ slightly. The best results for Hits@1 and Hits@10 under similar experimental settings are highlighted
in bold. Note that the experiment results are directly sourced from their respective papers. Categories of docids
can be found in Table 1, with seq referring to sequence, str referring to string and w/sem referring to semantically
structured sequential tokens.

Methods docid NQ 320K
Hits@1 Hits@10

BM25 - 11.60 34.40

T5-based dual encoders - 20.50 58.30

DSI w/sem 27.40 56.60
Tied-Atomic single 65.26 90.03
NCI w/sem 65.86 85.20
NCIw/qg−ft w/sem 68.91 88.48
Ultronatomic single 25.43 69.53
GENRET w/sem 68.10 88.80
TSGen str set 70.80 88.90
DSI-QG seq 63.49 82.36
TOMEsingle−stage URL 64.93 -
TOMEtwo−stage URL 66.64 -

Table 5: Comparison of generative retrieval experiments
using 10k, 100k, and 320k examples with T5-base (Raf-
fel et al., 2020) as the base model. The majority of
studies utilize the 320k dataset. The best results for
Hits@1 and Hits@10 under similar experimental set-
tings are highlighted in bold. Note that the experiment
results are directly sourced from their respective papers.
The experimental data for BM25 and T5-based dual en-
coders is sourced from the DSI authors. Settings w/qg-ft
in NCI refers to query generation. Categories of docids
can be found in Table 1, with seq referring to sequence,
str referring to string and w/sem referring to semanti-
cally structured sequential tokens.

its performance is not only inferior to the baseline
model but also that this performance gap continues
to grow as the dataset size increases.

Furthermore, Pradeep et al. (2023) also analyzed
techniques previously applied in generative re-
trieval models to determine which techniques could
effectively mitigate the challenges brought about
by the increase in dataset size. The study found
that the training method using synthetic queries
to document identifiers (docid) exhibited the best
performance on large-scale data, proving the effec-
tiveness of this approach. Additionally, the quality
of synthetic queries also significantly impacted the
model’s performance. This training method is ef-
fective mainly because it increases the proportion
of documents in the dataset that contain queries,
thereby reducing the discrepancy between training
and inference stages when using documents and
queries as inputs, making the data distribution more
consistent during training and inference.

5.2 Dynamic corpus

In the field of information retrieval, databases are
evolving entities that expand over time. Unlike
Sparse Retrieval, which efficiently incorporates
new documents by simply updating existing index
structures, and Dense Retrieval techniques, which
can easily convert new documents into new em-
beddings via an encoder and store them, Genera-
tive Retrieval faces greater challenges. When new
documents are added to the database, it necessi-
tates reindexing the entire corpus, a process that is
both time-consuming and computationally inten-
sive. Thus, finding ways to shorten this process
becomes crucial for applying generative retrieval
in real-world scenarios.

Moreover, ensuring that the model can assimi-
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late new knowledge while retaining memory of old
documents is a significant technical challenge. This
involves not just the efficiency of model training
but also tests the memory capacity of the model.
Overall, these challenges point to a common goal:
how to effectively manage the dynamic changes of
databases under the premise of ensuring model up-
date speed and memory capacity, thereby achieving
more flexible and efficient information retrieval.

Kishore et al. (2023) proposed a method that
allows for the real-time addition of documents by
modifying the original DSI system. They replaced
the T5 architecture with a Bert encoder combined
with a classification layer to predict the document’s
unique identifier, adopting atomic ids. This archi-
tectural design allows the classification layer to be
viewed as a matrix V, where each row represents
an embedding of a document. Therefore, during
the retrieval process, calculating the inner product
between the embedding of a query and that of each
document assesses similarity scores. When new
documents are added to the system, it essentially
amounts to adding a new row to matrix V, introduc-
ing a new document embedding. The optimization
challenge then becomes finding a way to maximize
the similarity score between the new embedding
and its corresponding query while ensuring this
score is lower than the similarity scores between
other documents and their queries. This ensures
precise guidance of queries to the most relevant
documents.

Mehta et al. (2022) discovered that models face
two types of forgetting challenges. Firstly, as the
volume of training data increases, documents that
were previously accurately retrievable by the model
gradually lose their retrievability. Secondly, when
new documents are added and fine-tuned, although
the new documents are processed effectively, this
significantly reduces the processing efficiency for
previously trained documents.

To address the first type of forgetting, Mehta et al.
(2022) employed Sharpness-Aware Minimization
(SAM) technology for improvement. SAM aims to
find a "flat" optimal solution, and previous research
has shown that models located at flat optima have
stronger generalization performance and are better
at retaining memory of early learning content in
continuous learning tasks.

For the second type of forgetting, Mehta et al.
(2022) proposed the use of Generative Memory
technology to mitigate the loss of memory for old
documents. This method involves training a model

capable of generating queries based on previously
seen documents, and introducing these generated
queries when fine-tuning new documents, thereby
helping the model to recall and maintain its pro-
cessing capabilities for old documents.

6 Future Directions

6.1 Training Methods

In the rapidly evolving field of Generative Retrieval
(GR), the effectiveness of training methods is cru-
cial for optimizing model performance and ensur-
ing robust information retrieval. This section ex-
plores the future directions of training methods by
focusing on two critical aspects: the strategies for
designing document identifiers (DocIDs) and the
quality of query generation. Specifically, we pro-
vide insights into the potential of learnable DocIDs
to capture nuanced document representations and
the importance of high-quality data generation in
achieving superior retrieval outcomes. Through
this exploration, we seek to inspire future research
and development in the realm of generative re-
trieval.

6.1.1 DocIDs Strategies
From the introduction in Indexing, we understand
that indexing is a crucial process in the field of
GR, enabling models to memorize the representa-
tion of each document. Imagine if the represen-
tation of every document were identical; it would
be challenging for the model to retrieve the appro-
priate document for different queries. Therefore,
designing accurate document identifiers (DocIDs)
is of paramount importance. In the GR field, most
document identifiers are static (Tay et al. (2022),
Bevilacqua et al. (2022), Tang et al. (2023a) Sun
et al. (2024)), meaning they are defined by prede-
termined human rules. These identifiers are either
sequential numbers (atomic IDs) or semantically
structured DocIDs following hierarchical informa-
tion. However, can these human-defined identifier
rules effectively distinguish different documents?
This is a key question worth exploring.

Currently, there is emerging work attempting to
use learnable document identifiers. For instance,
Sun et al. (2024) employ an additional pre-trained
tokenizer model to classify documents more se-
mantically, using token embeddings as identifier
information. Wang et al. (2023b) apply attention
mechanisms at the n-gram level of documents to
learn the overall embedding of each document.
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By leveraging learnable mechanisms, we shift
from manually tailored identifier information to
allowing models to autonomously learn how to
classify documents. This approach holds signif-
icant promise for several reasons. Firstly, it can
adapt to the evolving nature of language and doc-
ument content without requiring constant human
intervention. Secondly, learnable identifiers can po-
tentially capture subtle semantic nuances that static
identifiers might miss, leading to more accurate
and contextually relevant retrieval. Future research
should focus on refining these learnable identifier
mechanisms, exploring ways to integrate dynamic
and context-aware identifier generation.

6.1.2 Query generation quality
The essence of Generative Retrieval (GR) lies in
transforming the traditional Information Retrieval
(IR) process, which typically involves two stages
(1. query encoding and 2. similarity comparison
with different documents), into a single, unified
pipeline. The key distinction in this process is the
direct generation of document identifiers related
to the query using generative models. Building
on this foundation, many works have incorporated
various generative methods into different phases to
enhance each step of the process.

For example, TOME (Ren et al., 2023) augments
queries by generating several related paragraphs
and corresponding URLs as identifiers. Similarly,
DSI++ (Mehta et al., 2022) uses generative models
to sample several pseudo-queries for documents
as a data augmentation method. These approaches
have demonstrated superior performance compared
to simply training on the original dataset. Given
this, we anticipate that future works will increas-
ingly apply generative models to more components
to boost the overall performance of generative re-
trieval.

Under this premise, the quality of data generated
by these models becomes crucial. Generative mod-
els are renowned for their ability to produce a rich
amount of data at a low cost. However, numerous
past studies (He et al., 2019; Kariluoto et al., 2021;
Budach et al., 2022) have demonstrated that merely
increasing data quantity does not directly translate
to improved model performance. On the contrary,
data quality is the key factor in enhancing model
performance.

Therefore, we believe that future research should
focus on how to further improve the quality of
query generation in the context of generative re-

trieval. This could involve pre-training models to
better understand the context of information re-
trieval, ensuring that the generated queries are not
only abundant but also of high quality. By improv-
ing the quality of the generated data, we believe it
can significantly boost the performance and relia-
bility of generative retrieval systems.

6.1.3 Utilizing Large Language Models

As discussed in Section 4.3, generative retrieval has
predominantly utilized encoder-decoder transform-
ers like T5 (Raffel et al., 2020) and BART (Lewis
et al., 2019). However, the trend of generative mod-
els is shifting towards decoder-only architectures,
such as large language models (LLMs). LLMs,
with their vast pre-training on diverse datasets, ex-
cel in understanding and generating human-like
text, reasoning over complex relationships, fol-
lowing instructions, and adapting to various con-
texts. Despite the popularity of LLMs, few have ex-
plored using decoder-only architectures for genera-
tive retrieval. Notably, Li et al. (2024a) employed
LLaMA-2, (Touvron et al., 2023) an open-source
pre-trained LLM, achieving superior performance
across various downstream tasks. This suggests
the potential advantages of LLMs, likely due to
their enhanced reasoning ability and instruction-
following capability from extensive pre-training
data. The enormous scale of LLMs could enable
indexing larger-scale corpora, improving the scal-
ability of generative retrieval. Additionally, the
decoder-only architecture could simplify the gen-
erative retrieval framework by unifying input and
output representations.

Wang et al. (2023a) also applied LLMs in re-
trieval with LLM2GR, which eliminates additional
retrieval models by generating relevant document
titles and passages directly from queries. This
method, utilizing constrained decoding and a scor-
ing mechanism, demonstrated efficient retrieval.

Nevertheless, some scholars argue that the out-
puts of pre-trained generative models like LLMs
can be unstable, influenced by factors such as GPU
settings and prompt design (Zakari, 2024). This
variability raises concerns about their reliability
as databases. Future research should explore suit-
able architectures for generative retrieval, assess
the reliability of LLMs for this task, and investigate
methods to ensure consistent performance, such as
constrained decoding algorithms, under varying
conditions.
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6.2 Scalability
6.2.1 Identifier
The current research on improving the scalability
and updating of documents in Generative retrieval
is mainly focused on Atomic identifiers. Since
the training process of Atomic identifiers can be
simplified to a method similar to Dense retrieval,
the characteristics of Dense retrieval can be uti-
lized to enhance the scalability of Generative re-
trieval. However, in studies using autoregressive
generation methods to generate document identi-
fiers, there are relatively fewer breakthroughs in
scalability.

6.2.2 Document adding and deleting
In dynamic databases, we often need to update out-
dated documents or adjust the size of the database,
which involves deleting infrequently used docu-
ments and adding new information. This docu-
ment editing process can be seen as two main steps:
first, deleting old documents, and then adding new
ones. Existing research has proven that generative
retrieval has certain efficiency and capabilities in
adding new documents. However, there is relatively
less research on deleting documents, making the ex-
ploration of how to effectively delete documents an
important and worthwhile topic for in-depth study.

6.2.3 Indexing cost
Unlike dense retrieval, which allows for fast index-
ing of new documents using a pre-trained encoder,
generative retrieval faces a significant challenge in
this regard. In generative retrieval, indexing a new
document often necessitates retraining the entire
model, a process that is both time-consuming and
resource-intensive. This bottleneck in the indexing
process can hinder the practical application of gen-
erative retrieval systems in dynamic environments
where documents are frequently updated. There-
fore, exploring alternative methods to approximate
the indexing of new documents without requiring
full model retraining presents a promising direction
for future research. Such methods could potentially
bridge the gap in indexing efficiency between dense
and generative retrieval approaches, enhancing the
practicality and scalability of generative retrieval
systems

6.3 Multi-task
In the framework of seq2seq architecture within
the field of Information Retrieval (IR), generative
retrieval, operating on a single-task basis, not only

outperforms the sparse retrieval baseline but also
demonstrates substantial enhancements in Zero-
Shot NQ document retrieval (Tay et al., 2022). The
authors of the DSI have employed a T5-style co-
training approach, implementing simultaneous in-
dexing and retrieval using different task prompts.
However, subsequent studies have yet to exper-
iment with this methodology in tasks related to
Question Answering, summarization, or Semantic
Textual Similarity. Integrating downstream tasks
directly into the IR tasks using T5-style co-training
presents a promising future direction.

Another direction could involve enhancing the
capabilities of generative retrieval and downstream
tasks within an architecture similar to DSI by incor-
porating additional components. For instance, the
UniGen (Li et al., 2024c) has incorporated a Ques-
tion Answering task, utilizing a shared encoder and
employing two distinct decoders to efficiently ex-
ecute IR and QA tasks, achieving notable results.
Alternatively, integrating the Retrieval-Augmented
Generation (RAG) architecture (Li et al., 2024b)
could facilitate the co-training of multiple down-
stream tasks beyond the IR task. Additionally, em-
ploying a Mixture of Experts could augment the
capabilities of various downstream tasks, achiev-
ing enhanced overall performance through gating
mechanisms (Shazeer et al., 2017) that control dif-
ferent modules.

7 Conclusion

This paper provides a comprehensive survey and
analysis of Generative Retrieval (GR), exploring its
development history, key technologies, challenges,
and future directions. Five significant contributions
to the field of information retrieval are provided in
the following:

• The development of information retrieval is
traced from sparse retrieval methods to dense
retrieval techniques, eventually leading to gen-
erative retrieval, wherein a query is directly
mapped to its relevant document(s) through
a seq2seq model without the need for pre-
retrieval query processing or post-retrieval
reranking of documents.

• The core concepts of GR are explained, detail-
ing the end-to-end retrieval process, indexing,
and retrieval techniques, including document
identifier strategies and seq2seq models.
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• Various document identifier types are com-
pared, showing that those with semantic infor-
mation generally perform better, and different
methods of creating these identifiers are ex-
plored.

• Evaluation metrics and commonly used
datasets in GR are discussed, emphasizing
their role in assessing retrieval performance
and comparing different identifier strategies.

• Challenges such as scalability and dynamic
corpus management are identified. Future re-
search directions are proposed, such as opti-
mizing training methods, improving system
scalability, and integrating multi-task learning
techniques.

In summary, this study offers a thorough survey to
help readers gain a deeper understanding of genera-
tive retrieval technologies. It aims to inspire further
research in the field and advance the development
of information retrieval technologies.
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