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ABSTRACT
Query rewriting refers to an established family of approaches that
are applied to underspecified and ambiguous queries to overcome
the vocabulary mismatch problem in document ranking. Queries are
typically rewritten during query processing time for better query
modelling for the downstream ranker. With the advent of large-
language models (LLMs), there have been initial investigations
into using generative approaches to generate pseudo documents to
tackle this inherent vocabulary gap. In this work, we analyze the
utility of LLMs for improved query rewriting for text ranking tasks.

We find that there are two inherent limitations of using LLMs
as query re-writers – concept drift when using only queries as
prompts and large inference costs during query processing. We
adopt a simple, yet surprisingly effective, approach called context
aware query rewriting (CAR) to leverage the benefits of LLMs for
query understanding. Firstly, we rewrite ambiguous training queries
by context-aware prompting of LLMs, where we use only relevant
documents as context. Unlike existing approaches, we use LLM-
based query rewriting only during the training phase. Eventually, a
ranker is fine-tuned on the rewritten queries instead of the original
queries during training. In our extensive experiments, we find that
fine-tuning a ranker using re-written queries offers a significant
improvement of up to 33% on the passage ranking task and up to
28% on the document ranking task when compared to the baseline
performance of using original queries.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Information systems→ Retrieval models and ranking.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The vocabulary mismatch between user queries and the documents
is a well known problem in the field of Information Retrieval (IR).
The user information needs usually represented in the form of
keyword queries can be ambiguous and may not be lexically similar
to the documents. The queries could be under-specified, rendering it
difficult to understand the user intent, which affects the downstream
retrieval performance. For instance, the query define sri could
refer to “sanskrit word sri” or “Socially Responsible Investment”.
To disambiguate the users’ information need, many approaches
have been proposed to address the vocabulary gap.

Classical approaches like pseudo-relevance feedback mechanism
[10, 28] expand the original query with keywords from top-ranked
results to the original query. Alternate term-based approaches rep-
resent the queries in a continuous vector space, followed by a KNN-
search to expand query terms [18, 51]. There exist other term-based
approaches that use seq2seq model [19] to generate query rewrites.
However, all the above approaches are term-based approaches that
improve retrieval but not necessary in document ranking.

Going beyond keywords, researchers have explored the possibil-
ity of natural language question generation for clarifying queries [35]
or rephrasing original queries using deep generative models for
alternative formulations of the original query [53]. More recently,
document expansion approaches have been adopted to improve
retrieval performance. Doc2Query [33] employs neural models
to predict queries relevant to documents and enhances document
representations. Especially with the advent of large language mod-
els or LLMs [27, 40], recent approaches have started to investigate
the utility of LLMs to aid in enhancing query and document rep-
resentations [17, 44]. LLMs are promising because encode world
knowledge [50] from pre-training can be employed to reformulate
the under-specified queries. In principle, the LLMs can be used to
expand/explain/specify concise and ambiguous queries, thereby
disambiguating the user information need. This bridges the gap
between the latent user intent in the original queries and the re-
triever’s representation of the user information need. The approach
query2doc [44], generates pseudo-documents by few-shot prompt-
ing LLMs and concatenates them with the original query to form a
new expanded query. However, there are two major limitations to
using LLMs for generating plausible query re-writes.

The problem of misaligned query and documents. Many queries
have multiple aspects, senses, and intent granularities. When using
LLM-based query expansions, the expanded query results in choos-
ing one aspect among the many possible aspects. This entails in a
problem that the chosen intent by the expansion might not align
with the ground-truth intent. This lack of alignment between the
actual intent and the inferred intent is problematic during training.
Specifically, such intent non-alignment results in the case where
the relevant document is forced to be matched with an erroneously
expanded query. For instance, in Table 1, we observe that for the
query define sri, Query2Doc drifts away from the intent and
generates a query related to Stanford Research Institute instead of
denoting the Sanskrit word. In a similar manner, for the query HS
worms the generated output reflects multiple intents.
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Method Query Text

Original query define sri
Query2Doc SRI stands for "Stanford Research Institute," which is a nonprofit research organization that was founded in 1946 as

part of Stanford University. Over the years, SRI has conducted groundbreaking research in a wide range [. . . ]
Davinci-003 Sri is a Sanskrit word meaning “holy” or “auspicious.” It is often used in Hinduism as an honorific title for a deity or

spiritual teacher. It is also used in Buddhist and Jain contexts, and is an important concept in South Asian culture.
ChatGPT Find the definition and meaning of the acronym SRI (Socially Responsible Investing).
CAR(Davinci-003) What is the meaning of Sanskrit word "Sri" and how is it used as a title of veneration?
CAR(ChatGPT) What is the meaning of the Sanskrit word "Sri" and how is it used in Indian subcontinent?
CAR(Davinci-003)(doc) What is the origin and meaning of the term "Sri"?
CAR(ChatGPT)(doc) What is the origin of the word "Sri" used in India and other South Asian countries?

Original query hs worms
Query2Doc HS Worms can refer to several different things depending on the context. If you are referring to HS Worms as an

educational institution, then it stands for Hochschule Worms which is a university of applied sciences or it can
refer to heartworms [. . . ]

Davinci-003 Find information about heartworms in dogs
ChatGPT Find information about the symptoms, causes, and treatment options for heartworm disease in dogs (also known as

HS worms).
CAR(Davinci-003) What are the courses offered by Hochschule Worms?
CAR(ChatGPT) What are the programs offered by Hochschule Worms?
CAR(Davinci-003)(doc) What is the country rank and world rank of HS Worms University?
CAR(ChatGPT)(doc) What is Hochschule Worms (HS Worms) and where is it located?

Original query ephesians 6:5-9
Query2Doc Ephesians 6:5-9 is a passage from the New Testament that speaks to the relationship between slaves and masters in

ancient times. It begins by instructing slaves to obey their earthly masters with respect [. . . ]
Davinci-003 Find information about Ephesians 6:5-9.
ChatGPT What is the meaning and interpretation of Ephesians 6:5-9 in the Bible?
CAR(Davinci-003) 7 With good will render service, as to the Lord, and not to men, 8 knowing that whatever good thing each one does,

this he will receive back from the Lord
CAR(ChatGPT) How does the passage in Ephesians 6:5-9 instruct slaves to behave towards their masters?
CAR(Davinci-003)(doc) too have a Master in heaven. What does Ephesians 6:5-9 teach about the relationship between slaves and masters?
CAR(ChatGPT)(doc) What is the meaning of Ephesians 6:5-9 in relation to submission and slavery?

Original query price nrz
Query2Doc Price NRZ stands for "Non-Return-to-Zero" and refers to a digital signal encoding technique used in telecommuni-

cations. In this technique, the voltage level of the signal remains constant during each bit interval[. . . ]
Davinci-003 Find information on the Pricing of Non-Recourse Z-Bonds.
ChatGPT Find information on the pricing strategy for non-return-to-zero (NRZ) encoding.
CAR(Davinci-003) What is the pricing of New Residential Investment Corp. common stock on Jan 30, 2017 7:16 PM EST?
CAR(ChatGPT) What is the public offering price of New Residential Investment Corp.’s common stock?
CAR(Davinci-003)(doc) announced today that it has entered into definitive agreements to acquire Shellpoint Partners, LLC ("Shellpoint"), a

leading mortgage servicer and originator.hat is the price of New Residential Investment Corp (NRZ) stock
CAR(ChatGPT)(doc) What is the current share price and financial information of New Residential Investment Corp (NRZ)?

Table 1: Comparing Original ambiguous queries with their rewrites using Query2Doc, Davinci-003, ChatGPT approach with
in-context and context aware rewriter(CAR) techniques. Approach with (doc) are rewrites using MS MARCO document corpus
and the rest from MS MARCO passage corpus.

The problem of efficient inference. Secondly, a serious limita-
tion (as acknowledged in [44]) is the computational overhead from
both the retrieval and re-ranking phases. Expanded query terms
in the re-written queries increase index lookups. More acutely,
query expansions use tokenwise auto-regressive decoding during
inference. However, current infrastructures just cannot support
efficient LLM-based inference during query processing. Therefore,

to stay within sub-second ranking requirements without using pro-
hibitively expensive compute, the choice of a LLM during query
processing should be avoided.

Contextualized query rewriting. We make two simple yet im-
portant design decisions to overcome the problem of misalignment
and efficiency. We first generate query rewrites by additionally



Context Aware Query Rewriting for Text Rankers using LLM

providing the relevant document as context during training. Con-
sequently, the generated query rewrite is fully aligned with the
context improving training of text rankers. Secondly, and unlike
existing works, we fully avoid any query rewriting using LLMs dur-
ing inference. In other words, we assume that training a ranker
to match LLM-generated queries with relevant documents results
in learning a generalized ranking model.

Methodologically, we propose an LLM-based context-aware query
rewriting framework CAR, that replaces the traditional query rewriter
with a LLM for rewriting ambiguous queries. We employ context-
aware prompting to test the effectiveness of LLMs as a disambigua-
tion engine, using the ambiguous query and the relevant document
as a context in the prompts. We also include a context selection
mechanism to select relevant sections when a context is long and
spans multiple topics to handle topic drift. The outputs of our query
rewriter are used to fine-tune a ranking model to transfer the knowl-
edge of user information needs to the ranking model. At inference
time, the ranker equipped with knowledge of query disambiguation
mechanism improves the document ranking performance for sub-
sequent ambiguous queries without the rewriter component. The
proposed framework can be used with any off-the-shelf ranker. Dur-
ing inference, the ranking model fine-tuned on re-written queries
yields much better ranking performance in comparison to the orig-
inal queries. Our approach obviates the need for the LLM prompting
during inference because we consider efficiency and latency require-
ments during inference as a non-negotiable constraint. From Table 1
we observe that the proposed context-aware query reformulation
approach CAR, can generate concise rewrites that reflect the intent
when compared to Query2Doc. We also observe that it performs
better than pure in-context learning based approaches, as seen from
Table 1 and also through our empirical analysis of ranking results.

We perform extensive experiments using LLMs of different pa-
rameter scales and demonstrate that the proposed approach results
in better ranking performance. Specifically, we find that fine-tuning
a ranker using re-written queries offers a significant improvement
of up to 33% on the passage ranking task and up to 28% on the doc-
ument ranking task when compared to the baseline performance
of using original queries.

1.1 Research Questions
We address the following research questions:

RQ1: Can we employ LLMs to generate fluent natural language
rewrites of original queries from ambiguous queries?

RQ2: How effective is a ranker fine-tuned on rewritten queries for
downstream document ranking task?

Towards answering these research questions, we do extensive
experiments on trec web 2012 using LLM models (Section 4.2) for
evaluating quality of rewrites and on TREC-DL-19 and TREC-DL-20
passage and document dataset for re-ranking.

1.2 Contributions
In summary, here is a list of our contributions:

(1) We propose a Context Aware Rewriter (CAR) for query
reformulation, based on context-aware prompting of Large
Language Models (LLMs) which generate natural language

rewrites for ambiguous queries. The natural language rewrites
are used to fine-tune the ranker for encoding the ability to
disambiguate the user information need.

(2) We experiment with LLMs of different parameter scales and
with different pre-training objectives to demonstrate the
difference in quality of rewrites.

(3) We show that the ranking model fine-tuned on generated
rewrites delivers substantial performance improvement on
the ambiguous user queries at inference time.

2 RELATED WORK
In this section, we discuss two aspects of related work, namely
query expansion and generative capabilities of Large Language
Models. We further discuss how LLMs are leveraged in addressing
the vocabulary mismatch problem in information retrieval.

2.1 Query rewriting
One of the central problems in IR is bridging the lexical gap between
the user specified query and the documents. This can also be seen
as reconciling the difference between user intent and the intent
of the system (machine intent). The common approaches of query
reformulation involve query expansion, synonym substitution and
paraphrasing.

Query expansion approaches have been adopted to bridge this
gap. These approaches typically involve addition of terms to the
original query based on relevance feedback [22, 37]. When user
relevance feedback is unavailable, pseudo-relevance feedback mech-
anism is applied [10, 28]. Here, the top-ranked results to the original
query are used to expand the query with additional terms. However,
the performance of the rewritten query is severely limited by the
quality of the top-ranked results [7] and is rarely used in dense
retrieval [3]. Alternatively, researchers have proposed rephrasing
the original queries to tackle the “lexical chasm" problem. In the
work [58], the authors rephrase the user specified query iteratively
by mining similar phrases from WordNet. Alternatively, researchers
have also explored substituting terms in the input query with syn-
onymous terms based on user query logs [21]. However, these ap-
proaches are term based and expand queries based on static sources,
making it difficult to adapt to changes in the retrieval system.

The generative approaches in query rewriting involve gener-
ating paraphrases of the original queries. In the work [36], the
authors employ statistical approaches to rephrase terms of the
query and add the equivalent terms to the original query. however,
this could lead to ill-formed queries, as the term level paraphrasing
does not consider the surrounding context. It also heavily relies
on user feedback to select the best paraphrased version which is
cumbersome. More promising approaches in query expansion in-
volve paraphrasing queries using a generative model [53] at once
instead of phrasal level rewrites. For instance, the query “average
tesla cost" is rephrased to “what is the cost of the new tesla". Other
generative approaches use chain-of-thought and relevance feed-
back [20] to expand query terms or use pseudo relevance feedback
along with prompting or fine-tuning [45] for query reformulation.
However, this approach just provides alternative formulations of
query leveraging equivalent queries data from MS MARCO dataset
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answered with relevant text. An automatic question-answering Sys-
tem is asked to answer these exam questions by using the content
of retrieved documents. The idea is that the more questions can
be answered correctly with the document, the better the search
system that retrieved the document is. Similar paradigms have been
used successfully in other labeling tasks as well [28, 31, 45]

Query Performance Prediction. A related body of work concerns
the Query Performance Prediction (QPP), which is de�ned as the
task of evaluating the performance of an IR system, in the absence
of human-made relevance judgements [15, 42]. In this regard, our
proposal for automatic assessment of the documents using Large
Language Model (LLM) not only would provide bene�ts to a number
of downstream tasks, such as QPP, but its e�ectiveness has already
been partially shown and is supported by �ourishing literature
concerning LLMs in the QPP domain [4, 5, 17, 27].

2.3 Fully Automated Test Collections
A further strategy to devise queries automatically is the Wikimarks
approach [29]. Wikimarks derives queries from the title and head-
ing structure of Wikipedia articles, with passages below taken as
relevant. This approach has also been applied to aspect-based sum-
marization [43], and text segmentation [6].

Reconstruct Documents. Instead of hiring assessors, repositories
of semi-structured (human-authored) articles can be used to derive
what the human author considered relevant. To this end approaches
use anchor text [7], metadata of scienti�c article sections [12],
categories in the Open Directory Project [10], glosses in Freebase
[25] or infoboxes [44, 51].

Evaluation of Automatic Evaluation. A question is how well au-
tomatic assessments would agree with manual assessments. To this
end, a study on the correlation of leaderboards on the TREC CAR
data found a very high-rank correlation [30]. We repeat a similar
study in the context of LLMs in Section 5.

3 SPECTRUM OF HUMAN–MACHINE
COLLABORATION

To identify what contributions LLMs may provide to relevance judg-
ments, we devise a human–machine collaboration spectrum. This
spectrum outlines di�erent levels of collaboration between humans
and LLMs. At one end, humans make judgments manually, while at
the other end, LLMs replace humans completely. In between, LLMs
assist humans with various degrees of interdependence. A sum-
mary of our proposed four levels of human–machine collaboration
is shown in Table 1. In the following, we discuss each level in detail.

Human Judgment. On one extreme, humans do all judgments
manually and decide what is relevant without being in�uenced
by an LLM. In reality, of course, humans are still supported with
basic features of the judgment interface. Such features might be
based on heuristics, but should not require any form of automatic
training/feedback. For instance, humans may de�ne “scan terms”
to be highlighted in the text, they may limit viewing the pool of
documents that have already been judged, or they may order docu-
ments so that similar documents are near each other. This end of

Table 1: Collaboration perspective: spectrum of possibilities
for collaborative human – machine task organization to
produce relevance judgments. The 4 indicates where on the
spectrum each possibility falls.

Collaboration
Integration Task Organization

Human Judgment

4 The human will do all judgments manually
without any kind of support.

4 Humans have full control of judging but are
supported by text highlighting, document
clustering, etc.

AI Assistance

4 The human assessor judges an
LLM-generated summary of the document.

4 Balanced competence partitioning. Humans
and LLMs focus on tasks they are good at.

Human Veri�cation

4 Two LLMs each generate a judgment, and a
human selects the better one.

4 An LLM produces a judgment (and an
explanation) that a human can accept/reject.

·=4 LLMs are considered crowdworkers, varied
by speci�c characteristics, and controlled by
a human.

Fully Automated

4 Fully automatic assessment.

the spectrum thus represents the status quo, where humans are, in
the end, the only reliable judges.

AI Assistance. Advanced assistance can come in many forms,
for example, an LLM may generate a summary of a to-be-judged
document so that the human assessor can more e�ciently make
a judgment based on this compressed representation. Another ap-
proach could be to manually de�ne information nuggets that are
relevant (e.g., exam questions [63]) and to then train an LLM to
automatically determine how many test nuggets are contained in
the retrieved results (e.g., via a QA system).

This leads us to the �rst research direction towards improving
the human–machine collaboration: How to employ LLMs, as well as
other AI tools, to aid human assessors in devising reliable judgments
while enhancing the e�ciency of the process? What are tasks that can
be taken over by LLMs (e.g., document summarization or keyphrase
extraction)?

Human Veri�cation. For each document to judge, a �rst-pass
judgment of an LLM is automatically produced as a suggestion
along with a generated rationale. We consider this to be a human-
in-the-loop approach: one or more LLMs provide their relevance
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Figure 1: Overview of proposed framework

methods are domain-speci�c, [45] propose a template-based weak
supervised learning approach for open domain IR.

Document expansion approaches have also been proposed to
tackle the vocabulary mismatch issue in IR. Doc2query [31] and
docTTTTquery [8], generates pseudo queries from document con-
text using a seq2seq model and appends them to documents to
enhance the ranking results. Works like InPars [5] and PromptAga-
tor [12] focus on using large generative models to generate queries
from sampled documents to increase training data for dense re-
trieval tasks. However, these approaches are prone to hallucination
and may drift away from the original intent of the query [17]. In
this paper, we take a step in the direction of reformulating am-
biguous queries by incorporating relevant context to transfer the
knowledge of the disambiguation mechanism to a ranker for im-
proved re-ranker performance. Our approach also departs from the
traditional approaches by employing a monolithic LLM for query
reformulation than multiple components that could lead to error
propagation.

2.2 Large Language Models
Recent advances in generative modeling have led to large language
models that apply to a wide range of tasks [1, 6, 41]. These models
trained in a self-supervised fashion demonstrate emergent capa-
bilities where they can extrapolate to new tasks with few demon-
stration samples [14, 25, 42]. These advances have also led to re-
searchers rethinking parts of retrieval systems. Generative retrieval
is one such emerging paradigm [4, 22, 27, 37] where neural lan-
guage models are used as indices for retrieval. The model employs
conditional decoding approaches to generate document identi�ers
that directly map to ground truth documents. This is accomplished
by training the language models on relevant data.

More recently, researchers have tested the e�ectiveness of LLMs
for document expansion [16, 39] in a zero-shot and few-shot set-
ting for dense retrieval. However, these approaches have serious
limitations at inference time in terms of e�ciency due to the au-
toregressive decoding of LLMs. These approaches are also prone
to hallucination due to the generation of long context for rank-
ing. Researchers have also explored task-aware tuning of dense

Prompt:
Being a ranking model your �rst task is to do query expansion. This
means given a query and a document expand the query such that it is
relevant to the document. Expand and contextualize query as best as
you can in one or two short sentences.
Query: de�ne ‘sri’
Document: Rate this de�nition: Sri, also transliterated as Sree or Shri
or Shree is a word of Sanskrit origin, used in the Indian subcontinent
as polite form of address equivalent to the English Mr. in written and
spoken language, or as a title of veneration for deities.

Generated text from LLM:
What is the meaning of the Sanskrit word ""Sri"" and how is it used in
Indian subcontinent?

Table 2: An example of context-aware prompting of LLM for
query reformulation

retrievers [2] by appending queries with task-speci�c instructions
as input to the dense encoder. The instructions equips the retriever
with the ability to decipher users information needs. However, the
instructions require manual annotation and are limited to speci�c
tasks. In this paper, we make the ranking model aware of disam-
biguation mechanism of under-speci�ed queries by �ne-tuning it
on reformulated queries generated by a LLM.

3 METHOD
In this section, we describe the proposed Context Aware Rewriter
(CAR) framework for ambiguous query reformulation. Figure 1
shows the working of the proposed framework during the training
and inference stages. During training, the framework is composed of
a query reformulation phase and a document ranking phase. In the
query reformulation phase, we employ a context-aware prompting
of a LLM (Section 3.1). During inference, the ranker which was
�ne-tuned on disambiguated queries is directly employed to rank
documents for new queries without rewriting them, as shown in
Figure 1.

3.1 Query Rewriter
Algorithm 1 details the query reformulation process. Given an
ambiguous query @, our goal is to generate a rewrite @⇤ that helps
disambiguate the intent of the original query. We generate query
rewrites by conditioning the LLM ('⇢) through few-shot prompting
on the relevant document for the query 3+ to avoid topic drift. An
example of the few-shot prompting employed is shown in Table 2.

@⇤ = '⇢ (@,3+)
We �rst instruct the LLM (Table 2) to perform the task of query
reformulation in the context of the given document. We then pro-
vide the ambiguous query (@) concatenated with the corresponding
relevant document as a part of the prompt. This context-aware
prompting of LLMs results in better rewrites without topic drifts, as
the LLM is conditioned on intents conveyed in the document. We
also introduce a constraint on the maximum length of the output
sequence generated. This constraint coupled with grounding of the
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Algorithm 1: Query Rewriting, Fine-tuning and Ranking
// Training Phase
Input: training batch ⇡
Output: training batch with rewritten queries ⇡0

1 ⇡0  empty list
2 foreach (@,3+) in ⇡ do

// create rewritten query

3 @⇤  '⇢ (@,3+)
4 append (@⇤,3+) to ⇡0
5 Fine-tune ranker on ⇡0
6 end
7 return ⇡0
// Inference Phase
Input: test set ⇡C

Output: Ranked documents
8 foreach (@C ,3) in ⇡C do
9 ~̂  (@C ,3)

10 end

generation on the relevant document context through prompting
to prevent hallucination and topic drift.

Note that the intent conveyed for the rewrite can be controlled by
using a di�erent document context in the prompt. We experiment
with di�erent prompting approaches and by varying the document
context. We discuss the di�erent variations of few-shot prompting
and the corresponding results in Section 4.2 and Section 5 respec-
tively.

3.1.1 Hyperparameters. We use a temperature of 0.5 to balance
exploration and deterministic generation. We set presence penalty
and frequency penalty to 0.6 and 0.8 respectively to minimize re-
dundancy in generated reformulations of the original query.

The resulting rewritten query is used as an input to �ne-tune
the ranker. Note that we only rely on LLMs to rewrite ambiguous
queries for �ne-tuning the ranker. During inference, the ranker
directly ranks relevant documents for the new queries without the
LLM based rewriting component.

3.2 Ranking Phase
Our goal is to train a model for re-ranking documents on the query
rewrites for under-speci�ed queries. Given a query-document pair
(@⇤,3) as input, the ranking models output a relevance score. Here,
@⇤ refers to a rewritten (disambiguate) query. This score can then
be used to rank documents based on their relevance to the given
query.

Formally, the training set comprises pairs @⇤8 ,38 , where @⇤8 is a
rewritten query using an LLM and 38 is a relevant or irrelevant
document to the query. The aim is to �ne-tune a ranker ' that
predicts a relevance score ~̂ 2 [0; 1] given a reformulated query @⇤
and a document 3 :

' : (@⇤,3) 7! ~̂ (1)
The �ne-tuned ranking model (') can be employed to re-rank a

set of documents obtained from a �rst-stage lightweight frequency-
based retriever. Recent studies have indicated that pre-trained lan-
guage models which jointly model queries and documents tasks [11,

29, 35] have demonstrated signi�cant performance on ranking tasks.
In this work, we employ the BERT[13] model for ranking. The input
to the ranker is of format:

[CLS] @ [SEP] 3 [SEP]. (2)
We employ the pointwise loss to train the ranker. Let us assume of
a mini batch of # training examples {G8 ,~8 }8=1,...,# . The ranking
task is cast as a binary classi�cation problem, where each training
instance G8 = (@⇤8 ,38 ) is a query-document pair and ~8 2 0, 1 is
a relevance label. The predicted score of G8 is denoted as ~̂8 . The
cross-entropy loss function is de�ned as follows:

LPoint = � 1
#

#’
8=1

(~8 · log ~̂8 + (1 � ~8 ) · log(1 � ~̂8 )) (3)

Note that we only �ne-tune the ranker on query reformulations
of ambiguous or under-speci�ed queries. At inference time, the
ranker equipped with the knowledge of user information needs is
directly deployed to rank relevant documents for new queries as
shown in Algorithm 1.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
In this section, we describe the setup we used to answer the follow-
ing research questions:
RQ1: Can we employ LLMs to generate �uent natural language
rewrites of original queries from ambiguous queries?
RQ2: How e�ective is a ranker �ne-tuned on rewritten queries for
downstream document ranking task?

Towards answering these research questions we employ the
following datasets, rankers and training settings

4.1 Datasets
Our goal is to have natural language expansions of the query for
downstream ranking. Since there are no existing datasets explicitly
tackling this problem, we curate queries and their descriptions from
several sources, as detailed below.

4.1.1 Datasets for checking e�ectiveness of the LLM-based re-writer.
To tackle RQ1, we collect several datasets from T��� web track
[9]. Particularly, we collect topics and corresponding descriptions
from T��� web tracks from 2009 to 2011 to be used as dataset for
�ne-tuning the generative model. We sourced the (topic, topic
description) pairs to train a generative model. We obtain 1143
samples for training, 126 samples for validation. Finally, we use
103 samples of the T��� Web 2012 topics, subtopics, and their
descriptions for testing the rewriter.

4.1.2 Google People Also Asked (PAA) Data. Since the TREC top-
ics/queries do not disambiguate the multiple intents a query could
have, we propose to collect questions from the Google people also
ask (PAA) section as external knowledge for each query. These texts
from Google PAA could serve as expanded versions of the ambigu-
ous query that convey di�erent intents. For instance, for a topic
403b, the proposed pipeline provides di�erent questions like “What
are the withdrawal limitations for a 403b retirement
plan?” and “What is the difference between a 401k and
403b?”. We augment the query topics in the dataset with the cor-
responding Google PAA questions. We �ne-tune the rewriters like
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Algorithm 1: Query Rewriting, Fine-tuning and Ranking
// Training Phase
Input: training batch ⇡
Output: training batch with rewritten queries ⇡0

1 ⇡0  empty list
2 foreach (@,3+) in ⇡ do

// create rewritten query

3 @⇤  '⇢ (@,3+)
4 append (@⇤,3+) to ⇡0
5 Fine-tune ranker on ⇡0
6 end
7 return ⇡0
// Inference Phase
Input: test set ⇡C

Output: Ranked documents
8 foreach (@C ,3) in ⇡C do
9 ~̂  (@C ,3)

10 end

generation on the relevant document context through prompting
to prevent hallucination and topic drift.

Note that the intent conveyed for the rewrite can be controlled by
using a di�erent document context in the prompt. We experiment
with di�erent prompting approaches and by varying the document
context. We discuss the di�erent variations of few-shot prompting
and the corresponding results in Section 4.2 and Section 5 respec-
tively.

3.1.1 Hyperparameters. We use a temperature of 0.5 to balance
exploration and deterministic generation. We set presence penalty
and frequency penalty to 0.6 and 0.8 respectively to minimize re-
dundancy in generated reformulations of the original query.

The resulting rewritten query is used as an input to �ne-tune
the ranker. Note that we only rely on LLMs to rewrite ambiguous
queries for �ne-tuning the ranker. During inference, the ranker
directly ranks relevant documents for the new queries without the
LLM based rewriting component.

3.2 Ranking Phase
Our goal is to train a model for re-ranking documents on the query
rewrites for under-speci�ed queries. Given a query-document pair
(@⇤,3) as input, the ranking models output a relevance score. Here,
@⇤ refers to a rewritten (disambiguate) query. This score can then
be used to rank documents based on their relevance to the given
query.

Formally, the training set comprises pairs @⇤8 ,38 , where @⇤8 is a
rewritten query using an LLM and 38 is a relevant or irrelevant
document to the query. The aim is to �ne-tune a ranker ' that
predicts a relevance score ~̂ 2 [0; 1] given a reformulated query @⇤
and a document 3 :

' : (@⇤,3) 7! ~̂ (1)
The �ne-tuned ranking model (') can be employed to re-rank a

set of documents obtained from a �rst-stage lightweight frequency-
based retriever. Recent studies have indicated that pre-trained lan-
guage models which jointly model queries and documents tasks [11,

29, 35] have demonstrated signi�cant performance on ranking tasks.
In this work, we employ the BERT[13] model for ranking. The input
to the ranker is of format:

[CLS] @ [SEP] 3 [SEP]. (2)
We employ the pointwise loss to train the ranker. Let us assume of
a mini batch of # training examples {G8 ,~8 }8=1,...,# . The ranking
task is cast as a binary classi�cation problem, where each training
instance G8 = (@⇤8 ,38 ) is a query-document pair and ~8 2 0, 1 is
a relevance label. The predicted score of G8 is denoted as ~̂8 . The
cross-entropy loss function is de�ned as follows:

LPoint = � 1
#

#’
8=1

(~8 · log ~̂8 + (1 � ~8 ) · log(1 � ~̂8 )) (3)

Note that we only �ne-tune the ranker on query reformulations
of ambiguous or under-speci�ed queries. At inference time, the
ranker equipped with the knowledge of user information needs is
directly deployed to rank relevant documents for new queries as
shown in Algorithm 1.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
In this section, we describe the setup we used to answer the follow-
ing research questions:
RQ1: Can we employ LLMs to generate �uent natural language
rewrites of original queries from ambiguous queries?
RQ2: How e�ective is a ranker �ne-tuned on rewritten queries for
downstream document ranking task?

Towards answering these research questions we employ the
following datasets, rankers and training settings

4.1 Datasets
Our goal is to have natural language expansions of the query for
downstream ranking. Since there are no existing datasets explicitly
tackling this problem, we curate queries and their descriptions from
several sources, as detailed below.

4.1.1 Datasets for checking e�ectiveness of the LLM-based re-writer.
To tackle RQ1, we collect several datasets from T��� web track
[9]. Particularly, we collect topics and corresponding descriptions
from T��� web tracks from 2009 to 2011 to be used as dataset for
�ne-tuning the generative model. We sourced the (topic, topic
description) pairs to train a generative model. We obtain 1143
samples for training, 126 samples for validation. Finally, we use
103 samples of the T��� Web 2012 topics, subtopics, and their
descriptions for testing the rewriter.

4.1.2 Google People Also Asked (PAA) Data. Since the TREC top-
ics/queries do not disambiguate the multiple intents a query could
have, we propose to collect questions from the Google people also
ask (PAA) section as external knowledge for each query. These texts
from Google PAA could serve as expanded versions of the ambigu-
ous query that convey di�erent intents. For instance, for a topic
403b, the proposed pipeline provides di�erent questions like “What
are the withdrawal limitations for a 403b retirement
plan?” and “What is the difference between a 401k and
403b?”. We augment the query topics in the dataset with the cor-
responding Google PAA questions. We �ne-tune the rewriters like
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Figure 1: Overview of the proposed CAR framework of contextual re-writing queries

[3]. They do not focus on disambiguation of user intent in the am-
biguous queries. They also do not consider performance prediction
on downstream retrieval and is also susceptible to exposure bias.
To enhance the performance on downstream retrieval, DRQR [46]
leverages deep reinforcement learning to train recurrent models
by incorporating query performance predictors as reward signals.
However, the authors mention that the proposed approach does
not improve downstream retrieval by a significant margin.

More recently, natural language question generation approaches
have been adopted for query reformulation. [35] introduced a model
to generate clarifying questions to compensate for the missing in-
formation. They used a reinforcement learning model to maximize
a utility function based on the value added by the potential response
to the question. [43], on the other hand, focused on identifying un-
clear posts in a community question answering setting that require
further clarification. Query rewriting approaches have been of huge
interest in the e-commerce domain and mostly require relevance
feedback from the user for personalization [24, 26, 59]. While these
methods are domain-specific, [52] propose a template-based weak
supervised learning approach for open domain IR.

Document expansion approaches have also been proposed to
tackle the vocabulary mismatch issue in IR. Doc2query [34] and
docTTTTquery [8], generates pseudo queries from document con-
text using a seq2seq model and appends them to documents to
enhance the ranking results. Works like InPars [5] and PromptAga-
tor [12] focus on using large generative models to generate queries
from sampled documents to increase training data for dense re-
trieval tasks. However, these approaches are prone to hallucination
and may drift away from the original intent of the query [17]. In this
paper, we take a step in the direction of rewriting ambiguous queries
by incorporating relevant context to transfer the knowledge of the
disambiguation mechanism to a ranker for improved re-ranker
performance. Our approach also departs from the traditional ap-
proaches by employing a monolithic LLM for query rewriting than
multiple components that could lead to error propagation.

2.2 Large Language Models
Recent advances in generative modeling have led to large language
models that apply to a wide range of tasks [1, 6, 47]. These models

trained in a self-supervised fashion demonstrate emergent capa-
bilities where they can extrapolate to new tasks with few demon-
stration samples [14, 27, 48]. These advances have also led to re-
searchers rethinking parts of retrieval systems [57]. Generative
retrieval is one such emerging paradigm [4, 23, 30, 42] where neu-
ral language models are used as indices for retrieval. The model
employs conditional decoding approaches to generate document
identifiers that directly map to ground truth documents. This is
accomplished by training the language models on relevant data.

More recently, researchers have tested the effectiveness of LLMs
for document expansion [16, 44] in a zero-shot and few-shot set-
ting for dense retrieval. However, these approaches have serious
limitations at inference time in terms of efficiency due to the au-
toregressive decoding of LLMs. These approaches are also prone
to hallucination due to the generation of long context for ranking.
Query rewriting using LLMs has also found interest in QA tasks
with the new rewrite-retrieve-read paradigm [29]. In this work, the
authors fine-tune a small LLM for query rewriting by employing
reward signals from the reader. However, this approach is specific
to QA tasks and the retriever is a frozen model, relying on the reader
for fine-tuning the rewriter. The approach also requires the expen-
sive query rewriting mechanism during inference.Researchers have
also explored task-aware tuning of dense retrievers [2] by append-
ing queries with task-specific instructions as input to the dense
encoder. The instructions equip the retriever with the ability to de-
cipher user’s information needs. However, the instructions require
manual annotation and are limited to specific tasks. In this paper,
we make the ranking model aware of disambiguation mechanism
of under-specified queries by fine-tuning it on rewritten queries
generated by a LLM.

3 METHOD
In this section, we describe the proposed Context Aware Rewriter
(CAR) framework for ambiguous query reformulation. Figure 1
shows the working of the proposed framework during the training
and inference stages. During training, the framework is composed of
a query reformulation phase and a document ranking phase. In the
query reformulation phase, we employ a context-aware prompting
of a LLM (Section 3.1). During inference, the ranker which was
fine-tuned on disambiguated queries is directly employed to rank
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Prompt: 

Being a ranking model your first task is to do query 
expansion. This means that a query and a document expand 
the query so that it is relevant to the document. Expand and 
contextualize the query as best as you can in one or two 
short sentences. 

Query: define ‘sri’ 

Document/Context: 
  

Rate this definition: Sri, also transliterated as Sree or Shri or 
Shree is a word of Sanskrit origin, used in the Indian 
subcontinent as polite form of address equivalent to the 
English Mr. in written and spoken language, or as a title of 
veneration for deities. 

Generated text from LLM: 

What is the meaning of the Sanskrit word "Sri" and how is 
it used in Indian subcontinent?

Figure 2: An example of prompting LLM for query rewriting
using CAR.

documents for new queries without rewriting them, as shown in
Figure 1.

3.1 Query Rewriter
Algorithm 1 details the query reformulation process. Given an
ambiguous query 𝑞, our goal is to generate a rewrite 𝑞∗ that helps
disambiguate the intent of the original query. We generate query
rewrites by conditioning the LLM (𝑅𝐸) through few-shot prompting
on the relevant document for the query 𝑑+ to avoid topic drift. An
example of the few-shot prompting employed is shown in Figure 2.

𝑞∗ = 𝑅𝐸 (𝑞, 𝑑+)
We first instruct the LLM (Figure 2) to perform the task of query
reformulation in the context of the given document. We then pro-
vide an ambiguous query (𝑞) concatenated with the corresponding
relevant document as a part of the prompt. This context-aware
prompting of LLMs results in better rewrites without topic drifts, as
the LLM is conditioned on intents conveyed in the document. We
also introduce a constraint on the maximum length of the output
sequence generated. This constraint coupled with grounding of the
generation on the relevant document context through prompting
to prevent hallucination and topic drift.

Note that the intent conveyed for the rewrite can be controlled by
using a different document context in the prompt. We experiment
with different prompting approaches by varying the document con-
text. We discuss the different variations of few-shot prompting and
the corresponding results in Section 4.2 and Section 5 respectively.

3.1.1 Hyperparameters. We use a temperature of 0.5 to balance
exploration and deterministic generation. We set presence penalty
and frequency penalty to 0.6 and 0.8 respectively to minimize re-
dundancy in generated reformulations of the original query.

The resulting rewritten query is used as an input to fine-tune
the ranker. Note that we only rely on LLMs to rewrite ambiguous
queries for fine-tuning the ranker. During inference, the ranker

Algorithm 1: Query Rewriting, Fine-tuning and Ranking
// Training Phase
Input: training batch 𝐷
Output: training batch with rewritten queries 𝐷′

1 𝐷′ ← empty list
2 foreach (𝑞, 𝑑+) in 𝐷 do

// create rewritten query

3 𝑞∗ ← 𝑅𝐸 (𝑞, 𝑑+)
4 append (𝑞∗, 𝑑+) to 𝐷′
5 Fine-tune ranker on 𝐷′
6 end
7 return 𝐷′
// Inference Phase
Input: test set 𝐷𝑡

Output: Ranked documents
8 foreach (𝑞𝑡 , 𝑑) in 𝐷𝑡 do
9 𝑦 ← (𝑞𝑡 , 𝑑)

10 end

directly ranks relevant documents for the new queries without the
LLM based rewriting component.

3.2 Ranking Phase
Our goal is to train a model for re-ranking documents on the query
rewrites for under-specified queries. Given a query-document pair
(𝑞∗, 𝑑) as input, the ranking models output a relevance score. This
score can then be used to rank documents based on their relevance
to the given query.

Formally, the training set comprises pairs 𝑞∗𝑖 , 𝑑𝑖 , where 𝑞∗𝑖 is a
rewritten (disambiguated) query using an LLM and 𝑑𝑖 is a relevant
or irrelevant document to the query. The aim is to fine-tune a ranker
𝑅 that predicts a relevance score 𝑦 ∈ [0; 1] given a reformulated
query 𝑞∗ and a document 𝑑 :

𝑅 : (𝑞∗, 𝑑) ↦→ 𝑦 (1)
The fine-tuned ranking model (𝑅) can be employed to re-rank a

set of documents obtained from a first-stage lightweight frequency-
based retriever. Recent studies have indicated that pre-trained lan-
guage models which jointly model queries and documents tasks [11,
32, 39] have demonstrated significant performance on ranking tasks.
In this work, we employ the BERT[13] model for ranking. The input
to the ranker is of format:

[CLS] 𝑞 [SEP] 𝑑 [SEP]. (2)
We employ the pointwise loss to train the ranker. Let us assume of
a mini batch of 𝑁 training examples {𝑥𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 }𝑖=1,...,𝑁 . The ranking
task is cast as a binary classification problem, where each training
instance 𝑥𝑖 = (𝑞∗𝑖 , 𝑑𝑖 ) is a query-document pair and 𝑦𝑖 ∈ 0, 1 is
a relevance label. The predicted score of 𝑥𝑖 is denoted as 𝑦𝑖 . The
cross-entropy loss function is defined as follows:

LPoint = − 1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1
(𝑦𝑖 · log𝑦𝑖 + (1 − 𝑦𝑖 ) · log(1 − 𝑦𝑖 )) (3)

Note that we only fine-tune the ranker on query reformulations
of ambiguous or under-specified queries. At inference time, the
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ranker equipped with the knowledge of user information needs is
directly deployed to rank relevant documents for new queries as
shown in Algorithm 1.

3.2.1 Passage selector for Documents. : The phenomenon of topic
drift has been identified in the context of utilizing the CAR (Conver-
sational Response Ranking) approach with documents. Topic drift
is characterized by the divergence of a rewritten query’s specificity
when applying the CAR approach to documents. This occurs due
to documents encompassing multiple topics, potentially relating
to one or more aspects of the query. To mitigate this occurrence
of topic drift, we employ supervised passage selection techniques
(Attention, Linear) as proposed in [25]. These techniques aid in
selecting the most relevant passage from a document, aligning it
more closely with a given query.

• Linear Selection: This method involves the transforma-
tion of both the query and the passage into their average
embedding representations. These representations are then
processed through a singular feed-forward layer, followed
by a calculation of their similarity through dot product op-
eration. The sentence score, denoted as 𝑠𝑖 𝑗 with respect to
the query 𝑞, is computed as follows:

scoreLin (𝑞, 𝑠𝑖 𝑗 ) = ⟨Enc(𝑞), Enc(𝑠𝑖 𝑗 )⟩, (4)
where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the dot product.
• Attention selection : The Attention-based selector op-

erates by deriving passage-level representations through
the utilization of the QA-LSTM model [41]. Initially, both
the query and the document undergo contextualization by
being subjected to shared bi-directional Long Short-Term
Memory (LSTM) processing of their token embeddings. Sub-
sequently, the query representation 𝑞 is derived through
the application of element-wise max-pooling over these
contextualized embeddings.

𝑞 = Max-Pool(Bi-LSTM(𝑞)), (5)

𝑑LSTM = Bi-LSTM(𝑑) . (6)

For each hidden representation 𝑑LSTM
𝑖 , attention to the

query is computed as

𝑚𝑖 =𝑊1ℎ1 +𝑊2𝑞, (7)

ℎ𝑖 = 𝑑LSTM
𝑖 exp (𝑊3 tanh (𝑚𝑖 )) , (8)

where 𝑊1, 𝑊2 and 𝑊3 are trainable parameters. For 𝑠𝑖 𝑗 ,
let ℎ𝑖 𝑗 denote the corresponding attention outputs. The
sentence representation is computed similarly to the query
representation, i.e.,

𝑠𝑖 𝑗 = Max-Pool(ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ). (9)

The final score of a sentence is computed as the cosine sim-
ilarity of its representation and the query representation:

scoreAtt (𝑞, 𝑠𝑖 𝑗 ) = cos(𝑞, 𝑠𝑖 𝑗 ) . (10)

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
In this section, we describe the setup we used to answer the follow-
ing research questions:

RQ1: Can we employ LLMs to generate fluent natural language
rewrites of ambiguous and under-specified queries?

RQ2: How effective is a ranker fine-tuned on rewritten queries
using LLMs for downstream document ranking task?

Towards answering these research questions we employ the
following datasets, rankers and training settings

4.1 Datasets
Our goal is to have natural language expansions of the query for
downstream ranking. Since there are no existing datasets explicitly
tackling this problem, we curate queries and their descriptions from
several sources, as detailed below.

4.1.1 Datasets for checking effectiveness of the LLM-based re-writer.
To tackle RQ1, we collect several datasets from Trec web track
[9]. Particularly, we collect topics and corresponding descriptions
from Trec web tracks from 2009 to 2011 to be used as dataset for
fine-tuning the generative model. We sourced the (topic, topic
description) pairs to train a generative model. We obtain 1143
samples for training, 126 samples for validation. Finally, we use
103 samples of the Trec Web 2012 topics, subtopics, and their
descriptions for testing the rewriter.

4.1.2 Google People Also Asked (PAA) Data. Since the TREC top-
ics/queries do not disambiguate the multiple intents a query could
have, we propose to collect questions from the Google people also
ask (PAA) section as external knowledge for each query. These texts
from Google PAA could serve as expanded versions of the ambigu-
ous query that convey different intents. For instance, for a topic
403b, the proposed pipeline provides different questions like “What
are the withdrawal limitations for a 403b retirement
plan?” and “What is the difference between a 401k and
403b?”. We augment the query topics in the dataset with the cor-
responding Google PAA questions. We fine-tune the rewriters like
BART and GPT-2 with topics concatenated with the corresponding
Google PAA question. However, on the test set (TREC web 2012)
we leverage only the topics as access to an external knowledge base
cannot be assumed during real-world deployments.

4.1.3 Datasets for Ranking Experiments. :
MS MARCO (Passage dataset): We consider the passage dataset

from the TREC Deep Learning track (2019) [31]. We evaluate our
model on TREC-DL-19 and TREC-DL-20 passage dataset, each con-
taining 200 queries. For training, we select 1200 ambiguous/under-
specified queries from TREC-DL-19 passage training dataset, then
we rewrite these query using our query rewrite models (Subsection
4.2). The ambiguous queries are selected based on heuristics like
query length, acronyms and entities with varied semantics. Each
of these rewrites correspond to one dataset. So we end up with 13
rewrite training dataset and one baseline dataset (original queries).

MS MARCO (Document dataset): Similar to above passage
dataset, we evaluate on TREC-DL-19 and TREC-DL-20 document
collection. For training we select 1200 ambiguous/under-specified
queries from TREC-DL-19 document training dataset and use ex-
actly the same method as above to create training datasets using
different approaches.
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Model # parameters
text-ada-001 (Ada-001) 350M
text-babbage-001 (Babbage-001) 3B
text-curie-001 (Curie-001) 13B
text-davinci-002 (Davinci-002) 175B
text-davinci-003 (Davinci-003) 175B
gpt-3.5-turbo (ChatGPT) 154B

Table 2: LLM (GPT3 models) of different parameter scales

4.2 Rewriter Models
We employ several generative models as the backbone for query
rewriting to compare and contrast the quality of query rewrites.
We employ two settings where the rewrites are smaller language
models fine-tuned on TREC web dataset for generating rewrites or
are LLMs which are prompted to generate rewrites.

GPT-2. We fine-tune GPT-2 a transformer decoder based gener-
ative model with 117M parameters and 12 layers to generate topic
descriptions from topics on the TREC web dataset. We use a learn-
ing rate of 3.2e-5, weight decay of 0.01, batch size of 16 and train
the model for 6 epochs.

BART. We employ BART (base version) a denoising autoencoder
pre-trained using the objective for reconstructing the corrupted
text. As a result, BART is able to generate robust fluent natural
language queries from under-specified and ambiguous queries. We
fine-tune BART to generate topic descriptions from given input
topics on TREC web dataset. We use a learning rate of 2e-5, batch
size of 16 and train the model for 8 epochs

BART (topic+PAA). We also propose a variation BART (topic+PAA)
where we concatenate the topics with external knowledge in the
form of related Google PAA questions (c.f. Section 4.1.2) for fine-
tuning the BART base model on the TREC web dataset collected.
However, when generating rewrites for new ambiguous queries in
the MS MARCO dataset, using the fine-tuned model, we provide
only topics as input. We propose this approach to test if augmen-
tation of Google PAA questions as context to topic names during
fine-tuning aid in disambiguation of the user information need
for smaller models. This variant also categorizes to context-aware
rewriting class of approaches CAR proposed in this work, where
Google PAA acts as context. We use similar hyperparameters for
BART as discussed. This is slightly different from the proposed
prompting based CAR approaches and is proposed as an alternative
to test the capabilities of smaller models.

Davinci-003 (prompting). Since prompting LLMs like GPT-
3 have proven to yield more stable outputs with less factual er-
rors, we employ two variants of prompts to Davinci-003. We
feed the prompts “Generate short sentence expanding:” or
“Generate short sentence question:” followed by the topic
name to Davinci-003. We call these two variants Davinci-003
(prompt1) and Davinci-003 (prompt2) respectively. We use a tem-
perature of 0.5, max token length of 35 to generate short natural
language rewrites of the original query. For frequency penalty and
presence penalty, we use values of 0.8 and 0.6 to avoid redundancy
in generated outputs.

Davinci-003 + in-context examples. Since, plain prompting
might result in topic drifts of generated text and the model might
misinterpret the intended task, we also adopt in-context learning
[27]. In-context learning treats the LM as a black-box and instructs
the model of the task without gradient descent through examples.
We provide examples in form of

< query1, desc1 >, < query2, desc2 > . . . querytest, [insert]
and instruct the model to fill the description in the placeholder pro-
vided. We use the same hyperparameters as discussed for Davinci-
003 (prompting).

Other GPT-3 models. We also test with models which are vari-
ants of GPT-3 of different parameter scales. These models include
Ada-001, Davinci-002, Curie-001 and Babbage-001. The models
and the number of parameters are shown in Table 2. We employ in-
context learning by providing demonstration samples. The prompt
is as follows:
Generate short sentence as expansion for the given test query like the
following examples,

< input : query1, output : desc1 >, . . . input : querytest, output :

Note that the prompt is a bit different from Davinci-003 as we
observed that smaller models need detailed instructions for better
generation capabilities. This maybe due to the difference in instruc-
tion fine-tuning approaches. We employ the same hyperparameters,
queries and their descriptions as discussed earlier.

ChatGPT + in-context examples. We also test the in-context
learning capabilities of gpt-3.5-turbo (ChatGPT) for query refor-
mulation. We employ the same prompt as Davinci-003. We only
prepend the task instruction to set the role of the system. The task
description is :"You are a system that gives an expansion for queries,
expanding abbreviations and acronyms when applicable. Some exam-
ples are" followed by the demonstration samples as discussed earlier.
We employ the same values for hyperparameters as discussed for
other LLM prompting approaches.

Query2Doc: We also use the recently proposed document ex-
pansion approach, Query2Doc which generates pseudo documents
to aid in document ranking, as a baseline. We use the gpt-3.5-turbo
model with max tokens of 128 for generation and follow the original
hyperparameters used in the work [44] for reproducibility.

4.3 Ranking Models
For experiments on TREC-DL we use BERT-base [13], a pre-trained
contextual model based on the transformer architecture. In princi-
ple, one can use different transformer architectures but focus on
BERT as a representative model in our experiments. We use the
base version with 12 encoder layers, 12 attention heads and 768-
dimensional output representations. The input length is restricted
to a maximum of 512 tokens. We use cross-attention BERT archi-
tecture for ranking, sometimes also referred to as MonoBert. The
baseline model is trained on the original set of ambiguous queries
using a pointwise ranking loss objective. The improved ranking
models are also BERT base models but trained on re-written queries
using LLMs such as GPT-3 variants, BART, ChatGPT, etc. In the
experiments, we refer to these improved ranking models after the
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Method BERTScore Rouge-L
P R F1

GPT2 (topic)† 0.457 0.447 0.451 7.47
BART (topic)† 0.792 0.791 0.792 28.89
Query2Doc 0.672 0.749 0.708 6.76
Ada-001 (in-context) 0.734 0.776 0.754 17.43
Babbage-001 (in-context) 0.804 0.802 0.802 32.16
Curie-001 (in-context) 0.812 0.800 0.805 34.25
Davinci-002 (in-context) 0.818 0.823 0.820 33.81
Davinci-003 (prompt1) 0.727 0.743 0.734 14.38
Davinci-003 (prompt2) 0.811 0.792 0.801 32.07
Davinci-003 (in-context) 0.817 0.818 0.817 34.68
ChatGPT 0.768 0.812 0.789 25.77
CAR
BART (topic+PAA)† 0.777 0.783 0.779 25.85
Davinci-003 0.821 0.834 0.827 38.57
ChatGPT 0.825 0.847 0.836 40.51

Table 3: BERTScore and ROUGEL scores for different rewrites
on TREC web 2012. The best results for each dataset and each
model is in bold and second is underlined. †indicates that the
model has been fine-tuned with topic or topic + PAA data.

LLM query re-writer model that used to generate the training data
for them.

4.4 Metrics
To evaluate the quality of re-writes we use the TREC topic descrip-
tions as targets and compute ROUGE-L [38] scores and BERTScore [54–
56] which are commonly used automated evaluation metrics used in
text several generation tasks. While ROUGE-L is an n-gram overlap
metric, BERTScore correlates with human judgments by employ-
ing contextualized embeddings to compute word-level matches
between the reference sentence and the generated sentence [54].

The metrics serve as a proxy to measure the ability of the genera-
tive models to expand the query to disambiguate various intents to
aid in downstream retrieval tasks. They also measure if the queries
are plausible. To evaluate the ranking approach, we employ stan-
dard ranking metrics such as MRR and nDCG@10 and evaluate on
TREC-DL-19 and TREC-DL-20 test sets for passage and document
collection.

5 RESULTS
We begin by first answering if the re-writer component is able to
generate plausible natural language expansions of queries. Then
we conclude by analyzing the impact of the rewritten queries on
the document ranking performance.

5.1 Query Rewriter Evaluation
To answer RQ1, we evaluate the proposed rewriting approaches us-
ing metrics like BERTScore and ROUGEL. The results are reported
in Table 3. We report the mean values of precision, recall and F1
scores across all the test samples from TREC web 2012 to report the
final scores. We observe that, CAR variants, specifically, Davinci-
003 and ChatGPT approaches with context-aware prompting have

the highest BERTScores and ROUGE-L scores. We attribute this
performance to the scale of the GPT-3 language model, instruc-
tion fine-tuning and the quality of context provided that enable
the rewriter to generate natural language queries. We observe that
CAR provides more fluent and relevant rewrites when compared
to vanilla prompt based methods. The in-context learning based
approaches also yield fluent rewrites. However, on analysis, we ob-
serve that they sometimes have topic drifts due to lack of relevant
context needed to disambiguate the queries. We also observe that
LLMs of smaller scales like Ada-001, Babbage-001 and Curie-001
generate rewrites which are factually inconsistent and drift away
from the relevant topic. This is evident from the downstream docu-
ment ranking performance(Table 4) and the qualitative analysis of
samples(Table 1). This demonstrates that CAR rewrites are consis-
tent, fluent and help improve downstream ranking performance.

Among the fine-tuned approaches in Table 3, BART (topic), BART
(topic + PAA) and GPT-2 (topic), we observe that BART (topic)
generates fluent query rewrites when compared to, GPT-2 (topic),
as evident from BERTScore and ROUGEL scores. After performing a
manual analysis of samples, and we observed that the query rewrites
generated by GPT-2 were not relevant due to hallucination and in
certain cases they were also grammatically incorrect. Therefore,
we omit the GPT-2 (topic) model for the rest of the experiments.
The CAR (BART (topic + PAA)) further improves the fluency of
generated queries, but still falls short compared to GPT-3 variants
and ChatGPT approaches, even though they are not fine-tuned.

Since the metrics proposed above are not true indicators of qual-
ity, we assess their quality through their impact on downstream
ranking performance.

Insight 1: LLMs can produce good rewrites for under-specified and
ambiguous queries. Among our methods CAR with context-aware
few-shot prompting has the best rewrites.

5.2 Ranking Evaluation
To answer RQ2 we first train rankers on data from MS MARCO
passage dataset (Section 4.3) with rewrites from different LLMs
(Section 4.2), and evaluate on TREC-DL-19 and TREC-DL-20 test
sets. Then we choose the best rewriter models and train document
ranking models on MS MARCO document dataset and evaluate on
TREC-DL-19 and TREC-DL-20. All results are shown in Table 4.

In case of passage dataset, CAR models perform better than their
counterparts with ChatGPT CAR showing improvements of 30%
and 33% on nDCG@10 and 22% and 25% on MRR over baseline
for TREC-DL-19 and TREC-DL-20 respectively. Apart from CAR,
Davinci-003 in-context and ChatGPT in-context model outper-
form the baseline across test sets.

The poor performance of models such as Ada-001,Babbage-001,
etc are evident from our observation that they are not able to dis-
ambiguate the query, but rather just rewrite it. For example, the
query “define sri” is generally rewritten as “Definition of sri” while
Davinci-003 and ChatGPT are able to convey the intent better
as shown in Table 1. Our CAR models perform better than non
CAR models, proving that localized context is important along with
global knowledge. We also observe that BART base model performs
the worst among all models but variation of BART, with context
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TREC-DL Passage TREC-DL Document

TREC-DL-19 TREC-DL-20 TREC-DL-19 TREC-DL-20

Ranking Models RR nDCG10 RR nDCG10 RR nDCG10 RR nDCG10

Baseline
BERT Baseline 0.653 0.381 0.523 0.288 0.750 0.453 0.735 0.393
Query2Doc [44] 0.578(▼11.6%)# 0.321(▼15.7%) 0.608(▲16.2%) 0.323(▲12.3%) 0.82(▲9.7%) 0.467(▲3.1%)∗ 0.749(▲2%) 0.415(▲5.6%)∗

Query expansion
BART (topic) 0.500(▼23.5%)∗ 0.254(▼33.3%)∗ 0.380(▼27.3%)∗ 0.202(▼29.9%)∗ - - - -
Ada-001 0.634(▼2.9%) 0.370(▼2.9%) 0.479(▼8.4%) 0.278(▼3.6%) - - - -
Babbage-001 0.697(▲6.7%) 0.370(▼3.0%) 0.580(▲10.9%) 0.327(▲13.5%) - - - -
Curie-001 0.563(▼13.9%) 0.328(▼13.9%) 0.498(▼4.8%) 0.248(▼13.8%) - - - -
Davinci-002 0.795(▲21.7%)∗ 0.391(▲2.6%) 0.507(▼3.1%) 0.284(▼1.3%) - - - -
Davinci-003 (prompt1) 0.714(▲9.4%) 0.386(▲1.3%) 0.493(▼5.7%) 0.289(▲0.4%) - - - -
Davinci-003 (prompt2) 0.717(▲9.9%) 0.397(▲4.1%) 0.574(▲9.7%) 0.338(▲17.3%) - - - -
Davinci-003 0.766(▲17.3%)# 0.411(▲7.9%) 0.552(▲5.6%) 0.308(▲7.1%) 0.818(▲9.1%) 0.490(▲8.2%)# 0.764(▲4.0%) 0.465(▲18.5%)#

ChatGPT 0.689(▲5.5%) 0.396(▲4.0%) 0.623(▲19.2%)# 0.348(▲20.7%)# - - - -

CAR
BART (topic+PAA) 0.745(▲14.2%) 0.391(▲2.6%) 0.614(▲17.4%)∗ 0.363(▲26.0%) 0.762(▲1.6%) 0.504(▲11.3%)# 0.819(▲11.5%) 0.485(▲23.4%)#

Davinci-003 0.798(▲22.2%)∗ 0.417(▲9.5%) 0.533(▲2.0%) 0.316(▲9.9%) 0.774(▲3.3%) 0.507(▲12.0%)∗ 0.777(▲5.8%) 0.447(▲13.7%)∗

ChatGPT 0.794(▲21.6%)∗ 0.494(▲29.7%)∗ 0.653(▲24.8%)∗ 0.383(▲33.1%)∗ 0.769(▲2.6%) 0.509(▲12.3%)# 0.7826(▲6.5%) 0.430(▲9.4%)∗

Davinci-003 (Attention) - - - - 0.81(▲8.1%) 0.517(▲14.1%)∗ 0.785(▲6.9%) 0.459(▲17%)#

Davinci-003 (Linear) - - - - 0.782(▲4.3%) 0.497(▲9.7%)∗ 0.848(▲15.5%) 0.504(▲28.4%)∗
ChatGPT (Attention) - - - - 0.759(▲1.3%) 0.465(▲2.6%) 0.773(▲5.3%) 0.417(▲6.2%)∗

ChatGPT (Linear) - - - - 0.778(▲3.8%) 0.517(▲14.1%)∗ 0.799(▲8.8%) 0.461(▲17.5%)∗

Table 4: Ranking performance of BERT model trained using query expansions from different query generative models on
TREC-DL ’19 and TREC-DL ’20. We show the relative improvement of our approaches against a baseline (fine-tuned on original
queries without query expansion) in parentheses. Statistically significant improvements at a level of 95% and 90% are indicated
by ∗ and # respectively [15]. The best results for each dataset and each model is in bold and second is underlined.

awareness BART(topic+PAA) does better than baseline model in all
evaluations. We posit that the external knowledge provided in the
form of Google PAA questions when fine-tuning BART(topic+PAA)
helps disambiguate the intent of the query. For instance, the query
"403b" in TREC web track 2012 is ambiguous without context. How-
ever, one of the corresponding Google PAA questions, "What are the
withdrawal limitations of a 430b retirement plan?" helps indicate
that the query refers to a retirement plan. We posit that the BART
(topic+PAA) approach encodes this knowledge through fine-tuning.
Hence, it has better document ranking performance compared to
other approaches. This proves that context matters when it comes
to rewriting ambiguous queries.

We also test our CAR approach on MS MARCO document collec-
tion. We consider the baselines and the best-performing approaches
on the passage dataset to test on MS MARCO document collection.
Table 4 shows the performance of different rankers trained using
ambiguous queries from MS MARCO document collection on TREC-
DL-19 and TREC-DL-20. In the case of TREC-DL-19 ChatGPT CAR
methods perform better than in-context models and for TREC-DL-
20 BART(topic+PAA) performs better. CAR models perform about
12% and 23% better than baseline model on nDCG@10. In the case
of the passage dataset for a given query and a relevant passage, the
context is specific, whereas this is not true in the case of document
collection. There can be context drift in the case of a document,

where a document can have generic contexts, which can result in
LLM generating queries of generic intents using the CAR approach.
In Table 1 we can see examples where in case of CAR rewrites from
different models are more specific compared to their document
counterparts for the same queries.

If we look at model performance using MS MARCO passage
collection (Table 4) and document collection (Table 4) combined,
we can see that CAR approach performs better overall. This is due
to the reason that the LLMs employed to expand ambiguous/ill
formed queries encode world knowledge, which when enriched
with relevant passage/document context helps ground the genera-
tion. The context serves as grounding, which prevents hallucination
and topic drift. In Table 1 we can see how CAR model rewrites are
more specific and factual compared to their non-CAR counterparts.

Insight 2: The quality of context employed in few-shot prompting
of LLMs is crucial when expanding ambiguous/ill formed queries.
The proposed approach CAR, is able to form concise and relevant
query reformulations based on the given context.

How do we deal with context drift for long documents?
We previously discussed the phenomenon of topic drift within the

scope of document context. To mitigate this phenomenon, we em-
ploy techniques involving supervised selection techniques, namely
Attention and Linear selectors (Subsection 3.2.1), as proposed
in [25]. In both instances, the primary objective of the selector is
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to identify and select the most pertinent passage based on a given
query.

In our methodology, given a query and a relevant document to
the query, we segment the document into passages, each comprising
approximately four sentences. Subsequently, we employ Attention
and Linear selectors to identify the passage that bears the highest
similarity to the given query within the document. This selected
passage, along with the original query, is used to rewrite the query
using LLM and then subsequently use it for model training.

The final four models detailed in Table 4 exemplify the appli-
cation of Attention and Linear selectors on Davinci-003 and
ChatGPT, resulting in improved performance as compared to their
CAR counterparts. Just comparing CAR models, we can clearly see
CAR ChatGPT (Linear) does 2% and 8% better than CAR Chat-
GPT for nDCG10 on TREC-DL ’19 and TREC-DL ’20 respectively.
We cans see a similar trend in case of Davinci-003 and Davinci-
003 (Attention) models. Empirical observations demonstrate that
models employing the CAR selector exhibit a performance enhance-
ment ranging from 2% to 15% when compared to their CAR-only
counterparts. Hence, proving that if we reduce topic drift for docu-
ments we can improve query rewriting quality, in turn improving
downstream task performance. From Table 4 we can concur that for
query rewriting using documents CAR based models perform the
best, specifically ChatGPT (Linear) and Davinci-003 (Attention)
are the two best performing models overall.

Insight 3: Emphasizes that the utilization of Attention and Linear
selectors to mitigate document topic drift not only enhances the
quality of the rewritten query using the CAR methodology, but
also leads to an overall improvement in the ranking model’s per-
formance.

How does performance vary based on LLM of different pa-
rameter scales?: We experiment with models of different parame-
ter scales (Table 2). The results are shown in Table 4. We observe
that as we scale up the rewriter LLM from 350 million parameters to
175 billion or 154 billion parameters, the performance improves sig-
nificantly as observed during evaluation (Table 4). This is because
they are able to characterize the world knowledge better from the
instruction based training regime and the scale of the models [49].
We observe that smaller models like Ada-001, Babbage-001 and
Curie-001 generate factually inconsistent rewrites of the original
query and rewrites with significant topic drift from the original
query.

Insight 4: We observe that when we scale up LLMs it results in bet-
ter quality rewrites as they encode more world knowledge. This is
evident from the significant improvement in ranking performance.

5.3 Qualitative Analysis
We analyze examples of ambiguous queries and their corresponding
rewrites obtained from the generative models. Some of these exam-
ples are in Table 1. We observe that the generated queries are close
to actual intents in the CAR (ChatGPT or Davinci-003) approach.
For instance, for the query hs worms, the corpus only contains doc-
uments pertaining to the educational institution. But it has multiple
contexts, such as the educational institution or heartworms. This
renders the query and underlying intent ambiguous without being

contextualized by the documents in the corpus. However, among
the other rewriting approaches, CAR is able to decipher the correct
intent with fine granularity by also providing an expansion for the
query. The advantage of the proposed framework is more evident
from the fourth example urodeum function. This query is also of
ambiguous nature, as it could refer to any anatomy. However, we
observe that CAR with document context-aware prompting is able
to decipher the correct intent. We attribute this to the large scale
pre-training data and the ability of over-parameterized models to
serve as knowledge bases [49].
Insight 5: CAR with context-aware prompting, is better at gener-
ating plausible rewrites with intents that are relevant to the search
domain and improve downstream ranking.

5.4 Limitations
In our current approach, we choose ambiguous queries based on
heuristics like the query length and specific types of queries like
acronyms, entities with multiple meanings based on context. Though
these heuristics reflect the nature of ambiguous queries, a more prin-
cipled approach would help identify and filter ambiguous queries.

6 CONCLUSION
In this work, we propose a framework for redefining query rewrit-
ing approaches using context-aware prompting of LLMs for improv-
ing document ranking. Our framework reformulates ambiguous
queries to interpretable natural language queries that disambiguate
user information needs. Our experiments demonstrate that gener-
ating plausible rewrites which disambiguate user intent is possible,
which further enhances downstream ranking performance. We
posit that the joint training of the rewriter and ranker in our frame-
work with feedback signals would yield better rewrites and ranking
performance. We also propose several challenges associated with
the development of the framework.
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