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Abstract

Differentiable Search Index (DSI) utilizes Pre-
trained Language Models (PLMs) for efficient
document retrieval without relying on external
indexes. However, DSIs need full re-training
to handle updates in dynamic corpora, causing
significant computational inefficiencies. We
introduce PromptDSI, a rehearsal-free, prompt-
based approach for instance-wise incremental
learning in document retrieval. PromptDSI at-
taches prompts to the frozen PLM’s encoder of
DSI, leveraging its powerful representation to
efficiently index new corpora while maintain-
ing a balance between stability and plasticity.
We eliminate the initial forward pass of prompt-
based continual learning methods that doubles
training and inference time. Moreover, we pro-
pose a topic-aware prompt pool that employs
neural topic embeddings as fixed keys. This
strategy ensures diverse and effective prompt
usage, addressing the challenge of parameter
underutilization caused by the collapse of the
query-key matching mechanism. Our empir-
ical evaluations demonstrate that PromptDSI
matches IncDSI in managing forgetting while
significantly enhancing recall by over 4% on
new corpora.

1 Introduction

Differentiable Search Index (DSI) (Tay et al.,
2022) represents a new paradigm in end-to-end re-
trieval. Unlike traditional sparse (Robertson et al.,
2009) and dense retrieval methods (Karpukhin
et al., 2020), DSI leverages a Transformer
model (Vaswani et al., 2017) to directly map user
queries to document identifiers (docids) through
end-to-end training. The integration of corpus in-
formation into model parameters in DSI poses sig-
nificant challenges, especially in dynamic, real-
world corpora where new documents are continu-
ally added (Mehta et al., 2023a; Li et al., 2024).

Re-training DSI from scratch for each update
is computationally prohibitive, necessitating con-

tinual learning (CL) methods (McCloskey and Co-
hen, 1989; French, 1999). DSI++ (Mehta et al.,
2023a) employs generative replay and Sharpness-
Aware Minimization (Foret et al., 2020) to ad-
dress this challenge, while IncDSI (Kishore et al.,
2023) leverages constrained optimization under an
instance-wise incremental learning setup. However,
DSI++ with generative replay requires a query gen-
eration model trained on past documents, and In-
cDSI necessitates caching all previous documents’
queries, raising data privacy concerns (Shokri and
Shmatikov, 2015; Custers et al., 2019).

Rehearsal-free prompt-based continual learning
(PCL) methods (Wang et al., 2022d,c,a; Smith et al.,
2023; Wang et al., 2024a) offer a promising ap-
proach to alleviate the need for accessing previous
documents or queries. These methods have shown
competitive performance compared to rehearsal-
based techniques in class-incremental learning
(CIL) settings within the vision domain (Wang
et al., 2024a). Despite their success, adapting PCL
methods to the context of document retrieval re-
mains challenging due to the significant difference
in the number of classes. Moreover, PCL methods
inherently require two forward passes through the
Transformer model, which can be unsuitable for
retrieval systems where low latency is critical.

In this work, we propose PromptDSI, a prompt-
based DSI for rehearsal-free instance-wise incre-
mental learning in document retrieval. PromptDSI
uses prompts to index new documents while keep-
ing the DSI’s encoder frozen, without accessing
previous documents. This approach leverages the
powerful representations of a frozen pre-trained
language model (PLM), optimizing prompts dur-
ing continual indexing to handle new documents
efficiently. To overcome the inefficiencies of PCL
methods and tailor them for retrieval tasks, we in-
troduce several modifications. Firstly, we address
the inefficiency of the initial forward pass used for
query-key matching in PCL methods. Instead of
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using the [CLS] token from the last layer of frozen
PLMs as the query vector, we utilize intermediate
layer representations. This adjustment bypasses the
need for an additional forward pass, significantly
reducing computational overhead with minimal per-
formance trade-off. Secondly, while existing PCL
methods follow multi-layer prompting (Wang et al.,
2022c; Smith et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024a), it is
unclear if this is optimal for document retrieval set-
tings. To find the best stability-plasticity trade-off,
we conduct a comprehensive layer-wise prompt-
ing study to identify the most effective layers for
prompting in our context.

Due to the lack of distinct semantic meaning
across new corpora, PromptDSI often collapses
into using a limited set of prompts, leading to under-
utilized parameters and suboptimal performance.
Inspired by neural topic modeling (Gupta et al.,
2020; Gerald and Soulier, 2022), we propose an ap-
proach using neural topic embeddings mined from
the initial corpus as fixed keys in the prompt pool
of PCL methods. This strategy eliminates training
instability and opens a promising new avenue for
continual learning in document retrieval, centered
around topic updating. Overall, our work makes
the following contributions:

• We introduce PromptDSI, the first prompt-
based continual learning (PCL) method for
classification-based end-to-end document re-
trieval.

• We propose a novel single pass PCL approach
that reduces computational costs and conduct
a thorough analysis which verifies that single-
layer prompting is sufficient for optimal per-
formance.

• To address prompt underutilization in existing
PCL methods, we propose a novel approach
for adapting PCL methods to continual learn-
ing in document retrieval by using neural topic
embeddings as fixed prompt keys.

• Experimental results on the NQ320k and
MS MARCO datasets under the challeng-
ing rehearsal-free instance-wise incremental
learning setup show that PromptDSI performs
on par with IncDSI, a strong baseline.

2 Preliminary

2.1 Differentiable Search Index (DSI)

In the paradigm of DSI (Tay et al., 2022), a Trans-
former model (Vaswani et al., 2017) fθ is trained to

learn a mapping function from a document dy ∈ X
to its document identifier (docid) y ∈ Y in the
indexing stage: fθ : X → Y . In the retrieval
stage, given a query qy ∈ Q about a document
dy, DSI returns a list of top-n relevant docids:
fθ : Q → 2Y , where 2Y denotes the powerset of
Y . Recent works have shown that using queries as
document representation improves retrieval perfor-
mance (Wang et al., 2022b; Zhuang et al., 2022).
By using an off-the-shelf query generation model
like DocT5Query (Nogueira et al., 2019) to gen-
erate synthetic queries, combining with natural
queries from the dataset; these works directly use
a set of queries Qy = {qy,1, . . . , qy,|Q|} ∈ Q as
document representation, where qy,i represents the
ith query of document dy, simplifying the indexing
and retrieval stage of DSI to a universal mapping
function: fθ : Q → Y .

2.2 Continual Learning in DSI
Unlike class-incremental learning (CIL) setup in
the vision domain, where a limited number of
classes with multiple samples per class are incre-
mentally learned, instance-wise incremental learn-
ing in document retrieval treats each document as
a unique class. While both setups have disjoint
data label spaces and known task identities dur-
ing training (Wang et al., 2024b), a key distinction
lies in the several orders of magnitude larger num-
ber of classes in document retrieval for instance-
wise incremental learning. Moreover, input data
across corpora often overlaps significantly because
queries could differ only by some keywords. Thus,
instance-wise incremental learning, the problem
we investigate, is much harder than CIL.

In this work, we follow the continual learning
DSI setup of Kishore et al. (2023). Specifically,
this setup introduces additional continual indexing
stages for newly arrived documents D′ = ∪T

t=1Dt,
where Dt = {dt1, . . . , dt|Dt|} refers to a batch of
|Dt| new documents (i.e., a new corpus), and T is
the number of new corpora. Each new document
dty ∈ Dt has a set of associated queries Qt

y =
{qty,1, . . . , qty,|Qt

y |
} ∈ Qt, which are either natural

or synthetic. We denote the DSI’s encoder as fθ
and the initial linear classifier as f0

ϕ , both of which
are frozen after indexing on D0.

2.3 Prompt Tuning
Prompt tuning (Lester et al., 2021; Liu et al.,
2022a) is a family of Parameter Efficient Fine-
Tuning (PEFT) methods that introduce a small
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Figure 1: Naive-PromptDSI (left) integrates PCL methods into the DSI model using two forward passes, resulting in
increased training/inference time. PromptDSI (right) enhances efficiency by using intermediate layer representations
(i.e. average of token embeddings [AVG]) for prompt selection, effectively removing the need for an additional
forward pass. In this example, both models are performing prefix-tuning to layer 2 of the DSI’s encoder fθ.

set of learnable soft prompts to instruct frozen
PLMs on downstream tasks. In this work, we
follow the deep prompt-tuning (Li and Liang,
2021; Liu et al., 2022b) method as popularized
by the rehearsal-free PCL methods in the vision
domain (Wang et al., 2022c; Smith et al., 2023).
Given an input sequence X ∈ Rd×n with length
n and embedding dimension of d, prompt token
P ∈ Rd×m with length m is prepended to the self
attention in Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) as
follows: Attn([P,X]) = softmax(Q

TKnew√
d

)Vnew

where Knew = [Pk, X], Vnew = [Pv, X], and
{Pk, Pv} ∈ Rd×m/2 are equally split from P .

In this paper, we study three popular PCL meth-
ods, including: L2P (Wang et al., 2022d) uses a
shared prompt pool, selecting the top-k prompts
during inference based on query-key similarity;
S-Prompt++ (Wang et al., 2022a, 2024a) assigns
a single prompt to each corpus, using a simi-
lar query-key matching mechanism as L2P, but
keeps prompts fixed after training on a corpus;
and CODA-Prompt (Smith et al., 2023) minimizes
cross-corpus interference with prompt initialization
and utilizes both learnable keys and attention vec-
tors, combining prompts through a weighted sum-
mation based on query similarities (details about
these PCL methods are provided in Appendix B).

3 PromptDSI: Prompt-based DSI for
Continual Learning

Incorporating Prompt-based Continual Learning
(PCL) methods (Wang et al., 2022d,c; Smith et al.,

2023) into DSI enables the use of learnable soft-
prompts to guide the frozen encoder fθ in indexing
new documents. As depicted on the left side of Fig-
ure 1, Naive-PromptDSI directly integrates PCL
methods into the DSI model, necessitating two for-
ward passes per input: the first pass to extract the
[CLS] token for prompt selection and the second
pass to prepend prompts to a layer of fθ. As a result,
this approach significantly increases latency during
both training and inference. To overcome this in-
efficiency, we introduce PromptDSI, a streamlined
variant that is discussed in the following section.

3.1 Single Pass PCL Methods

Existing PCL methods (Wang et al., 2022d,c; Smith
et al., 2023) involve two forward passes during
training and inference. The first pass extracts deep
semantic embedding (i.e., [CLS] token) of the input
sequence from a frozen PLM as the query vector for
the query-key matching mechanism, which is used
to select the most relevant prompt in an instance-
wise fashion. This first pass is the key for the
task-agnostic inference capability of PCL methods.
The second pass passes the input sequence to the
PLM again, but this time prompts are prefix-tuning
to the PLM, thus resulting in an enhanced [CLS]
token that is instructed by the prompts. In general,
given that a forward pass to Transformer models is
already computationally expensive, this two-pass
design is not designed for retrieval systems.

To mitigate the inefficiency of Naive-PromptDSI,
we introduce PromptDSI, which removes the initial
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forward pass required by PCL methods, thus accel-
erating both training and inference. As depicted
on the right side of Figure 1, instead of using the
[CLS] token from the initial pass, PromptDSI lever-
ages the average token embeddings [AVG] from
the intermediate layer just before the prompting
layer for prompt selection. This adjustment approx-
imates the semantic richness typically provided
by the [CLS] token. PromptDSI is designed to
be compatible with existing PCL methods, allow-
ing seamless integration without altering their core
mechanisms. As discussed in Section 5, our ap-
proach results in only a minor task performance
degradation while nearly doubling both the training
and inference speed.

3.2 Topic-aware Prompt Keys
The instance-wise incremental learning setup of
DSI is challenging due to the lack of distinct se-
mantic boundaries among tasks (i.e, new corpora
both consist of documents of similar topics). Al-
though PCL methods demonstrate to be robust in
this challenging setup, some PCL methods like
L2P (Wang et al., 2022d) and S-Prompt++ (Wang
et al., 2022a, 2024a) do not enable PromptDSI to
fully utilize the prompt pool. Because the learn-
able keys in the prompt pool are optimized to learn
a new corpus centroid, the lack of distinction be-
tween corpora causes these keys to become highly
similar across corpora. This leads to prompt se-
lection collapsing to a small subset of prompts,
diminishing the efficacy of the query-key match-
ing mechanism. Consequently, some prompts are
completely ignored during training, resulting in
underutilization of parameters.

Instabilities in training prompt pools for PCL
methods have been widely reported in the litera-
ture (Moon et al., 2023; Yadav et al., 2023). Our
observations show that in PCL methods, the query
vectors used for prompt selection is determinis-
tic (Wang et al., 2022d), suggesting that optimiz-
ing keys might be unnecessary. Additionally, to
achieve more diverse prompt selection, it is essen-
tial to assign prompts at a more granular level than
methods like S-Prompt++, which allocates a sin-
gle prompt per corpus. Inspired by neural topic
modeling techniques (Gupta et al., 2020; Gerald
and Soulier, 2022), we propose using neural topic
embeddings derived from the initial corpus as fixed
keys in the prompt pool, utilizing BERTopic (Groo-
tendorst, 2022). This approach addresses the issues
of sub-optimal prompt selection and underutiliza-

tion of prompts by assuming each document se-
mantically belongs to a topic. By employing topic-
aware prompts, PromptDSI alleviates the prompt
underutilization problem and facilitates knowledge
transfer between documents within the same topic.

3.3 Optimization Objective
During continual indexing, PromptDSI’s encoder
fθ and linear classifierf0

ϕ , trained on the initial
corpus D0, remains frozen. Let us denote the ex-
panded portion of fϕ as f>0

ϕ , the prompt pool as
P , and the learnable keys as K. The query vector
extraction function is denoted by q. We refer to the
encoder, parametrized by P , K, and θ, as fP,K,θ.
The general optimization objective for PromptDSI
with L2P or S-Prompt++ is:

KX =
∑

ks∈Kt

(cos(q(X), ks))

min
P,K,f>0

ϕ

LCE(fϕ(fP,K,θ(X), y)) +KX ,
(1)

where LCE is the cross-entropy loss, Kt refers
to prompts assigned to task t, and ks are the top-
k prompts selected from Kt. PromptDSI with
CODA-Prompt directly optimizes end-to-end with
the following objective:

min
P,K,A,f>0

ϕ

LCE(fϕ(fP,K,A,θ(X), y)), (2)

where A are learnable attention vectors.
PromptDSI with topic-aware keys use the
following objective:

min
P,f>0

ϕ

LCE(fϕ(fP,θ(X), y)) (3)

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets
We adopt the benchmark provided by Kishore
et al. (2023), including the Natural Questions
320K (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019) (NQ320k) and
the MS MARCO (Nguyen et al., 2016) datasets.
The datasets are split into the initial corpus D0,
new corpus D

′
and a tuning set with the ratio of

90%, 9% and 1% of total documents. We do not
use the tuning set in our experiments. Each docu-
ment has a set of corresponding natural queries. We
further divide the official train split of the bench-
mark into 80%/20% to be used as train/validation
data in our setting. The original official valida-
tion split is used as test data in our setting. Each
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Added
Method

NQ320k: D0 NQ320k: D
′

MS MARCO: D0 MS MARCO: D
′

corpus Hits@1 Hits@10 Hits@1 Hits@10 Hits@1 Hits@10 Hits@1 Hits@10

D0 - 67.9 88.1 - - 49.5 81.5 - -

D
′

Non CL methods
Multi-corpora 0.0 0.0 79.1 91.4 0.0 0.0 78.2 92.2
Joint 61.5 85.9 59.4 84.7 44.5 76.8 42.4 78.3
DPR† 45.7 74.4 45.7 73.6 39.2 68.8 42.1 62.8

CL methods
Sequential 0.0 0.0 19.9 28.9 0.0 0.0 24.2 31.0
Sparse ER 2.4 2.6 19.9 29.8 2.3 2.7 19.3 27.2
IncDSI 64.2 86.3 60.9 86.0 48.1 80.6 56.1 84.2
IncDSI (batch) 64.1 86.3 60.9 86.3 48.1 80.6 56.1 84.7

PromptDSIL2P(Ours) 63.3 86.2 62.8 90.4 47.8 80.5 54.1 85.1
PromptDSIS-Prompt++(Ours) 63.5 86.0 62.8 90.8 47.9 80.4 54.8 85.1
PromptDSICODA-Prompt(Ours) 62.8 86.0 64.1 90.6 48.0 80.6 54.5 88.3
PromptDSITopic(Ours) 63.1 86.0 62.7 91.2 47.8 80.4 57.0 86.1

Table 1: Performance comparison on NQ320k and MS MARCO datasets across different methods. All methods
start from the same BERT checkpoint trained on the initial corpus D0 of each respective dataset, leading to identical
initial performance on D0. † denotes results reported from Kishore et al. (2023). Prompts are added to layer 1 and
layer 2 of BERT, for NQ320k and MS MARCO, respectively.

document in the training set is supplied with up
to 15 additional synthetic queries generated us-
ing docT5query (Nogueira et al., 2019). Models
are trained on both natural and synthetic queries
from the train split and evaluated only on natural
queries from the validation/test split. The new cor-
pus D

′
contains up to 10K unique documents in

total, which is evenly split to form 5 new corpora
D

′
= ∪5

i=1Di. Please refer to Table 3 and 4 in the
Appendix for detailed statistics.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate our methods and the baselines, we
adopt Hits@k, where k = {1, 10} reflects preci-
sion and recall respectively, and Mean Reciprocal
Rank@10 (MRR@10). Hits@k measures the pro-
portion of correct documents ranked in the top-k
predictions. MRR@10 measures the reciprocal of
the rank of the correct document. Additionally, we
report common continual learning metrics, includ-
ing average performance (At), forgetting (Ft), and
learning performance (LAt), following previous
works (Mehta et al., 2023b,a). For our experiments,
we report the results of the initial corpus and new
corpora separately. We report forgetting for the ini-
tial corpus D0 since all models start from the same
initial checkpoint. Regarding the performance of
new corpora, following Smith et al. (2023), we em-
phasize on average performance At as they reflect
both plasticity and forgetting. Please refer to Ap-
pendix A for details of continual learning metrics.

4.3 Baselines

We adopt two PLMs: BERT (Devlin et al., 2019)
and SBERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019). All
baseline models comprise an encoder fθ and a lin-
ear classifier fϕ, all initialized from a checkpoint
trained on the initial corpus D0. We evaluate our
method against the following baselines1:

• Sequential Fine-tuning which is sequentially
optimized on each Dt in the current corpus D′

without accessing to previous corpora. It is usu-
ally served as the performance lower bound in
continual learning.

• Multi-corpora Fine-tuning is only fine-tuned
on new corpora D

′
, which are merged as one

single corpus. Therefore, it does not suffer from
catastrophic forgetting on D

′
. This baseline is

equivalent to the multi-task learning baseline in
the continual learning literature, and we regard it
as the performance upper-bound on D

′
.

• Joint Supervised is fine-tuned on both initial and
all new corpora, similar to the conventional super-
vised learning setup. Since this model expands
f0
ϕ to incorporate new documents then fine-tunes

all parameters, it reflects how new documents af-
fect the initial checkpoint’s performance on D0.

• Sparse Experience Replay involves sequential
fine-tuning of the model on a new corpus, with
a memory buffer that gradually expands by ran-
domly sampling queries from previous corpora,
similar to DSI++ (Mehta et al., 2023a).

1We omit comparisons with regularization-based methods
as they are underperformed experience-replay methods (Wu
et al., 2021).
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• Dense Passage Retrieval (DPR, Karpukhin
et al., 2020) is a standard dual-encoder trained
with a hard negative mined from BM25 (Robert-
son et al., 2009) and in-batch negatives. There
is no continual learning in DPR. The trained
model is used to generate representations for both
queries and documents. Approximate Nearest
Neighbor search is used for document retrieval.

• IncDSI (Kishore et al., 2023) keeps the encoder
fθ and initial linear classifier f0

ϕ frozen. New doc-
uments are indexed by expanding f0

ϕ and solving
a constraint optimization problem. Since IncDSI
is designed for online learning, we include a vari-
ant (denoted as IncDSI (batch)) that solves the
optimization for several epochs, initializing em-
beddings from previously learned ones. We re-
gard IncDSI as a strong baseline on D0.

4.4 Main Results

Table 1 highlights the distinct challenges faced by
non-CL and some CL methods. Among the non-
CL approaches, for both datasets, Multi-corpora
Fine-tuning completely forgets D0 because it fine-
tunes solely on D

′
. The Joint baseline, which

trains on all corpora, shows degraded performance
on D0 due to the expansion of the linear classi-
fier fϕ. DPR, despite its retrieval strategy, per-
forms poorly on Hits@1. Among CL methods,
Sequential Fine-tuning suffers from severe catas-
trophic forgetting across all corpora. Sparse ER,
even with a memory buffer, provides only slight
improvements over Sequential Fine-tuning. In con-
trast, IncDSI, which incrementally solves a con-
straint optimization problem for each new docu-
ment, maintains strong performance on both D0

and D
′
. Training IncDSI for 10 epochs (referred to

as IncDSI (batch)) yields modest improvements of
0.3% and 0.5% in Hits@10 on D

′
for NQ320k and

MS MARCO, respectively. While IncDSI’s exhaus-
tive constraint optimization effectively preserves
D0 performance and achieves higher Hits@1 on
D

′
in the MS MARCO dataset, it shows reduced

effectiveness in Hits@10 on D
′

on both datasets.
Conversely, without retraining on previous cor-

pora or accessing them, all variants of PromptDSI,
utilizing prefix-tuning (Li and Liang, 2021),
achieve competitive or better results on D

′
. They

surpass IncDSI in Hits@10 performance on D
′

while also maintaining strong Hits@10 on D0

across both datasets, comparable to that of IncDSI.
Although PromptDSI incurs a slight trade-off on

PCL Metric Naive-PromptDSI PromptDSI
@1 @10 @1 @10

L2P D0 Forgetting ↓ 4.8 2.0 4.4 2.1
D

′
Hits ↑ 64.7 90.4 62.8 90.8

S-Prompt++ D0 Forgetting ↓ 4.9 1.9 4.6 1.9
D

′
Hits ↑ 64.0 90.4 62.8 90.4

CODA D0 Forgetting ↓ 5.2 2.1 5.1 2.1
D

′
Hits ↑ 64.0 90.6 64.1 90.6

Table 2: Performance comparison between Naive-
PromptDSI and PromptDSI using different PCL meth-
ods. Prompts are added to layer 1 of BERT.

D0 in terms of Hits@1 due to its rehearsal-free
nature, it still manages to preserve comparable per-
formance with IncDSI. Notably, PromptDSItopic
achieves the highest Hits@10 on NQ320k at
91.2% and also outperforms IncDSI in Hits@1
on the MS MARCO dataset, proving to be
more robust than variants like PromptDSIL2P and
PromptDSIS-Prompt++. Additional results and dis-
cussions on NQ320k and MS MARCO can be
found in the Appendices D and E, respectively.

5 Discussions

In this section, we delve into some critical research
questions regarding PromptDSI, offering insights
on multiple aspects. Our discussion is primarily
focused on the NQ320k dataset.

(i) Memory Complexity Analysis. IncDSI re-
quires caching a matrix Z ∈ R(|D0|+|D′ |)×d, where
each row represents the average query embeddings.
Consequently, the memory usage and indexing time
of IncDSI increase linearly with the number of doc-
uments. For our experiments, this caching requires
approximately 330MB for the NQ320k dataset and
900MB for MS MARCO. Extending this to the full
MS MARCO dataset, with 8.9 million documents,
demands 26.7GB of GPU memory which might
causes memory problems for conventional GPUs.
In contrast, PromptDSI is designed for a rehearsal-
free CL setting, eliminating the need for Z. In-
stead, it employs a prompt pool P ∈ RM×d×(m+1),
which includes M prompts Pi ∈ Rd×m and M
prompt keys K ∈ Rd , where m is the prompt
length and d is the hidden dimension. This ap-
proach requires approximately 315KB, at least
three orders of magnitude smaller than the mem-
ory requirement of IncDSI. Hence, PromptDSI is
substantially more memory-efficient.

(ii) Does removing the first forward pass of PCL
methods severely affect performance? Table 2
demonstrates the performance comparison between

6



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Layer depth

4

6

8

10

12

Hi
ts

@
1

Forgetting of D0

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Layer depth

2

3

4

Hi
ts

@
10

Forgetting of D0

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Layer depth

4

6

8

10

M
RR

@
10

Forgetting of D0

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Layer depth

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

Hi
ts

@
1

Average performance (A5)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Layer depth

87

88

89

90

91

Hi
ts

@
10

Average performance (A5)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Layer depth

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

M
RR

@
10

Average performance (A5)

IncDSI
PromptDSIL2P

PromptDSIS Prompt + +

PromptDSICODA Prompt

Figure 2: Single-layer prompting analysis of SBERT-based PromptDSI equipped with different PCL methods on
NQ320k dataset.
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Figure 3: Multi-layer prompting analysis of SBERT-
based PromptDSIS-Prompt++ on NQ320k dataset. Figures
illustrate the performance differences when applying
multi-layer prompting compared to single-layer prompt-
ing at layer 1 (represented by the red line).

PromptDSI and Naive-PromptDSI. The results in-
dicate that all PromptDSI variants, utilizing inter-
mediate layer representations as query vectors in
PCL methods (i.e., removing the first forward pass),
achieve consistent Hits@10 performance for for-
getting on D0, while demonstrating similar average
performance in terms of Hits@10 on D

′
. The pri-

mary trade-off is a slight drop in Hits@1 for D
′
,

with a maximum decrease of 1.9% for L2P. How-
ever, PromptDSI achieves this with a 1.9x speedup,
making it much more efficient for document re-
trieval. This significant reduction in latency out-
weighs the minor decrease in D0 performance.

(iii) Which layers to attach prompts to achieve
good stability-plasticity trade-off? To identify
the optimal layers for prompting, we follow the
protocol introduced by Wang et al. (2022c). We as-
sume prompting layers are contiguous and limit our
analysis to 3-layer prompting to reduce the search
space. We first attach prompts to each layer of
fθ to determine potential layers for multi-layered
prompting. Because of the instability of BERT-
based PromptDSICODA-Prompt (see Figure 5 in the
Appendix), we focus our analysis on SBERT-based
PromptDSI. We refer to the PCL method used in
PromptDSI as the model name. Our findings in Fig-
ure 2 reveals that CODA-Prompt exhibits lower per-
formance but suffers less forgetting than L2P and S-
Prompt++. Generally, PromptDSI outperforms In-
cDSI in learning capacity across layers. Regarding
L2P (Wang et al., 2022d) and S-Prompt++ (Wang
et al., 2022a, 2024a), we observe that top layers
(i.e., layers 10-12) suffer significant forgetting on
D0 despite having great performance on D

′
; there-

fore, we do not consider them for further analysis.
Notably, layer 2 achieves equivalent or even less
forgetting than IncDSI on D0 while having great
average performance on D

′
in terms of Hits@1

(first column of Figure 2), emerging as an optimal
choice. Subsequently, we select S-Prompt++ for
multi-layer prompting analysis due to its high for-
getting on D0. Compared to single-layer prompting
at layer 1, prompting at layers 1-2 offers negligible
average performance gains on D

′
, while prompting

at layers 1-3 leads to a deterioration of over 3% in
Hits@1. This suggests that single-layer prompting,
especially in the bottom layers (i.e., layers 1-5),

7



strikes the best balance with fewer parameters.

(iv) How prompts are selected during inference?
We investigate prompt selection of PromptDSIL2P
and PromptDSIS-Prompt++, as shown in Figure 4.
For BERT-based PromptDSI, PromptDSIL2P of-
ten selects a single prompt across all new cor-
pora, and PromptDSIS-Prompt++ shows similar but
less pronounced behavior. This is because BERT
embeddings are not great for similarity com-
parison (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019), leading
to the query-key matching mechanism collaps-
ing to several prompts during the first epoch.
In contrast, SBERT-based PromptDSI exhibits
more diverse prompt selection due to its em-
beddings being better suited for similarity com-
parisons. Although some prompts are ignored
by PromptDSIL2P, PromptDSIS-Prompt++’s task-
specific prompts are chosen more accurately across
different corpora. Overall, despite underutilization
and inaccuracy in prompt selection, PromptDSIL2P
matches PromptDSIS-Prompt++’s performance with-
out fully using its prompt pool (Figure 2). This
underutilization leads us to explore using neural
topic embeddings as fixed keys in the prompt pool.

(v) Do topic-aware keys improve PromptDSI?
The query-key matching mechanism in L2P and
S-Prompt++ relies on comparing the similarity be-
tween query vectors and learnable keys to select ap-
propriate prompts. However, BERT often produces
query vectors that are highly similar to each other,
as its features are poorly suited for effective sim-
ilarity measurements. This high cosine similarity
across different queries causes a problem: when a
learnable key is updated to be closer to these query
vectors, it can result in different queries frequently
selecting the same key, leading to a collapse in the
matching mechanism. Using fixed neural topic em-
beddings as keys, PromptDSITopic prevents this is-
sue by ensuring diverse and robust prompt selection
across queries. During inference, PromptDSITopic
matches majority of queries to corresponding topic-
aware keys, ensuring that the appropriate prompts
are selected for prefix-tuning (see Table 10 in the
Appendix). PromptDSITopic achieves a Hits@10
performance of 91.2%, close to the upper bound
set by the “Multi-corpora” baseline at 91.4% on
NQ320k (Table 1). However, there is a slight per-
formance drop on D0. We hypothesize that this de-
cline is due to the fine-grained prompts tailored to
specific topics in D0 not being adequately trained
when these topics are infrequent in D

′
.
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Figure 4: Prompt selection percentage of PromptDSI
using L2P and S-Prompt++ across BERT and SBERT,
with prompts attached to layer 1. Results are reported
from checkpoints completed training on D

′
.

(vi) Why prompting does not degrade
PromptDSI’s performance on D0? Although
PromptDSI’s prompts are not explicitly trained
on D0, the prompts are still prefix-tuning to
the PLM’s backbone even if queries are from
D0. Surprisingly, this only results in marginal
forgetting compared to IncDSI. According
to Petrov et al. (2024), prefix-tuning adds bias
to the attention block output without altering the
attention pattern of the PLM. Since the initial
checkpoint is trained for document classification
on D0, the prefix-tuning prompts also serve this
purpose, making the initial checkpoint’s skills
transferable to downstream tasks. Additionally,
D

′
may contain documents semantically similar

(i.e., belonging to the same topic) to those in
the initial corpus, allowing prompts to learn
backward-transferrable knowledge that preserves
recall performance, though not precision, due to
the unique docids of each document.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we present PromptDSI, a novel ap-
proach to rehearsal-free instance-wise incremen-
tal learning for DSI. PromptDSI uses learnable
prompts to guide the PLM backbone, enabling ef-
fective indexing of new corpora without accessing
previous documents or queries. Our topic-aware
prompt pool challenges associated with parameter
underutilization, ensuring the diverse and efficient
utilization of prompts. Empirical results demon-
strate that PromptDSI performs on par with IncDSI
in managing forgetting while significantly enhanc-
ing recall on new corpora. PromptDSI presents a
promising avenue for efficient information retrieval
in dynamic corpora of the DSI paradigm.
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Limitations

PromptDSI shows promise for rehearsal-free con-
tinual learning in Differentiable Search Index
(DSI), but it has some limitations. Firstly, its suc-
cess rely on the strength of the initial pre-trained
language model (PLM); weaker initial embeddings
may hinder the effective use of prompts for new
document indexing. Secondly, our reliance on neu-
ral topic embeddings may falter in scenarios with
highly dynamic or emergent topics. Although lever-
aging large language models (LLMs) could provide
more robust topic embeddings, adapting to rapidly
changing topic landscapes and controlling the num-
ber of representative topics remain open challenges.
Lastly, while PromptDSI is effective at indexing
new documents, it does not currently support edit-
ing or removing previously indexed documents, an
area needing further exploration.
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A Continual Learning Metrics

We follow previous studies (Mehta et al., 2023b,a)
and report continual learning metrics for our experi-
ments, including average performance (At), forget-
ting (Ft), and learning performance (LAt). Ft (aka
backward transfer) measures the influence of the
current corpus t on the performance of all previous
corpora. As knowledge accumulates during contin-
ual learning, LAt (aka forward transfer) measures
the learning capability of the model on a new cor-
pus. Denoting Pt,i as the performance of the model
on corpus Di after training on corpus Dt, where
i ≤ t, the continual learning metrics are defined as
follows:

At =
1

t+ 1

t∑
i=0

Pt,i;LAt =
1

t

t∑
i=0

Pi,i

Ft =
1

t

t−1∑
i=0

max
i′∈{0,...,t−1}

(Pi′ ,i − Pt,i)

(4)

B Prompt-based Continual Learning
Methods

In this section, we further explain three mainstream
rehearsal-free Prompt-based Continual Learning
(PCL) methods that are used throughout our study.
L2P (Wang et al., 2022d) introduces a shared
prompt pool P = {P1, . . . , PM} with M prompts,
each Pi ∈ Rd×m associated with a learnable
key Ki ∈ Rd. Prompt keys are optimized
using cosine distance to align them with the
[CLS] token fθ(X)[0] of the input sequence X:
cos(fθ(X)[0],Ki). During inference, the [CLS]
token of input queries is compared with all prompt
keys, and the top-k prompts are selected from the
prompt pool based on this query-key matching
mechanism, in an instance-wise manner without
requiring task identity.
S-Prompt++ (Wang et al., 2022a, 2024a) employs
task-specific prompts, akin to a single-prompt ver-
sion of L2P, for individual tasks. While its op-
timization and prompt selection procedures dur-
ing inference resemble those of L2P, prompts and
prompt keys assigned for a task remain fixed after
training on that task.
CODA-Prompt (Smith et al., 2023) differs from
S-Prompt++ in three main ways: (1) Prompts
and learnable keys are initialized with the Gram-
Schmidt process to reduce knowledge interference
between corpora; (2) Along with a prompt key,
CODA-Prompt introduces another learnable vector,
the attention vector A ∈ Rd, associated with each
prompt; (3) Instead of using the query-key match-
ing mechanism, CODA-Prompt uses weighted sum-
mation of prompts from the prompt pool, defined
as: P =

∑M
i=1(αiPi), where αi = cos(fθ(X)[0]⊙

Ai,Ki) is the weighting factor and ⊙ stands for the
Hadamard product.

C Implementation Details

We use a single NVIDIA V100 16GB GPU on
all experiments, except for training the the initial
checkpoint on MS MARCO’s initial corpus D0,
where we use a single NVIDIA A100 80GB GPU
to fit the large batch size of 1024. Pre-trained
model weights are initialized from Huggingface
library (Wolf et al., 2020). We use “bert-base-
uncased” pre-trained weight for BERT (Devlin
et al., 2019) and “all-mpnet-v2” pre-trained weight
for SBERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019).

Regarding training settings of the initial corpus
D0, we follow (Kishore et al., 2023) to set our hy-

12

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.47
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.47


NQ320k

Corpus Document Train Queries Validation Queries Test Queries Generated Queries

D0 98743 221194 55295 6998 1480538
D1 2000 4484 1091 152 29997
D2 2000 4417 1085 153 29992
D3 2000 4800 1298 177 29991
D4 2000 4346 1107 116 29992
D5 1874 4131 964 140 28105

Table 3: The NQ320k dataset statistics used in our study.

MS MARCO

Corpus Document Train Queries Validation Queries Test Queries Generated Queries

D0 289424 262008 65502 4678 4312150
D1 2000 1768 480 40 29787
D2 2000 1799 457 35 29805
D3 2000 1800 450 30 29774
D4 2000 1772 475 29 29821
D5 2000 1851 430 30 29779

Table 4: The MS MARCO dataset statistics used in our study.

perparameters for the initial model f0
θ . We train on

the initial corpus for 20 epochs using cross-entropy
loss before the continual indexing phase. We use a
batch size of 128 and 1024; a learning rate of 1e−4

and 5e−5 for training on NQ320k (Kwiatkowski
et al., 2019) and MS MARCO (Nguyen et al.,
2016), respectively.

We reproduce IncDSI (Kishore et al., 2023)
in our setup using the official implementation2.
Other baselines model are trained using the set-
tings in Table 5. Note that for the Sparse Ex-
perience Replay baseline, we randomly sample
queries from previous corpora with a ratio of 1

32 to
construct the memory buffer, consistent with the
mixing ratio used in DSI++ (Mehta et al., 2023a).
Regarding PromptDSI, we adopt the public re-
implementations of L2P3 (Wang et al., 2022d), S-
Prompt++4 (Wang et al., 2022a, 2024a), and the
official implementation of CODA-Prompt5 (Smith
et al., 2023). Please refer to Table 6 for details
configuration.

2https://github.com/varshakishore/IncDSI
3https://github.com/JH-LEE-KR/l2p-pytorch
4https://github.com/JH-LEE-KR/

dualprompt-pytorch
5https://github.com/GT-RIPL/CODA-Prompt

D Additional Results on NQ320k

Due to the paper length restriction, we discuss ad-
ditional results on NQ320k in this section and MS
MARCO in the following section.

D.1 BERT-based PromptDSI

In Section 5, we demonstrate that SBERT-based
PromptDSI with CODA-Prompt (Smith et al.,
2023) slightly falls behind L2P (Wang et al., 2022d)
and S-Prompt++ (Wang et al., 2022a, 2024a) in
terms of average performance on D

′
but exhibits

less catastrophic forgetting and avoids sudden
surges in forgetting, particularly in the top layers
of D0. However, this conclusion does not extend to
BERT-based PromptDSI, as illustrated in Figure 5.

For BERT-based PromptDSI, the performance
of PromptDSICODA-Prompt significantly declines
when prompts are attached to deeper layers of
PromptDSI’s encoder fθ. This deterioration sug-
gests that CODA-Prompt’s reliance on attention
and weighted prompt summation is highly sensitive
to the PLM’s query features, especially since we
avoid using the [CLS] token from the top layer. In
contrast, both L2P and S-Prompt++ maintain con-
sistent performance across layers, and the observed
trends of high forgetting and learning capacity in
the top layers remain applicable. This resilience

13

https://github.com/varshakishore/IncDSI
https://github.com/JH-LEE-KR/l2p-pytorch
https://github.com/JH-LEE-KR/dualprompt-pytorch
https://github.com/JH-LEE-KR/dualprompt-pytorch
https://github.com/GT-RIPL/CODA-Prompt


Sequential, Multi-corpora, Joint, Sparse

Learning rate 1e−4

Epochs 10
Batch size 128
Optimizer AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017), weight decay: 1e−2

Scheduler None
Loss Cross-entropy

Table 5: Detailed configuration for implementation of: Sequential Fine-tuning, Multi-corpora Fine-tuning, Joint
Supervised, and Sparse Experience Replay.

PromptDSI

Learning rate
NQ320k: 1e−4 (BERT), 1.5e−4 (SBERT)
MS MARCO: 5e−4 (BERT), 1e−3 (SBERT)

Epochs 10
Batch size 128
Optimizer AdamW, weight decay: 1e−2

Scheduler None
Loss Cross-entropy
L2P (Wang et al., 2022d) Prompt length 20; Prompt pool size: 5; Top-k: 1
S-Prompt++ (Wang et al., 2022a, 2024a) Prompt length 20; Prompts per task: 1
CODA-Prompt (Smith et al., 2023) Prompt length 10; Prompts per task: 2

Table 6: Detailed configuration for implementation of PromptDSI

highlights the robustness of PCL methods, where
even a single prompt can be competitive against
more complex strategies. (Huang et al., 2024).

As depicted in the left column of Figure 6,
prompting at deeper layers generally increases
forgetting on D0, with multi-layer prompting ex-
acerbating this effect compared to single-layer
prompting at layer 1, which is undesirable. In the
right column of Figure 6, we observe that single-
layer prompting from layer 4 to layer 9 improves
Hits@10, albeit at the expense of lower Hits@1
and MRR10. While there is no discernible trend in
two-layer prompting, three-layer prompting start-
ing from layer 3 shows a notable average perfor-
mance increase. However, this approach requires
three times the number of trainable parameters com-
pared to single-layer prompting at layer 1.

In summary, our findings indicate that for BERT-
based PromptDSI, single-layer prompting at layer
1 strikes a good balance between stability and
plasticity while minimizing the number of train-
able parameters. Additionally, we recommend
adopting SBERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) as
the preferred pre-trained model for future studies.
This recommendation is twofold: first, SBERT-

based PromptDSI generally outperforms BERT-
based PromptDSI; second, its embeddings are bet-
ter suited for PCL methods that rely on similar-
ity comparisons for prompt selection or construc-
tion, as demonstrated by approaches like CODA-
Prompt.

D.2 SBERT-based PromptDSI

Figure 7 illustrates the performance of various
SBERT-based PromptDSI variants when prompts
are attached to the second layer of SBERT. Evalu-
ating on metrics such as average performance (An)
and learning performance (LAn), all PromptDSI
variants exhibit a similar trend and outperform In-
cDSI. While these PromptDSI variants tend to have
higher forgetting rates in terms of Hits@1, owing
to being rehearsal-free, they are more robust in
terms of maintaining Hits@10. PromptDSITopic,
which utilizes topic-aware fixed keys, demon-
strates strong performance in Hits@1, reflecting
its ability to identify topic-specific documents ef-
fectively. However, PromptDSIS-Prompt++, which
assigns a single prompt to each corpus, excels
in Hits@10. This suggests that shared prompts
across a task can enhance the ability to general-
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Figure 5: Single-layer prompting analysis of BERT-based PromptDSI equipped with different PCL methods on
NQ320k dataset. PromptDSICODA-Prompt shows deteriorating performance when prompting at deeper layers of BERT,
which implies that CODA-Prompt is highly sensitive to the query vectors.
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Figure 6: Multi-layer prompting analysis of BERT-
based PromptDSIS-Prompt++ on NQ320k dataset. Figures
illustrate the performance differences when applying
multi-layer prompting compared to single-layer prompt-
ing at layer 1 (represented by the red line).

ize and retrieve a broader set of relevant docu-
ments. Despite PromptDSIS-Prompt++’s advantage
in Hits@10 during the continual indexing phase, it
suffers from significant forgetting over time. Con-
versely, PromptDSITopic shows superior retention
in Hits@10, achieving the lowest forgetting rate
among all methods tested. This indicates that while
shared prompts boost learning, they may not be
as effective in long-term retention as topic-aware
prompts, which help maintain a broader and more

consistent recall performance.
Table 7 presents the results for various methods

using the SBERT backbone on the NQ320k dataset.
All PromptDSI variants show comparable results
on D0 in terms of Hits@10, while PromptDSIL2P
and PromptDSICODA-Prompt even outperform In-
cDSI in terms of Hits@1. This suggests that solv-
ing the exhaustive constraint optimization prob-
lem, as in IncDSI, may not be necessary, par-
ticularly when access to previous documents or
queries is restricted. With the right pre-training,
PromptDSI demonstrate effective learning capac-
ity and resilience against forgetting, matching the
robustness of IncDSI. Regarding D

′
, PromptDSI

approaches the upper-bound Hits@10 of the base-
line “Multi-corpora” where the gap is only 0.5%
for PromptDSIS-Prompt++.

E Results on MS MARCO

Building on insights garnered from experiments on
the NQ320k dataset, we extended our analysis to
the challenging MS MARCO dataset, characterized
by a larger initial corpus D0 and a notably smaller
test set, as outlined in Table 4.

From Figure 8, PromptDSICODA-Prompt is the
only variant of PromptDSI that lags behind In-
cDSI in both average performance and learn-
ing capacity on D0, as indicated by Hits@1.
Nevertheless, all PromptDSI variants, includ-
ing PromptDSICODA-Prompt, surpass IncDSI in
Hits@10 on the new corpus D

′
. Among these,

PromptDSITopic demonstrates superior learning per-
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Figure 7: Continual indexing performance of PromptDSI equipped with different PCL methods on NQ320k dataset
compared to IncDSI. Prompts are added to layer 2 of SBERT.

Added Method Eval corpus: D0 Eval corpus: D
′

corpus
Hits@1 Hits@10 Hits@1 Hits@10

D0 - 67.9 88.1 - -

D
′

Non CL methods
Multi-corpora 0.0 0.0 78.7 92.0
Joint 63.1 86.8 61.0 86.4

CL methods
Sequential 0.0 0.0 17.8 27.5
Sparse ER 2.4 2.7 21.7 33.6
IncDSI 64.7 87.1 65.1 87.2
IncDSI (batch) 64.7 87.0 65.1 87.2

PromptDSIL2P(Ours) 64.8 87.0 67.4 91.1
PromptDSIS-Prompt++(Ours) 64.7 86.7 66.9 91.5
PromptDSICODA-Prompt(Ours) 65.1 87.0 66.0 90.8
PromptDSITopic(Ours) 64.6 86.8 67.3 91.2

Table 7: Detail performance on NQ320k dataset across different methods. All methods start from the same SBERT
checkpoints trained on the initial corpus D0, resulting in the same performance in D0. Prompts are added to layer 2
of SBERT.

formance, excelling in both Hits@1 and Hits@10
compared to other PromptDSI variants and IncDSI.
In contrast, IncDSI shows its strength in maintain-
ing D0 performance, evidenced by the lowest levels
of forgetting in Hits@1 and Hits@10.

Tables 8 present the performance comparison of
various methods on the MS MARCO dataset us-
ing SBERT-based PromptDSI. IncDSI’s exhaustive
constraint optimization demonstrates its effective-
ness in maintaining performance on D0. However,
consistent with previous findings, all PromptDSI
variants achieve impressive Hits@10 on D0 with
at most 0.7% gap compared to IncDSI without re-
hearsal. On D

′
, PromptDSI variants exhibit bet-

ter learning capabilities, particularly in Hits@10.

Remarkably, PromptDSItopic achieves the highest
Hits@1 and Hits@10 on D

′
, at 62.3% and 90.2%,

respectively.

F Ablation in hyperparameter for model
selection

Due to the imbalance in the number of documents
between the initial corpus D0 and the new cor-
pora D′, it is crucial to balance the performance
trade-off between D0 and D

′
during training. To

achieve this, we use the F-beta score of validation
MRR@10, as proposed by Kishore et al. (2023),
for model selection. The F-beta score is defined as
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Added Method Eval corpus: D0 Eval corpus: D
′

corpus
Hits@1 Hits@10 Hits@1 Hits@10

D0 - 50.3 82.7 - -

D
′

Non CL methods
Multi-corpora 0.0 0.0 82.9 94.7
Joint 45.2 76.3 49.5 84.1

CL methods
Sequential 0.0 0.0 20.8 29.0
Sparse ER 2.4 2.9 21.9 26.5
IncDSI 49.0 82.0 58.8 84.6
IncDSI (batch) 49.0 82.0 58.8 84.0

PromptDSIL2P(Ours) 47.6 81.7 59.3 87.2
PromptDSIS-Prompt++(Ours) 47.5 81.5 61.5 86.6
PromptDSICODA-Prompt(Ours) 47.5 81.5 57.5 87.3
PromptDSITopic(Ours) 47.7 81.3 62.3 90.2

Table 8: Detail performance on MS MARCO dataset across different methods. All methods start from the same
SBERT checkpoint trained on the initial corpus D0, resulting in the same performance in D0. Prompts are added to
layer 2 of SBERT.
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Figure 8: Continual indexing performance of PromptDSI equipped with different PCL methods on MS MARCO
dataset compared to IncDSI. Prompts are added to layer 2 of SBERT.

follows:

ytarget = (1 + β2) · ynew · yinitial
(β2 · ynew) + yinitial

, (5)

where β represents the importance weight of D0

relative to the new corpus D
′
, and yinitial and ynew

denote the performance on D0 and D
′
, respectively.

Based on the results in Table 9, we choose β =
3 as it provides a balanced trade-off between the
performances on D0 and D

′
.

G Neural topics mined from BERTopic

We employ BERTopic (Grootendorst, 2022) to
mine neural topics from the initial corpus D0,
adhering closely to the author’s best practices

guide6. However, it is worth noting that this ap-
proach might not be universally optimal for all
datasets. Given that we utilize BERT and SBERT
as pre-trained weights for our PromptDSI, we adopt
two distinct BERTopic models, each tailored to
these respective pre-trained weights, for both the
NQ320k and MS MARCO datasets. This choice
results in slightly different topics being identified
for the same dataset, as visually depicted in Fig-
ures 9 and 10. Additionally, it is important to ac-
knowledge that topic modeling techniques may
benefit from the use of larger language models
(LLMs) compared to traditional models like BERT

6https://maartengr.github.io/BERTopic/getting_
started/best_practices/best_practices.html
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PLM Metric β = 2 β = 3 β = 5

BERT Hits@1
Hits@10

63.4/62.4
86.0/90.9

63.5/62.8
86.0/90.8

65.0/55.2
86.5/89.4

SBERT Hits@1
Hits@10

63.4/66.7
86.3/91.1

63.7/65.8
86.4/90.6

65.5/56.8
86.8/89.6

Table 9: Ablation on the choice of β in F-beta score (Equation 5) using PromptDSIS-Prompt++. Prompts are added to
layer 1 of BERT/SBERT. Results are displayed as {Performance of D0}/{A5 - Average performance of D

′
}.

or SBERT, due to the increased representational
capacity and contextual understanding offered by
these larger models (Wang et al., 2023).

Table 10 shows the queries corresponding to the
top-8 topics mined using SBERT-based BERTopic
on the NQ320k validation set as selected during
inference by PromptDSItopic. The mined neural top-
ics cover various popular topics frequently queried
by users. We observe that these queries often con-
tain the most frequent or highly semantically simi-
lar terms related to the corresponding topics. With
prompts segmented by topics, they can transfer
knowledge between corpora, enhancing the index-
ing and retrieval performance of new documents
compared to prompts with learnable keys. Future
work could explore better designs for a topic-aware
prompt pool to retain initial corpus performance,
particularly for rare topics that do not appear in
new corpora.

H Related Work

H.1 Continual Learning

Addressing catastrophic forgetting in continual
learning (CL) has been an active field of research.
Two popular CL methods are regularization-based
approaches (Kirkpatrick et al., 2017; Zenke et al.,
2017; Li and Hoiem, 2017; Aljundi et al., 2018),
which add regularization terms into the training
objective to constraint the model weights from
falling too far away from the original model or
through knowledge distillation; and replay-based
or rehearsal approaches (Lopez-Paz and Ranzato,
2017; Chaudhry et al., 2019; Buzzega et al., 2020)
which utilize memory buffer to store past examples
or generative model to generate pseudo examples
for rehearsal. These two CL methods are employed
in most lifelong information retrieval studies (Cai
et al., 2023; Mehta et al., 2023a; Chen et al., 2023;
Guo et al., 2024).

H.2 Prompt-based Continual Learning

Prompt-based continual learning (PCL) methods
have emerged as a solution to address practical CL
scenarios, particularly in situations where access-
ing historical data is prohibitively restricted due
to data privacy regulations (Custers et al., 2019).
A series of studies (Wang et al., 2022d,c; Smith
et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2022a) have explored
the use of prompts to guide frozen pre-trained lan-
guage models (PLMs) in acquiring new tasks with-
out necessitating additional storage for a memory
buffer, hence the name rehearsal-free CL. Thanks
to powerful representations of PLMs and the
instance-wise prompt selection which enables task-
agnostic inference capability, PCL methods can
achieve competitive performance against rehearsal
approaches under the challenging rehearsal-free
class-incremental learning (Wang et al., 2024a).

H.3 Sparse, Dense, and Hybrid Retrieval

Traditional sparse retrieval methods (Blanco and
Lioma, 2012; Zheng and Callan, 2015; Zhao et al.,
2021) relies on ranking functions like TF-IDF or
BM25 (Robertson et al., 2009) for keyword-based
retrieval. Since these methods treat queries and doc-
uments as bag-of-word (Thakur et al., 2021), they
suffer from lexical gap (Berger et al., 2000). Dense
retrieval methods (Karpukhin et al., 2020; Xiong
et al., 2020; Khattab and Zaharia, 2020) leverage
neural networks, particularly PLMs, to capture se-
mantic of both queries and documents, overcoming
the lexical gap of sparse retrieval methods. These
methods map both queries and documents to high
dimensional vector; in the retrieval stage, efficient
Approximated Nearest Neighbor search implemen-
tation like FAISS (Johnson et al., 2019) is used to
compare similarity between a query and relevance
documents. Hybrid retrieval methods (Seo et al.,
2019; Gao et al., 2021; Luan et al., 2021) combine
the best of both sparse and dense retrieval methods
to achieves even better performance.
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Topic Queries

0 (Music)

who sang the song no other love have i
who sings the song it feels like rain
who sings whenever you want me i’ll be there
who sang the song she blinded me with science

1 (Football)

who played in the 2013 ncaa basketball championship
when was the last time cleveland browns were in the playoffs
has any nfl team gone 16-0 and won the superbowl
what nfl team never went to the super bowl

2 (Movies)

who is the actor that plays spencer reid
who died in vampire diaries season 1 episode 17
who played the mother on father knows best
how many season of the waltons are there

3 (Human biology)
where does the amino acid attach to trna
when a person is at rest approximately how much blood is being held within the veins
where are lipids synthesized outside of the endomembrane system

4 (Origin)
where does the last name broome come from
where does spring water found in mountains come from
where does the last name de leon come from

5 (Soccer)

who has scored the most goals for brazil
who is going to the 2018 world cup
when did fifa first begun and which country was it played
who came second in the world cup 2018

6 (War)

who fought on the western front during ww1
when did the allies start to win ww2
when did the united states declare war on germany
what were the most effective weapons in ww1

7 (Geography)
how wide is the mississippi river at davenport iowa
bob dylan musical girl from the north country
what are the four deserts in north america

Table 10: Natural queries from the NQ320k validation set that are matched correctly to the corresponding topic-
aware prompts during inference. Topic embeddings are mined using BERTopic with SBERT. Topic-specific terms
are highlighted.

H.4 End-to-end Retrieval

End-to-end retrieval replaces the conventional
"retrieve-then-rank" framework with a single Trans-
former model, allowing direct query-to-docid map-
ping and simplifying training and inference pro-
cesses (De Cao et al., 2020; Tay et al., 2022; Wang
et al., 2022b). This approach integrates corpus in-
formation into the model parameters and eliminates
specialized search procedures, where the most rep-
resentative work is Differentiable Search Index
(DSI) (Tay et al., 2022). DSI can be divided into
two subcategories: classification-based (Kishore
et al., 2023) and generative retrieval (Zhuang et al.,
2022; Wang et al., 2022b; Mehta et al., 2023a; Sun
et al., 2023). We mainly focus on classification-
based approach in this paper. Enhanced versions
of the DSI address gaps in indexing and retrieval,
and improve docid representations (Zhuang et al.,
2022; Wang et al., 2022b; Sun et al., 2023). Recent
advances explore CL issues in DSI, using rehearsal
combines with various strategies such as using
Sharpness-Aware Minimization loss (Mehta et al.,
2023a), Incremental Product Quantization (Chen
et al., 2023), continual pre-training adapters (Guo

et al., 2024), and solving a constraint optimiza-
tion (Kishore et al., 2023). PromptDSI builds upon
IncDSI (Kishore et al., 2023) and pushes DSI to-
wards rehearsal-free CL.
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Figure 9: Top 8 NQ320k topics mined using BERTopic with BERT/SBERT and their corresponding most frequent
terms. A total of 79 topics were identified with BERT and 90 with SBERT from the initial corpus D0.
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Figure 10: Top 8 MS MARCO topics mined using BERTopic with BERT/SBERT and their corresponding most
frequent terms. A total of 181 topics were identified with BERT and 192 with SBERT from the initial corpus D0.

21


	Introduction
	Preliminary
	Differentiable Search Index (DSI)
	Continual Learning in DSI
	Prompt Tuning

	PromptDSI: Prompt-based DSI for Continual Learning
	Single Pass PCL Methods
	Topic-aware Prompt Keys
	Optimization Objective

	Experiments
	Datasets
	Evaluation Metrics
	Baselines
	Main Results

	Discussions
	Conclusion
	Continual Learning Metrics
	Prompt-based Continual Learning Methods
	Implementation Details
	Additional Results on NQ320k
	BERT-based PromptDSI
	SBERT-based PromptDSI

	Results on MS MARCO
	Ablation in hyperparameter for model selection
	Neural topics mined from BERTopic
	Related Work
	Continual Learning
	Prompt-based Continual Learning
	Sparse, Dense, and Hybrid Retrieval
	End-to-end Retrieval


