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Abstract. Recent advances in Information Retrieval have leveraged high-
dimensional embedding spaces to improve the retrieval of relevant docu-
ments. Moreover, the Manifold Clustering Hypothesis suggests that de-
spite these high-dimensional representations, documents relevant to a
query reside on a lower-dimensional, query-dependent manifold. While
this hypothesis has inspired new retrieval methods, existing approaches
still face challenges in effectively separating non-relevant information
from relevant signals. We propose a novel methodology that addresses
these limitations by leveraging information from both relevant and non-
relevant documents. Our method, Eclipse, computes a centroid based on
irrelevant documents as a reference to estimate noisy dimensions present
in relevant ones, enhancing retrieval performance. Extensive experiments
on three in-domain and one out-of-domain benchmarks demonstrate an
average improvement of up to 19.50% (resp. 22.35%) in mAP(AP) and
11.42% (resp. 13.10%) in nDCG@10 w.r.t. the DIME-based baseline
(resp. the baseline using all dimensions). Our results pave the way for
more robust, pseudo-irrelevance-based retrieval systems in future IR re-
search.

Keywords: Dense Information Retrieval · Dimension Importance Esti-
mation · Dimensionality Reduction.

1 Introduction

Dense retrieval models [10,17,18] have revolutionized Information Retrieval (IR)
by embedding both queries and documents into a latent, high-dimensional vector
space, where their similarity can be computed more effectively [20, 22]. In this
latent space, the dimensions of the embeddings represent different features that
the model has learned to be important for capturing the text’s meaning or other
latent characteristics of the encoded text [21,27,40].

However, not all dimensions in this space contribute equally to retrieval per-
formance, and some may add noise or unnecessary information [1,4]. This creates
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a need to focus on the most important dimensions, similar to how feature selec-
tion works in machine learning [16,19].

To address this, researchers have proposed various dimension reduction tech-
niques [2, 5, 24], including the Manifold Clustering Hypothesis by Faggioli et
al. [11], which suggests that queries and documents lie on lower-dimensional
subspaces that are specific to each query, where only the most relevant dimen-
sions are retained. A practical implementation of this idea is offered by tools
like Dimension IMportance Estimators (DIMEs), which rank dimensions in the
latent space by their importance and retain only the most relevant ones. DIMEs
compute importance scores for each dimension based on a relevant feedback doc-
ument, using methods such as Pseudo-Relevance Feedback (PRF) [33, 39] and
Large Language Models (LLM) [10,15,29,31]. In the PRF-based DIME approach,
the embeddings of the top-ranked documents—retrieved from the corpus using
similarity measures like cosine similarity or the inner product—are averaged to
form the pseudo-relevant document representation. Similarly, in the LLM-based
DIME, an LLM generates a document (e.g., in response to the query) that acts
as the relevant feedback document.

Despite their effectiveness, current DIME approaches face challenges distin-
guishing between relevant and irrelevant dimensions, potentially retaining noisy
dimensions that can reduce retrieval performance. This occurs because there is
a need for balance between the original query and the feedback information, as
over-trusting this feedback can lead to a bias toward a particular subset of docu-
ments while under-trusting it may prevent us from fully leveraging the feedback’s
potential [9,23,30]. These challenges stem from the fact that DIMEs focus solely
on relevant documents. We hypothesize that irrelevant documents can provide
a powerful tool, helping to more clearly delineate the truly important dimen-
sions, like in contrastive learning, where both positive and negative examples
are crucial for identifying discriminative features [6, 12,26].

Building on this hypothesis, we introduce Eclipse, a novel method that
leverages relevant and irrelevant document representations to more accurately
identify important dimensions. Eclipse constructs a representation of a generic
pseudo-irrelevant document by calculating a centroid of embeddings from re-
trieved non-relevant documents. This is then subtracted from the relevant doc-
ument representation, effectively suppressing non-relevant dimensions. 3

With our experiments we aim to address the following research questions:
– RQ1: Can pseudo-irrelevance feedback be leveraged to improve state-of-the-

art DIME approaches?
– RQ2: What type of irrelevant documents are used to highlight relevant di-

mensions in the embedding space?
– RQ3: Is our approach dependent on the semantic content of irrelevant doc-

uments to improve IR system performance?

3 The name "Eclipse" draws an analogy to an annular solar Eclipse, where the
Moon covers most of the Sun, leaving only its outer edge visible – similarly, our
method "eclipses" irrelevant dimensions to highlight the most important ones.
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Our contribution: We introduce Eclipse, a novel method that enhances
document retrieval by leveraging relevant and irrelevant document representa-
tions to more accurately identify important dimensions. Eclipse can be applied
to any standard Dimension IMportance Estimator, improving performance with-
out requiring changes to the underlying retrieval model. This flexibility makes
our method a valuable addition to existing IR systems and frameworks. Through
extensive experiments with state-of-the-art TREC collections (Deep Learning
2019 [8], 2020 [7], DL-HARD 2021 [25], and Robust 2004 [36]), we demonstrate
an average improvement of up to 19.50% (resp. 22.35%) in AP, and 11.42% (resp.
13.10%) in nDCG@10 w.r.t the DIME-based baseline (resp. the baseline using
all dimensions).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide a
comprehensive overview of the DIMEs. We introduce Eclipse in Section 3, and
we evaluate it against DIME baselines on experiments defined in Section 4.
Results can be found in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes our work.

2 Background

In dense IR, the dimensions of the textual embeddings do not contribute equally
to relevance. Some dimensions introduce noise, reducing retrieval performance.
One key approach to retain only a small set of dimensions is the Manifold Clus-
tering (MC) hypothesis [11] which posits that high-dimensional representations
of queries and their relevant documents reside within a lower-dimensional, query-
dependent subspace than the original high-dimensional latent space.

Let q ∈ Rd represent a query and D ⊂ Rd denote a set of documents,
where both queries and documents are embedded into a shared latent space
Rd via a bi-encoder model. This model optimizes query-document alignment
by mapping them into a latent space where the query-document relevance is
proportional to similarity measures such as cosine similarity or inner product.
The MC hypothesis suggests that the retrieval performance of a dense IR system
can be enhanced by projecting both the query q and documents D into a query-
dependent subspace, where irrelevant dimensions are discarded.

DIMEs efficiently assign importance scores to dimensions in Rd using a query-
dependent function uq : {1, . . . , d} → R, which outputs a score for each dimen-
sion i ∈ {1, . . . , d} in the latent representation for a query q. The function uq(i)
estimates how much the dimension i contributes to retrieving relevant documents
for the given query q. This score allows the system to rank the dimensions, keep-
ing those with higher scores and discarding less important ones. The selected
dimensions form a low-dimensional query-dependent subspace of Rd.

Two methods for estimating dimension importance are PRF and LLM DIMEs.
The PRF DIME utilizes pseudo-relevance feedback by assuming that the

top k documents retrieved by a similarity measure such as BM25 [32] are likely
relevant to the query. These documents are combined into a centroid vector p.
Thus, the importance of each dimension i, denoted uPRF

q @k(i), is computed as:



4 D’Erasmo et al.

uPRF
q @k(i) = qi · pi. (1)

This importance value captures the alignment between the query q and the
pseudo-relevant documents coalesced into p, helping to rank and select the most
relevant dimensions.

The LLM DIME uses a synthetic document a, generated by an LLM, assumed
to be relevant to the query. In this case, the importance of each dimension i,
denoted uLLM

q (i), is calculated as:

uLLM
q (i) = qi · ai. (2)

While able to boost the retrieval effectiveness of dense IR systems in many
different scenarios, PRF and LLM DIMEs do not incorporate any further rele-
vance signal provided by other sources, such as partially relevant and irrelevant
documents. Relying only on (pseudo-)relevant documents may introduce a noise
component into the method, having the document’s embedding capture both
the relevant and non-relevant parts of the full text. This can be worsened by
aggregating multiple texts into a single representative embedding, increasing
noise.

3 Proposed Method

We postulate that the limitations we discussed in the DIME can be overcome
by incorporating both relevant and irrelevant documents into the dimension
importance function, offering a new direction for refining the retrieval accuracy.

To explore our assumption, we present Eclipse, a novel framework aimed at
improving dense vector retrieval by incorporating non-relevant documents into
the retrieval process. In Eclipse, for a given query q, embedded into a latent
space using a bi-encoder, we retrieve a set of k documents ranked according
to a relevance score derived from a similarity function. This set of documents,
denoted as Dq = {d1,d2, . . . ,dk}, contains pseudo-relevant documents, whose
content captures mainly relevant information, and typically found at the top
positions, and potentially pseudo-irrelevant documents at the bottom positions,
whose content captures mainly irrelevant information. Fixing a parameter 0 <
k− < k, we define a mean vector m, named moon, as an irrelevant representative
embedding, aggregating the embeddings of the bottom k− documents in Dq, as
follows:

m =
1

k−

k−−1∑
i=0

dk−i. (3)

We define our Eclipse denoted uEclipse
q (i), as a weighted difference of a

relevant representative embedding s, the sun vector, and the irrelevant repre-
sentative embedding m:
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uEclipse
q (i) = α(qi · si)− β(qi ·mi). (4)

The parameters α, β ∈ R control the balance between the relevant and ir-
relevant document signals. Instead of using a convex combination, we apply
independent weighting to each term, which provides more flexibility and shows
superior performance in our experiments.

In Eq. (4), the embedding s depends on the original DIME used to compute
the relevant signal, defined as:

s =

{
1
k+

∑k+

i=1 di if using PRF;
a, if using LLM.

For the PRF case, the term 1
k+

∑k+

i=1 di represents the mean vector of the em-
beddings of the top 0 < k+ < k − k− embeddings from Dq. For the LLM case,
the term a refers to the embedding of the document generated by the LLM as a
response to the query q.

The interplay between relevant and irrelevant information is a fundamental
challenge in optimizing retrieval systems. Indeed, using the Hadamard product,
Eq. (4) can be rewritten as:

uEclipse
q = α(q⊙ s)− β(q⊙m) = q⊙ (αs− βm), (5)

This formulation highlights the residual Eclipse vector αs− βm, showing how
the irrelevant centroid m suppresses the non-relevant dimensions from the rele-
vant signal s. The residual vector is further adjusted by the Hadamard product
with the query embedding q, which highlights query-relevant dimensions. The
more closely the residual Eclipse vector is aligned with the query, the more it
amplifies the contrast between relevant and irrelevant documents.

Eclipse suppression of irrelevant dimensions, allows the retrieval system
to position documents sharing the query’s topic higher in the ranking. Figure
3 illustrates the effectiveness of our proposed technique in maintaining topic
relevance with respect to the query. We analyze the top retrieved passages for the
query "What is an active margin?" using the model ANCE over the MS-MARCO
collection [3]. PRF Eclipse demonstrates superior performance in retrieving
topically relevant documents compared to the PRF Standard DIME, achieving a
significantly higher AP (0.498 vs 0.183). While PRF Standard DIME mistakenly
retrieves a document about financial margins (an off-topic false positive), PRF
Eclipse successfully identifies a document discussing geological active margins,
which is the correct topic. By retrieving documents topically relevant to the
query, Eclipse increases the likelihood of positioning relevant documents higher
in the ranking.

4 Experimental Setup

In our experiments, we compare our proposed Eclipse against the state-of-
the-art DIMEs for dense IR systems. We experiment with three dense retrieval
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Query: “What is an active margin”
PRF Eclipse (AP: 0.498) PRF Standard DIME (AP: 0.183)

Top Relevant Document:
Document [8446505] An active con-
tinental margin refers to the sub-
merged edge of a continent overriding
an oceanic lithosphere

[
. . .

]
.

Document [6122722] Best Answer:
An active margin is a tectonic plate
boundary, a passive margin is a com-
positional transition within a tectonic
plate

[
. . .

]
.

First FPs documents:
Document [5286535]

[
. . .

]
an active

continental margin is found on the
leading edge of the continent where it is
crashing into an oceanic platean

[
. . .

]
.

Document [5286540] The continen-
tal margin is the submerged outer edge
of a continent.

[
. . .

]
.

Document [5354863] The option
margin is the cash or securities an
investor must deposit in his account as
collateral before writing options.

[
. . .

]
.

Document [6689166] Answer Wiki.
Active Contingent means that the
seller has accepted an offer from a buyer,[
. . .

]
.

Fig. 1: Comparison of retrieval results (Top Relevant document and First FPs
documents) for the query "What is an active margin?" using PRF Eclipse and
PRF Standard DIME methods with the model ANCE. The green colour indicates
if the documents match the same topic of the query and the red otherwise. PRF
Eclipse achieves a significantly higher AP. This improvement is attributed to
Eclipse’s ability to push topically relevant documents to the query higher in
the ranking.

models: ANCE [38], Contriever [15], and TAS-B [13], all of which have been
fine-tuned using the MS MARCO [3] passage dataset. The pre-trained weights
for these models are publicly available through the Huggingface platform, and
the models operate within 768-dimensional embedding spaces.

Datasets. Consistent with previous studies, we evaluate our methodology on
three widely used benchmark collections for in-domain evaluation: TREC Deep
Learning 2019 (DL ’19) [8], TREC Deep Learning 2020 (DL ’20) [7], and Deep
Learning Hard (DL HD) [25]. To assess the robustness and provide additional
validation of our method, we further evaluate Eclipse on out-of-domain data
based on the TREC Robust ’04 (RB ’04) collection [36]. Each in-domain query
set focuses on ad-hoc passage retrieval and is composed of 43, 54, and 50 anno-
tated queries, respectively, derived from the MS MARCO passage corpus. The
RB ‘04 query set contains 249 queries and is based on the TIPSTER disks 4 and
5, minus the congressional records corpus.
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Metrics. We evaluate the systems using standard metrics such as mean Average
Precision (AP) and nDCG@10, following prior work and official benchmarks. To
validate the effectiveness of our method to the baselines, we employed the paired
Student’s t-test [35], after testing normality of distributions with Shapiro–Wilk
test [34] with a significance level of 0.05. The one-sided Wilcoxon [37] is chosen
instead, as a non-parametric alternative for non-normal distributed data. Mul-
tiple hypothesis testing is performed with Holm-Bonferroni correction [14].

Hyperparameters. We define four primary hyperparameters that influence
different aspects of the model’s decision-making process: k+, k−, α, and β. The
parameter k− ∈ {2, . . . , 6} (resp. k+ ∈ {2, . . . , 14}), determines the number of
relevant (resp. irrelevant) documents, used to build our sun (resp. moon) embed-
dings. The hyperparameter α controls the strength of the relevant representative
embedding while β modulates the denoising effect of the irrelevant representa-
tive embedding. Both are positive values increasing linearly from 0.1 up to 1.

Baselines. We compare our method to standard DIMEs:
– PRF DIME: uPRF

q @1(i) = qi · pi, with p the top relevant document for the
query q.

– LLM DIME: uLLM
q (i) = qi · ai, with a being the embedding of the LLM

generated answer to the query; we use GPT4 [28] as LLM in our experiments.
We set k+ = 1 since it achieves the best results [11]. We will refer to the dense
IR system at full dimensionality as Baseline. Eclipse uses a retrieved collection
of documents Dq of size 1, 000.

5 Results

In our experiments, we investigate the following research questions:
– RQ1: Can pseudo-irrelevance feedback be leveraged to improve state-of-the-

art DIME approaches?
– RQ2: What type of irrelevant documents are used to highlight relevant di-

mensions in the embedding space?
– RQ3: Is our approach dependent on the semantic content of irrelevant doc-

uments to improve IR system performance?
Results for RQ1: Table 1 compare both versions of Eclipse with standard
DIMEs (PRF and LLM) and Baseline on the TREC DL ’19, DL ’20, DH, and
RB ’04 datasets, using the ANCE, Contriever, and TAS-B models. We report
the best result among varying the percentage of retained dimensions. Eclipse
exhibits superior performance in the traditional evaluation protocol, improving
performance up to 19.50% (resp. 22.35%) in AP and 11.42% (resp. 13.10%)
in nDCG@10 w.r.t. the DIME-based baseline (resp. the Baseline). In particular,
both PRF Eclipse and LLM Eclipse show statistically significant improvement
with respect to their DIME counterparts and Baseline. The bold represents the
best result for each dataset and metric, having LLM Eclipse the most effective
approach.
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Table 1: Comparison between Eclipse and baselines. Effectiveness metrics
of Eclipse and baselines on different query sets and bi-encoders. Bold shows the
best result for each column, underlined if LLM Eclipse (resp. PRF Eclipse)
strictly outperform LLM DIME (resp. PRF DIME). Superscripts a and b indicate
that the result is statistically significantly (p < 0.05) better than Baseline or
standard DIMEs, respectively.

DL ’19 DL ’20 DL HD RB ’04

Model Filter AP nDCG@10 AP nDCG@10 AP nDCG@10 AP nDCG@10

ANCE

Baseline (a) 0.361 0.645 0.392 0.646 0.180 0.334 0.146 0.384
PRF DIME (b) 0.370 0.657 0.392 0.649 0.184 0.340 0.150 0.386
LLM DIME (b) 0.370 0.663 0.397 0.658 0.186 0.346 0.149 0.397
PRF Eclipse 0.406a 0.669 0.408a 0.656a 0.193ab 0.349 0.179ab 0.402ab

LLM Eclipse 0.424ab 0.706ab 0.411ab 0.665 0.210a 0.360 0.168ab 0.430ab

Contriever

Baseline (a) 0.494 0.677 0.478 0.666 0.241 0.375 0.239 0.481
PRF DIME (b) 0.509 0.692 0.496 0.713 0.251 0.388 0.253 0.486
LLM DIME (b) 0.523 0.745 0.505 0.697 0.263 0.396 0.263 0.526
PRF Eclipse 0.542a 0.710 0.509a 0.720a 0.275a 0.410ab 0.267ab 0.501a

LLM Eclipse 0.557ab 0.751a 0.515ab 0.706a 0.275a 0.397a 0.263a 0.526a

TAS-B

Baseline (a) 0.476 0.719 0.475 0.685 0.238 0.374 0.197 0.428
PRF DIME (b) 0.507 0.731 0.489 0.712 0.244 0.385 0.215 0.443
LLM DIME (b) 0.527 0.768 0.496 0.705 0.265 0.408 0.218 0.471
PRF Eclipse 0.550ab 0.745a 0.509ab 0.726ab 0.278ab 0.420ab 0.232ab 0.460a

LLM Eclipse 0.557ab 0.775ab 0.511ab 0.711a 0.283ab 0.422ab 0.222a 0.475a

To further highlight the efficiency of Eclipse, we investigate the performance
when projecting the embeddings at low dimensionality. Such a comparison helps
us understand how well the models can maintain their performance when using
fewer resources. In Table 2 we report the percentage of improvement that LLM
Eclipse and PRF Eclipse using half of the embedding dimensions, achieve
respectively to LLM DIME and PRF DIME. We test across different collections
and bi-encoders. The results demonstrate that Eclipse consistently outperforms
the DIMEs baseline, even with reduced dimensionality. For the ANCE model,
Eclipse shows substantial improvements, with statistically significant gains up
to 42.01% in AP and 18.15% in nDCG@10. The Contriever model exhibits similar
trends, with Eclipse outperforming DIME across most datasets. The statisti-
cally significant improvements are up to 7.04% in AP and 6.88% in nDCG@10.
The TAS-B model results further improve up to a 14.30% increase in AP and
5.51% on nDCG@10.

The results of our study provide strong evidence that Eclipse statistically
significantly improves over standard DIMEs across various datasets, models and
evaluation metrics, particularly in its LLM-based version. The effectiveness of
Eclipse persisted even when using only 50% of the original embedding dimen-
sionality, demonstrating its efficiency in resource utilization.
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Table 2: Variation of metrics using half of the embedding dimensions.
Effectiveness metrics of Eclipse and baselines on different query sets and bi-
encoders using only 50% of the original dimensionality. * indicates a statistically
significant result (paired t-test with p < 0.05).

DL ’19 DL ’20 DL HD RB ’04

Model Filter AP nDCG@10 AP nDCG@10 AP nDCG@10 AP nDCG@10

ANCE

PRF DIME 0.3156 0.6251 0.3382 0.6057 0.1568 0.3109 0.1133 0.3254
PRF Eclipse 0.3751 0.6462 0.3766 0.6164 0.1707 0.3221 0.1609 0.3606
%-improvement 18.85* 3.37* 11.35* 1.77 8.86* 3.60 42.01* 10.82*

LLM DIME 0.3238 0.6334 0.3427 0.5854 0.1566 0.3020 0.1157 0.3267
LLM Eclipse 0.3949 0.6863 0.3725 0.6124 0.1962 0.3158 0.1401 0.3860
%-improvement 21.96* 8.35* 8.69* 4.61* 25.29* 4.57 21.09* 18.15*

Contriever

PRF DIME 0.5051 0.6838 0.4959 0.7013 0.2486 0.3836 0.2507 0.4787
PRF Eclipse 0.5405 0.7009 0.5057 0.7062 0.2654 0.4100 0.2669 0.4936
%-improvement 7.01* 2.50 1.98 0.70 6.76 6.88* 6.46* 3.11

LLM DIME 0.5207 0.7367 0.5007 0.6933 0.2570 0.3773 0.2622 0.5234
LLM Eclipse 0.5572 0.7436 0.5104 0.6957 0.2751 0.3953 0.2630 0.5263
%-improvement 7.01* 0.94 1.94* 0.35 7.04* 4.77 0.30 0.55

TAS-B

PRF DIME 0.5055 0.7278 0.4883 0.7103 0.2405 0.3849 0.2127 0.4344
PRF Eclipse 0.5496 0.7397 0.5091 0.7199 0.2749 0.4061 0.2315 0.4545
%-improvement 8.72* 1.63 4.26* 1.35 14.30* 5.51 8.84* 4.63*

LLM DIME 0.5227 0.7684 0.4962 0.6977 0.2607 0.3994 0.2173 0.4715
LLM Eclipse 0.5547 0.7724 0.5069 0.6859 0.2791 0.3963 0.2122 0.4619
%-improvement 6.12* 0.52 2.16 -1.69 7.06* -0.78 -2.35 -2.04

Results for RQ2: We conducted an ablation study varying the cardinality k of
the collection Dq of retrieved documents at full dimensionality. We used PRF-
based Eclipse and measured performance using the AP metric as the percent-
age of retained dimension increased. The study included collections of 50, 300,
1000, and 50000 retrieved documents. Figures 2 and 3 confirm that subtract-
ing embeddings of documents with lower relevance scores yields improvement
in retrieval performance. This suggests that using highly irrelevant documents
(those not close to the pseudo-relevant ones) increases overall effectiveness. No-
tably, with k=50 (represented by the blue curves in Figures 2 and 3), where the
bottom-k− documents have relatively high relevance scores, the improvement is
less pronounced. This indicates that using these documents to build the irrele-
vant representative vector is less effective, as it may lower both irrelevant and
relevant dimensions.

To answer RQ2, our method favour the inclusion of highly irrelevant docu-
ments to effectively highlight relevant dimensions. As we increase k and include
documents with a lower relevance score, the method’s performance improves,
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indicating its ability to leverage the contrast between relevant and irrelevant
information.

Results for RQ3: Our previous experiments have demonstrated that Eclipse
is an effective DIME and that irrelevant documents play a crucial role in identi-
fying relevant dimensions. In this final research question, we investigate whether
the semantic content of these irrelevant documents significantly impacts perfor-
mance. We designed our experiment as follows: (1) We fixed the collection Dq,
with |Dq| = 1000; (2) Instead of selecting the exact bottom-k− documents, we
randomly sampled k− documents from the last 30, 100, and 150 documents of
that collection. We conducted this experiment using PRF-based Eclipse and
evaluated performance using AP and nDCG@10 metrics across benchmark col-
lections and models. Due to the random sampling, we report mean performance
scores and variances across multiple runs. Table 3 presents our findings. The
results indicate no significant difference between randomly sampling irrelevant
documents from the lower end of the ranked list and selecting the exact bottom-
k− documents.

To conclude, answering our RQs, leads us to conclude that the effectiveness
of irrelevant documents in Eclipse stems primarily from their low relevance
scores, rather than from any specific semantic properties of the text itself.

6 Conclusion

We introduced Eclipse, a novel approach that enhances dense retrieval by
uniquely leveraging pseudo-irrelevant feedback to better distinguish between rel-
evant and non-relevant dimensions in document embeddings. This use of irrele-
vant documents as a contrastive signal marks a significant shift from traditional
DIME methods focused solely on relevant data. Our extensive experiments re-
vealed that to discover relevant dimensions, researchers should consider using
documents with lower relevance scores as determined by the model, regardless
of the text’s semantic content. This approach proved effective in identifying
and eliminating less informative dimensions. We validate our method using four
different datasets and three different models showing that Eclipse achieve an
average improvement of up to 19.50% (resp. 22.35%) in AP and 11.42% (resp.
13.10%) in nDCG@10 w.r.t. the DIME-based baseline (resp. the baseline us-
ing all dimensions). Eclipse effectively highlights relevant dimensions, pushing
documents with moderate relevance scores higher in the ranking. This results
in a notable increase in AP. However, to achieve substantial improvements also
in nDCG, future research should explore methods to identify the most relevant
dimensions that can locate on the top ranking position the highest relevant doc-
uments.
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Fig. 2: Performance comparison of PRF-Eclipse on DL ’19 (a) and RB ’04 (b)
collections, showing AP as the percentage of retained dimensions increases. Dif-
ferent k values represent the cardinality of retrieved document sets Dq. Smaller
k (e.g. k=50) includes only highly relevant documents, while larger k (e.g.
k = 50, 000) gradually incorporates less relevant documents, affecting retrieval
performance.
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Fig. 3: Performance comparison of LLM-Eclipse on DL ’19 (a) and RB ’04 (b)
collections, showing AP as the percentage of retained dimensions increases. Dif-
ferent k values represent the cardinality of retrieved document sets Dq. Smaller
k (e.g. k=50) includes only highly relevant documents, while larger k (e.g.
k = 50, 000) gradually incorporates less relevant documents, affecting retrieval
performance.
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Table 3: Random sampling analysis of irrelevant documents. Retrieval
performance comparison of PRF-based Eclipse on different query sets and bi-
encoders. The methods operate on a fixed collection of top-1000 documents
retrieved by each base model to build the irrelevant representation vector. Three
methods randomly sample k− documents from the bottom-30, 100, and 150 of
the collection, respectively, while the fourth serves as a baseline using a fixed
bottom-k− without sampling.

DL ’19 DL ’20

Model Sampling AP nDCG@10 AP nDCG@10

ANCE

@30 0.4049 ± 0.0038 0.6550 ± 0.0021 0.4065 ± 0.0015 0.6533 ± 0.0016
@100 0.4051 ± 0.0042 0.6559 ± 0.0035 0.4047 ± 0.0033 0.6530 ± 0.0026
@150 0.4054 ± 0.0067 0.6540 ± 0.0024 0.4038 ± 0.0036 0.6530 ± 0.0010
Bottom-k− 0.406 0.662 0.408 0.656

Contriever

@30 0.5351 ± 0.0014 0.7032 ± 0.0032 0.5038 ± 0.0016 0.7022 ± 0.0013
@100 0.5333 ± 0.0051 0.7026 ± 0.0047 0.5047 ± 0.0016 0.6961 ± 0.0031
@150 0.5334 ± 0.0021 0.7037 ± 0.0016 0.5058 ± 0.0021 0.6964 ± 0.0026
Bottom-k− 0.542 0.710 0.509 0.708

TAS-B

@30 0.5454 ± 0.0029 0.7404 ± 0.0033 0.5057 ± 0.0034 0.7168 ± 0.0042
@100 0.5492 ± 0.0033 0.7401 ± 0.0032 0.5050 ± 0.0030 0.7194 ± 0.006
@150 0.5522 ± 0.0035 0.7400 ± 0.0043 0.5069 ± 0.0038 0.7186 ± 0.0014
Bottom-k− 0.550 0.745 0.509 0.726

DL HD RB ’04

Model Sampling AP nDCG@10 AP nDCG@10

ANCE

@30 0.1901 ± 0.0017 0.3376 ± 0.0031 0.1782 ± 0.0012 0.3999 ± 0.0020
@100 0.1913 ± 0.0012 0.3374 ± 0.0023 0.1790 ± 0.0008 0.4002 ± 0.0023
@150 0.1903 ± 0.0005 0.3367 ± 0.0029 0.1795 ± 0.0008 0.4020 ± 0.0026
Bottom-k− 0.193 0.343 0.179 0.401

Contriever

@30 0.2714 ± 0.0039 0.4092 ± 0.0035 0.2679 ± 0.0008 0.4981 ± 0.0013
@100 0.2696 ± 0.0030 0.4054 ± 0.0026 0.2680 ± 0.0006 0.4999 ± 0.0012
@150 0.2743 ± 0.0010 0.4031 ± 0.0017 0.2676 ± 0.0011 0.5000 ± 0.0024
Bottom-k− 0.275 0.410 0.267 0.501

TAS-B

@30 0.2755 ± 0.0022 0.4168 ± 0.0047 0.2253 ± 0.0001 0.4567 ± 0.0017
@100 0.2719 ± 0.0031 0.4164 ± 0.0053 0.2255 ± 0.0001 0.4569 ± 0.0030
@150 0.2757 ± 0.0042 0.4160 ± 0.0047 0.2255 ± 0.0003 0.4571 ± 0.0024
Bottom-k− 0.278 0.420 0.232 0.460
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