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ABSTRACT
Re-ranking systems aim to reorder an initial list of documents to

satisfy better the information needs associated with a user-provided

query. Modern re-rankers predominantly rely on neural network

models, which have proven highly effective in representing samples

from various modalities. However, these models typically evalu-

ate query-document pairs in isolation, neglecting the underlying

document distribution that could enhance the quality of the re-

ranked list. To address this limitation, we propose Graph Neural

Re-Ranking (GNRR), a pipeline based on Graph Neural Networks

(GNNs), that enables each query to consider documents distribu-

tion during inference. Our approachmodels document relationships

through corpus subgraphs and encodes their representations using

GNNs. Through extensive experiments, we demonstrate that GNNs

effectively capture cross-document interactions, improving perfor-

mance on popular ranking metrics. In TREC-DL19, we observe a

relative improvement of 5.8% in Average Precision compared to

our baseline. These findings suggest that integrating the GNN seg-

ment offers significant advantages, especially in scenarios where

understanding the broader context of documents is crucial.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Learning to rank for Information Retrieval (IR) involves automat-

ically creating a ranking model that sort new objects based on

their relevance. Given that many IR challenges inherently revolve

around ranking, applying learning-to-rank techniques can enhance

various IR technologies [27]. This process typically encompasses

two key stages. Firstly, during the training phase, a ranking model

is developed to assign a ranking score to each query-document

pair based on labeled data such as user interactions and relevance

indicators. Subsequently, in the testing phase, the trained ranking

model is applied to a collection of documents retrieved for a new

query, ultimately delivering a ranked list of documents to the users.

Considering the potentially large document collection size from

which we generate our list, the ranking task is generally divided

into several stages, employing different models at each stage. The

rationale behind this multi-stage process is to utilize faster and less

effective models in the initial stages, with numerous documents

to analyze. As we filter out the more relevant ones, we use more

effective models to re-rank them. This approach is also known as

re-ranking. Currently, most re-ranking pipelines adopt a two-stage

approach. The first stage involves document retrieval, typically

employing fast retrievers such as BM25 [41]. The second stage is

the re-ranking phase, usually conducted by dense and effective

retrievers based on the transformer architecture [48].

When employing dense retrievers, scores are assigned to query-

document pairs and sorted from highest to lowest. However, this

approach has a drawback: each score is computed by considering

only the individual query-document pair, neglecting the document

distribution that could provide a more accurate understanding of

the true relevances within a set of documents. This class of mod-

els falls under the family of uni-variate scoring functions [2]. To

overcome this limitation, multi-variate scoring functions have been

introduced [2, 24, 37–39], which aim to improve re-ranking perfor-

mance by using relevance scores that are aware of the document

distributions. These methods have demonstrated improved perfor-

mance compared to the uni-variate case. In previous works, multi-

variate schemes have been implemented through self-attention

mechanisms [24, 37], as this operation is permutation invariant,

and documents are interpreted as a set rather than a sequence with

a specific ordering. However, this self-attention mechanism causes

each document to attend to every other, leading to unnecessary

computations between pairs of documents that do not affect each

other.

In this paper, we leverage another deep learning architecture known

for its permutation invariant property: Graph Neural Networks

[16, 49]. GNNs are deep learning models that operate on graph data

structures. Given the ubiquity of graphs in nature, these models
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have found applications in several domains, including recommender

systems [47, 52, 55], natural language processing [4, 31, 45], and

computer vision [15, 46, 51], achieving state-of-the-art performance.

Considering documents as the nodes of a graph allows for a natural

representation of their relationships, reflecting their distributions

in a non-Euclidean space. Our work aims to establish these re-

lationships based on document semantic similarities. To achieve

this, we employ a data structure known in the literature as the

Corpus Graph [29], which is a graph of documents that encodes

relationships derived from both lexical and semantic similarities.

The contributions of this paper are the following:

• We explore new applications of GNNs in the context of re-

ranking, where their contribution remains under-investigated.

• We define a data structure referred to as the query-induced

corpus subgraph, whichmodels document relationshipswithin

re-ranking.

• We propose a novel pipeline that combines any message-

passing rule with a corpus graph for re-ranking.

• We demonstrate that our proposed approach improves rank-

ing metrics compared to uni-variate baselines.

• Through an ablation study, we quantify the contribution of

GNNs in the final re-ranking performance.

2 RELATEDWORKS
From Early Approaches to Neural Ranking. Initially, IR relied

on classical statistical approaches to elicit a global ranking among

items based on pairwise comparison data, such as the Bradley-Terry-

Luce (BTL) model [5, 28]. Building upon early research on network

centrality, subsequent studies utilized the stationary distribution of

a Markov chain to rank nodes in a network. Various measures have

been developed to assess the importance of nodes within a graph

or other network structures [32, 33, 35]. In addition to these classi-

cal, learning-free optimizers for ranking problems, contemporary

approaches increasingly employ learning-based, predominantly

neural models for similar tasks. An essential subset of these is rep-

resented by attention-based models, which have gained popularity

following the success of the Transformer architecture in natural

language processing [48], computer vision [13], and other essential

fields. Notable examples in this context are based on BERT-related

[12] models such as [21, 25, 34]. The natural modeling of docu-

ment relationships through graphs has inspired recent research to

employ graph-based approaches to enhance recall [29] and, most

importantly, to utilize GNNs with their message-passing formalism

[16] for ranking tasks. This growing interest in GNNs within the IR

community underscores their potential in this context.Graph Neu-
ral Networks for ranking. Scarselli et al. [43] presented the first

example graph-based machine learning framework designed for in-

formation retrieval, specifically focusing on computing page ranks

for web pages. This approach builds upon conventional algorithms

such as PageRank [36] by leveraging node-specific feature vectors

to improve ranking accuracy. However, the model necessitates label

supervision with ground truth ranks for effective training. Damke

et al. [10] employs GNNs to convert graphs into feature embeddings.

These are subsequently utilized in comparator networks to assess

pairwise preferences, thus constructing global rankings. Similarly,

He et al. [18] utilize a GNN framework where nodes represent items,

and edges indicate pairwise comparisons, enabling the recovery of

global rankings through direct optimization of ranking objectives.

Other approaches [26, 40], use the graph structure to model a node

ranking problem. Thanks to GNNs, this task is approached incor-

porating both node features and the structural information of the

network. Similarly, in [14] a heterogeneous graph is constructed

using query-resource pairs, where edges represent query-resource

or resource-resource relationships. Here, GNNs are employed to

extract resources’ features, in order to predict the most relevant

resource for a query. In this setting, the task is modeled as a link

prediction [56] pipeline rather than node ranking. Even though,

we use a graph of documents rather then resources, and model

the task as node ranking, their procedure to obtain resource and

query representations is similar to ours. Generally, these methods

have not being employed directly for ranking documents, leaving

obscure their impact on more grounded applications.

We can find also a line of works that employs GNNs in the document

retrieval scenario [9, 57]. Even though these methods use GNNs in

the context of ranking query-document pairs, they use the graph

structure to model the words in the documents rather than the

documents relationships. In our case, we opted for modelling the

interactions between documents. Multi-variate Scoring Func-
tions. Conventional learning-to-rank models typically adhere

to the probability ranking principle (PRP) [42], which posits that

each document has a distinct likelihood of fulfilling a specific infor-

mation requirement. Consequently, ranking scores for documents

are assigned independently and are not interdependent. Despite

their widespread use, PRP-based learning-to-rank approaches have

demonstrated limitations [1, 2, 19]. This focus on query-document

pairs results in neglecting the broader context provided by other

documents in the corpus. Research on pseudo-relevance feedback

[23] and query-dependent learning-to-rank [7] has shown that

incorporating local context elements, such as document feature

distributions at the query level, can significantly enhance ranking

efficacy. While PRP operates on a document-by-document basis,

Robertson et al. [42] argue that ranking outcomes should be eval-

uated request-by-request. Furthermore, analysis of user behavior

on search engines reveals that users naturally compare multiple

documents during their search process [20, 54], highlighting the

importance of considering document interdependencies. Therefore,

incorporating the broader document context into ranking models

can overcome the limitations of traditional PRP-based approaches

and improve the performance of learning-to-rank systems. Analy-

sis of user behavior on search engines reveals distinct comparison

patterns in interactions with information retrieval systems [20, 54].

Additionally, investigations on query-document relevance annota-

tions suggest that input from other documents in the same ranked

list may influence an annotator’s judgment regarding the current

document [44, 54], thus challenging the conventional assumption

that relevance should be assessed independently for each document

within a single information request. Recently, a novel category of

learning-to-rank techniques has emerged, wherein scoring func-

tions consider a query-document pair and multiple documents as

input and collectively predict the ranking scores associated with

each pair, garnering increasing attention. For instance, Ai et al.

[1, 2] proposed a context-aware query-level ranking model that

processes a sequence of documents as input. This family of methods
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is referred to as multivariate scoring functions. Follow-up works,

attempted to improve existing approaches using scoring function

that are agnostic to the document ordering, relying more on the

permutation-invariant property of the self-attention [37–39]. These

methods have shown to be capable of extracting information from

the document interactions, improving the overall performance. In

our work, we focus on re-ranking, modeling the candidates found

by the BM25 algorithm as a graph. We decided to employ GNNs to

operate on the graph structure while exploiting their permutation

invariant property within the neighborhood of each document. In

the remaining Sections we provide detailed information on our

methodology and the illustrate the respective performances against

univariate-based baselines.

3 PRELIMINARIES
We begin by formalizing our notation for Information Retrieval

(IR) and Graph Neural Networks topics. In our notation, bold sym-

bols are used for both matrices and vectors, with uppercase letters

representing matrices and lowercase letters representing vectors

(e.g., M, v). Scalars are denoted by simple italic letters. Notation.
Let G = (V, E,X,A) be an undirected graph, where V is the

set of nodes and E ⊆ V × V is the set of edges. The number of

nodes in G is denoted by |V| = 𝑁 , and the number of edges by |E |.
Γ(𝑢) represents the neighborhood of node 𝑢, and |Γ(𝑢) | denotes its
degree. The diagonal matrix D in R𝑁×𝑁

is such that 𝑑𝑢 = |Γ(𝑢) |.
The feature vector of node 𝑢 is represented by x𝑢 ∈ R𝑚 . These

node representations can be ordered into a matrix referred to as

the instance matrix X ∈ R𝑁×𝑚
. The instance matrix X is defined as

X = [x1, x2, x3, . . . , x𝑁 ]𝑇 . The set of edges E can also be expressed

as the adjacency matrix A ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑁
, where 𝐴𝑢𝑣 = 1 if nodes

(𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ E are connected, and 𝐴𝑢𝑣 = 0 otherwise.

In an IR-related scenario, we typically have a user-provided query

𝑞 and a collection of documents C that are candidates to satisfy

the information need expressed by the query. We refer to the 𝑖-th

document in the collection as 𝑑𝑖 .

Graph Neural Networks. Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) are

models designed to learn and extract valuable features from graph-

structured data. Given a collection of graphs D, such that D =

{G𝑖 }𝑛
𝑖=1

, each graph G𝑖 = (V𝑖 , E𝑖 ,X𝑖 ,A𝑖 ) consists of an instance

matrix X𝑖 ∈ R𝑁𝑖×𝑚
and an adjacency matrix A𝑖 ∈ R𝑁𝑖×𝑁𝑖

. GNNs

utilize the message-passing formalism to extract features from these

graph-structured datasets [16].

In this formalism, each instance matrix X𝑖
for 𝑖 ∈ 1, ..., 𝑛 is itera-

tively updated within the GNN through a series of layers during

the forward pass, which involves computing intermediate repre-

sentations at each layer 𝑙 , denoted as H𝑖
𝑙
for 0 ≤ 𝑙 ≤ 𝐿. This process

continues up to the 𝐿-th layer, resulting in a new set of latent fea-

tures H𝐿
𝑖
∈ R𝑁𝑖×𝑚′

for the graph G𝑖
. Specifically, we can express

the initial instance matrix as X𝑖 ≡ H0

𝑖
.

Given a set of weights W𝑙 and Ω𝑙 for layer 𝑙 , the message-passing

update rule for graph 𝑖 can be written as follows, in alignment with

[16]:

H𝑙+1
𝑖 = 𝑈𝑃Ω𝑙

(H𝑙
𝑖 , 𝐴𝐺𝐺𝑅W𝑙

(H𝑙
𝑖 ,A

𝑖 )) 0 ≤ 𝑙 ≤ 𝐿, 𝑙 ∈ N,

where 𝑈𝑃Ω𝑙
and 𝐴𝐺𝐺𝑅W𝑙

represent the update and aggregation
functions, respectively, within the message-passing framework. In

literature exist several message-passing schemes that vary based

on the choice of 𝑈𝑃Ω𝑙
and 𝐴𝐺𝐺𝑅W𝑙

[17, 22, 50, 53]. The newly

obtained node representations Z𝑖
are then utilized for downstream

tasks, typically including node classification, graph classification,

or link prediction.

Retrieval and Re-Ranking. The document retrieval task involves

identifying the top-𝐾 candidates in a collection of documents C
that best satisfy the information need expressed by a query 𝑞. This

task encompasses several critical aspects. Firstly, the model must

effectively identify all potentially relevant documents among the

top-𝐾 while managing the size of C, which can be prohibitively

large. Multi-stage approaches are typically employed to address

this challenge. These approaches first retrieve a broad set of can-

didate documents and then prune iteratively, retaining the most

relevant documents while filtering out the less relevant ones. This

reduction in candidate set size allows for deploying more sophisti-

cated models in later stages, optimizing precision at the expense

of recall. One widely adopted approach is the two-stage pipeline,

which comprises an initial retrieval phase and a re-ranking phase.

During the retrieval stage, an efficient, albeit less effective, model

is utilized to process the extensive collection of documents. In

contrast, the re-ranking phase focuses on the top-𝐾 documents

identified in the first stage and employs a more effective, though

computationally intensive, model, such as Transformer architec-

tures. The retrieval phase is primarily recall-oriented, ensuring

that the most relevant documents are included in the top-𝐾 set.

Conversely, the re-ranking phase is precision-oriented, refining the

ranking to prioritize the most relevant documents. In this study, we

concentrate on two-stage pipelines, particularly emphasizing the

re-ranking phase. Our methodology is applied to the documents in

the top-𝐾 candidate set, denoted as top-𝐾𝑞 . Typically, a text encoder

ENC𝜃 () is employed to encode both queries and documents, rep-

resented as 𝑧𝑞 = ENC𝜃𝑞 (𝑞) and 𝑧𝑑𝑖 = ENC𝜃𝑑 (𝑑𝑖 ), where 𝑧𝑞 ∈ R𝑚
and 𝑧𝑑𝑖 ∈ R𝑚 . The encoded representations are then compared

using a similarity function 𝑠𝑞,𝑑𝑖 = 𝜙𝜃 (𝑧𝑞, 𝑧𝑑𝑖 ). The sequence of the
most relevant documents for the query is subsequently defined as

follows:

𝜋𝑞 = SORT({𝑠𝑞,𝑑𝑖 ,∀𝑖 ∈ top-𝐾𝑞}) .
The objective of neural re-ranking is to learn a set of weights that

align the predicted list of documents 𝜋𝑞 with the ground-truth list

𝜋∗𝑞 .

4 PROPOSED APPROACH
We present our GNRR pipeline in Figure 1. Our approach can be

divided into three main phases, which are detailed hereafter. The

dotted boxes contain the trainable parameters. Data Retrieval.
The data retrieval phase takes as input a query 𝑞 and a corpus C.
First, we use the BM25 [41] algorithm to compute the top-1000𝑞

documents from C that better satisfy the information need of 𝑞

from a lexical point of view. Next, we construct the semantic corpus

graph GC = (VC, EC) via TCT-ColBERT [25]. Essentially, each

pair of documents (𝑑𝑖 , 𝑑 𝑗 ) in GC
shares a connection based on the

cosine similarity between their document encodings. Moreover,

GC
is a regular graph, as each node’s neighborhood has a fixed car-

dinality |Γ(𝑑) | = 𝑐 for 𝑑 ∈ VC
. We use 𝑐 = 8 for our experiments.
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Corpus Graph
CorpusQuery

What is IR?

Semantic Corpus
Graph Building
(TCT-ColBert)

BM25
TopK Doc
Retrieval

TopK

K-Subgraph
Building

Corpus K-Subgraph

TCT-ColBert
Semantic Feature

Extraction

f1(        ,       ) f1(       ,        )

f1(        ,       )
K = 3

GNN
Local Feature
Extraction

Final Scorer

Scores

MLP
Individual Feature

Extraction

f2(       ,       ) f2(       ,       )

f2(       ,       )

Data Retrieval Subgraph
Construction

Features and
Scores

Computation

Figure 1: Overview of our Graph Neural Re-Ranking pipeline with 𝐾 = 3. We distinguish three phases: Data Retrieval, Subgraph
Construction, and Features and Scores Computation. These phases encompass both retrieval and re-ranking, with the final
output shown on the right. Initially, 𝑑3 is more relevant than 𝑑4, but after the re-ranking phase, 𝑑4 records a higher score and
should be ranked second.

This procedure is typically done offline due to the computational

effort required. More details on the corpus graph construction are

available in [29]. TCT-ColBERT is also adopted to encode 𝑞. By the

end of this phase, we have the top-1000𝑞 , the query and document

encodings z𝑞 , {z𝑑 }𝑑∈C , and the semantic corpus graph GC
. Sub-

graph Construction. The subgraph construction phase aims to

represent the documents identified as relevant by the BM25 algo-

rithm in a graph structure. Given the top-1000𝑞 set of documents

and GC
, we define the respective query-induced subgraph.

Definition 1. Let top-1000𝑞 be a set of documents associated with
a query, and GC = (VC, EC) be a corpus graph. GC

𝑞 is the associated
query-induced corpus subgraph, such that GC

𝑞 = (V𝑞, E𝑞), where
V𝑞 ≡ top-1000𝑞 , and E𝑞 = {(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑑 𝑗 ) ∈ EC |𝑖 ∈ top-1000𝑞 ∧ 𝑗 ∈
top-1000𝑞}.

According to Definition 1, GC
𝑞 is a data structure that retains

both the nodes obtained from the lexical-based algorithm and the

connections derived from the semantic similarity of these docu-

ments. Since the connections are borrowed from GC
, which is a

regular graph, we know that the maximum number of connections

will be limited as well. Specifically, |E𝑞 | ≤ 8 · 1000, since the total
number of documents is 1000, and 8 is the maximum cardinality

used for the corpus graph. Once the graph structure for each query

is defined, we need to specify the features used to represent the

nodes. In this phase, we employ a non-trainable operation 𝑓1, simply

the element-wise product between the query and each document.

Specifically, the node feature of document 𝑖 would be x𝑖 = z𝑞 ⊙ z𝑑𝑖 .
Applying this to each element in V𝑞 , we can group all the rep-

resentations into a matrix X𝑞 ∈ R |𝑉𝑞 |×𝑚
. Features and Scores

Computation. The final phase is the re-ranking. In this phase,

we employ trainable functions to re-rank the initial list of candi-

dates, top-1000𝑞 . To achieve this, we utilize both the interactions

among the documents and the individual relevance between each

document and the query. To integrate these aspects into the archi-

tecture, we use a GNN to encode the local interactions between

the documents and a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) for the indi-

vidual aspects, as it is agnostic to the underlying graph structure.

In our specific implementation, the GNN encoder takes as input

the instance matrix X𝑞
and the nodes’ adjacencies A𝑞

, producing

a new set of document representations. In our experiments, we

augment the initial feature representation X𝑞
with an additional

feature representing the initial ranking of each document from the

BM25 scores, leading to the instance matrix X′
𝑞 ∈ R |𝑉𝑞 |× (𝑚+1)

.

This augmentation is only applied for the local feature extraction

module to provide the model with a ranking inductive bias.

The new set of features computed by the local encoder is given by:

H𝑞,𝑙𝑜𝑐 = GNN(X′
𝑞,A𝑞). (1)

The individual features are computed as follows:

H𝑞,𝑖𝑛𝑑 = MLP(X𝑞) . (2)

Once we have H𝑞,𝑖𝑛𝑑 ∈ R |𝑉𝑞 |×𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑑
and H𝑞,𝑙𝑜𝑐 ∈ R |𝑉𝑞 |×𝑚𝑙𝑜𝑐

, we

apply a non-trainable operation 𝑓2, which is the vector concatena-

tion. Specifically:

H𝑞 = CONCAT(H𝑞,𝑖𝑛𝑑 ,H𝑞,𝑙𝑜𝑐 ), (3)

resulting in H𝑞 ∈ R |𝑉𝑞 |× (𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑑+𝑚𝑙𝑜𝑐 )
. The final stage of the re-

ranking process involves using a scorer model 𝜙𝜃 that takes H𝑞

as input and returns 𝑠𝑞 ∈ R |𝑉𝑞 |
, which contains the estimated

relevance scores of each document. From these scores, we compute

𝜋𝑞 as follows:

𝜋𝑞 = SORT(𝑠𝑞). (4)

This re-ranking scheme remains consistent for both inference and

training. If the number of training queries is massive, we recom-

mend the practitioners to pre-compute the first two phases offline.

However, this procedure is sustainable during inference and can be

computed fully online, except for the corpus graph construction.



Graph Neural Re-Ranking via Corpus Graph Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

5 EXPERIMENTAL SET-UP
In this section, we describe the structure of our experimental set-

up, including datasets, baselines, and the hyperparameters used.

Through our experiments, we aim to address the following research

questions:

RQ1. Can a re-ranking pipeline be improved through cross-document

interactions when these are encoded through a GNN?

RQ2. How much the performance are sensitive to the presence of

GNNs?

5.1 Datasets
In our experiments, we use the MSMARCO passage ranking dataset

[3], which consists of 8.8M documents and a vast collection of

queries. The corpus graphGC = (V, E) was built fromMSMARCO,

with |V| = 8.8Mand |E | = 8·|V|, due to the regularity of the corpus
graph. In our experiments, we trained a GNN model to extract new

features based on the provided document representations. For this

purpose, we used 1000 queries for training and 200 for validation

from the MS MARCO training queries. Regarding the test sets used

for comparing all baselines, we utilized TREC-DL19, TREC-DL20

[8], and TREC-DLHard [30].

• DL19: This dataset consists of 43 queries with an average of

215 relevance assessments per query.

• DL20: It contains 54 queries with 211 relevance assessments

per query.

• DLHard: This set includes 50 queries from the official DL

2019/2020 evaluation benchmark [8], half of which are newly

and independently assessed. The topics within this collection

are generally more complex, posing greater challenges for

neural ranking models.

5.2 Baselines
Our experiments aim to assess how effectively GNNs for encoding

cross-document interactions improve performance compared to a

univariate approach. Our baselines are as follows:

• BM25 [41]: This is one of the most widely used lexical-based

retrieval approaches. We use it to rank all the documents

in the corpus, and the top-1000 candidates are evaluated

directly using its scores.

• TCT-ColBERT (TCT) [25]: TCT is a lightweight transformer-

based dense retrieval approach. We use its pre-trained ver-

sion on MS MARCO. After retrieving the top-1000𝑞 docu-

ments through BM25, we use this model to re-rank them.

Specifically, we encode each document and query, and use

the cosine similarity between them to compute the final

relevance score.

• TCT+GCN: This is one of our Graph Neural Re-Ranking

approaches, based on the GCNmodel [22], which exemplifies

convolutional message-passing [49].

• TCT+GraphSAGE: This is another GraphNeural Re-Ranking
approach of the convolutional type, based on the GraphSAGE

message-passing model [17].

• TCT+GAT: This Graph Neural Re-Ranker follows the atten-

tional message-passing paradigm [49] and is based on the

GAT architecture [50].

• TCT+GIN: GIN is the most expressive architecture accord-

ing to the message-passing formalism [53]. We include this

architecture in our experiments.

• TCT+SignedConv: SignedConv [11] not only appliesmessage-

passing through existing edges (positives) but also leverages

non-existing ones, encoding a negative message-passing. We

included it in our set of experiments; however, we did not

select any specific policy for the negatives and limited the

use to random negative sampling.

For these models, we instantiate Equation (1) with each baseline,

while for the individual feature extraction branch, we do not train

an MLP since TCT is already fine-tuned on MS MARCO. Thus,

Equation (2) simplifies to:

H𝑞,𝑖𝑛𝑑 = X𝑞 . (5)

In the following section, we present the performance of our base-

lines on the test sets. We consider popular metrics used for evaluat-

ing re-ranking systems, such as Average Precision (AP), Reciprocal

Rank (RR), Precision (P), and Normalized Discounted Cumulative

Gain (nDCG). Queries with a relevance score greater than or equal

to 2 are considered relevant.

5.3 Further Details on Experiments and
Hyperparameters

In our experiments, we aim to determine whether the re-ranking

phase performed by the GNN-augmented re-ranker leads to im-

proved performance compared to a vanilla TCT. To this end, we

train each of our GNN models and select the best configuration

based on the validation set before evaluating performance on the

test sets. Specifically, we train the components within the dotted

boxes, as shown in Figure 1. We employ early stopping, measuring

the nDCG@10 on the validation set, a standard metric in infor-

mation retrieval. Subsequently, we test our hypotheses on the test

sets. During training, we use a pairwise loss function, specifically

LambdaRank [6]. Our primary hyperparameters for the GNNs in-

clude the number of layers 𝐿 and the hidden dimension𝑚′
. We also

tuned specific hyperparameters for each baseline, but no consistent

patterns emerged in relation to the results.

5.4 Results
In this Section, we discuss the experimental results within the

framework of the research questions outlined in the previous sec-

tions, namely RQ1 and RQ2. Focusing on RQ1, which questions

the effectiveness of incorporating cross-document interactions into

learning-to-rank models, we refer to the data presented in Table

1. These results effectively address the research question, demon-

strating that integrating GNN architectures consistently enhances

ranking performance, as evidenced by the results. The experimental

data demonstrates that this performance improvement is consistent

across three distinct datasets, namely DL19, DL20, and DLHard.

Specifically, the analysis of the DL19 and DL20 datasets demon-

strates the ability of GNN-enhanced models to improve ranking

metrics in standard retrieval scenarios significantly. Meanwhile, the

results on the DLHard dataset, which is a more challenging dataset,

further showcases the robustness of these models.
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Table 1: Benchmarking Results

Pipeline DL19 DL20 DLHard

AP RR P@3 nDCG@10 AP RR P@3 nDCG@10 AP RR P@3 nDCG@10

BM25 0.286 0.642 0.473 0.480 0.293 0.619 0.463 0.494 0.147 0.422 0.240 0.274

+TCTColBert 0.430 0.843 0.667 0.685 0.453 0.817 0.691 0.680 0.230 0.538 0.353 0.373

+GCN 0.455 0.858 0.713 0.702 0.470 0.840 0.673 0.695 0.242 0.559 0.367 0.386
+GraphSAGE 0.434 0.850 0.728 0.689 0.454 0.837 0.667 0.685 0.223 0.531 0.366 0.379

+GAT 0.442 0.852 0.698 0.690 0.453 0.826 0.685 0.682 0.219 0.542 0.364 0.376

+GIN 0.449 0.853 0.729 0.691 0.455 0.793 0.642 0.675 0.215 0.490 0.333 0.357

+SignedConv 0.426 0.828 0.698 0.675 0.445 0.813 0.685 0.676 0.218 0.509 0.353 0.366

Among the tested GNNs, the GCN model exhibits the most no-

ticeable improvements over the baselines, reaching up to 5.81 %

relative improvement with respect to (w.r.t.) TCT. In the case of

DL19 and DLHard for example it always outperforms TCT in all the

evaluation metrics. Conversely from what expected, more expres-

sive message-passing strategy such as GAT, GIN, and SignedConv

should surpass GCN models due to their advanced capacity for

modeling complex relationships, but the experimental results sug-

gest otherwise. We conjecture that the superior performance of the

GCN model over more complex variants can be attributed to the

limited number of training queries, which likely prevents more ex-

pressive models to fully capture the patterns within the the datasets.

However, also these can outperform baseline models. Considering

these findings, we affirm the research hypothesis underlying RQ1
as validated, thus confirming the pivotal role of GNNs in capturing

and leveraging cross-document interactions to improve ranking

performance.

However, due to the limited performance improvements and the

small number of queries in the test sets, we do not record statistical

significance in any of our proposed methods. To still quantitatively

assess the specific contribution of the GNN component to the over-

all model performance, we conducted an ablation study measuring

the performance drop upon the removal of the GNN branch. More

specifically, we take the trained branches in Figure 1, and corrupt

the output coming from the GNN branch at inference time, to see

how much the results are affected. Bar charts in Figures 2, 3, 4 visu-

ally depict the impact of removing the GNN branch, where each

blue bar represents performance with it, and the overlapping red

section indicates the performance drop without it. The charts for

the DL19, DL20, and DL-HARD datasets consistently show a notice-

able decrease in the nDCG@10 score upon removal. The consistent

performance decline across all datasets underscores its significant

contribution to the final performance. Thus, we can affirmatively

answer RQ2, confirming that the GNNs play a limited but pivotal

role in the re-ranking phase.

Figure 2: Ablation study on DL19.

Figure 3: Ablation study on DL20.

Figure 4: Ablation on DLHard.
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6 CONCLUSIONS
This paper presented a novel approach to augment the re-ranking

pipeline with GNNs, called Graph Neural Re-Ranking. Drawing

inspiration from a data structure known in literature as a corpus

graph, we include semantic corpus subgraphs in our pipeline, help-

ing the query focus on the document distribution during the re-

ranking process. Our approach showcases consistent improvements

w.r.t. uni-variate baselines. Moreover, through a simple ablation

study, where we corrupt the GNNs output, we record a drop in

the performance, demonstrating that the GNN module effectively

contributes to the final performance. Our work still needs to in-

clude statistically significant results and be extensively tested in

a more comprehensive setting. In future works, we intend to ex-

plore heterogeneous graph structures and additional encoders for

documents and queries. Finally, we may also consider applying

interactions between documents for tasks other than re-ranking.
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