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Abstract

Ranking is a fundamental and popular prob-
lem in search. However, existing ranking algo-
rithms usually restrict the granularity of rank-
ing to full passages or require a specific dense
index for each desired level of granularity. Such
lack of flexibility in granularity negatively af-
fects many applications that can benefit from
more granular ranking, such as sentence-level
ranking for open-domain question-answering,
or proposition-level ranking for attribution.
In this work, we introduce the idea of any-
granularity ranking which leverages multi-
vector approaches to rank at varying levels of
granularity while maintaining encoding at a sin-
gle (coarser) level of granularity. We propose
a multi-granular contrastive loss for training
multi-vector approaches, and validate its utility
with both sentences and propositions as ranking
units. Finally, we demonstrate the application
of proposition-level ranking to post-hoc cita-
tion addition in retrieval-augmented generation,
surpassing the performance of prompt-driven
citation generation.

1 Introduction

Dense Retrieval approaches leverage dual encoder
models to obtain vector representations for both
queries and passages. Commonly, single-vector
methods (Gautier et al., 2022; Karpukhin et al.,
2020) obtain a single embedding for each query
and passage to compute the relevance score us-
ing a dot product. In contrast, multi-vector ap-
proaches (Khattab and Zaharia, 2020; Santhanam
et al., 2022) capture more fine-grained interactions
when computing the query-passage relevance score,
resulting in better ranking performance (Thakur
et al., 2021). A key advantage of multi-vector ap-
proaches is their use of token-level embeddings
paired with a MaxSim operation (Khattab and Za-
haria, 2020) for relevance scoring. This enables
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A) Query —> Retrieval Unit B) Query —>» Sub-Retrieval Unit

What was Obama's tenure as president? What was Obama's tenure as president?

Barack Obama, born  Barack Obama, born
August 4, 1961, is an  August 4, 1961, is an
American politician. American politician.
He served as the He served as the
president of the president of the
United States from United States from
2009 to 2017. 2009 to 2017.

Barack Obama, born  Obama was born in
August 4, 1961, isan  Honolulu, Hawaii
American politician. and is married to
He served as the  Michelle Obama. He
president of the has two children
United States from Malia and Sasha
2009 to 2017. Obama.

C) Sub-Query —>» Retrieval Unit D) Sub-Query —>» Sub-Retrieval Unit

Volleyball is an Olympic sport, regulated by Volleyball is an Olympic sport, regulated by
the Federation Internationale de Volleyball. the Federation Internationale de Volleyball.

Volleyball has The International The International The International
become a Volleyball Federation Volleyball Federation Volleyball Federation
competition event in s an international is an international is an international
the Summer volleyball volleyball volleyball
Olympics since the management management management
1964 Tokyo organization with 222 organization with 222 organization with 222
Olympics. member states. member states. member states.

Figure 1: Ranking at different levels of granularity.
X—Y is used to denote that X represents the query gran-
ularity used for ranking, with entire query encoded, and
Y indicates the granularity of the retrieval unit being
ranked, with entire retrieval unit encoded. In addition to
the typical ranking setting (A), our proposed approach
enables ranking finer retrieval units (B and D) or using
finer query units for ranking (C and D).

a more granular scoring mechanism that involes
computing dot products between each query token
embedding and each passage token embedding, to
identify the best matching passage token for each
query token. These individual token-level match-
ing scores are subsequently aggregated to obtain
the final query-passage relevance score.

We make the important observation that the
use of token-level embeddings in multi-vector ap-
proaches can facilitate discriminative scoring of
different sub-parts within a retrieval unit. For ex-
ample, even when passages (retrieval units) are
input to the encoder, i.e. encoding at passage-level,
sub-components such as sentences can be sepa-
rately scored against the query to identify the most
relevant sentence within the passage. We argue that
such finer-granularity scoring is inherent to multi-
vector approaches, but not possible with single-
vector approaches, where only one embedding rep-
resents the entire passage, thereby not allowing for



scoring of its constituent sentences. Being able
to rank at varying levels of granularity is benefi-
cial for a variety of applications. For instance, in
open-domain question answering (Lee et al., 2019;
Karpukhin et al., 2020), ranking sentences within
the retrieved passages can better pinpoint the an-
swer. For attribution (Rashkin et al., 2023; Chen
et al., 2023a), atomic facts (propositions) within
sentences need to be used as queries to obtain rele-
vant evidence supporting the facts.

To achieve this, we introduce AGRAME
(Any-Granularity Ranking with Multi-vector
Embeddings), a method that permits ranking at
different levels of granularity while maintaining
encoding at a single, coarser level. Our approach
enables 1) ranking at a finer level than the retrieval
unit, and ii) ranking using fragments of the query,
as demonstrated in Figure 1. We hypothesize that
encoding at a coarser level—such as the entire re-
trieval unit or query—can provide additional context
for the sub-retrieval units being ranked or sub-parts
of the query used for ranking. In contrast, achiev-
ing such granularity with single-vector approaches
requires the use of specialized encoders, such as a
sub-sentence encoder (Chen et al., 2023b), or neces-
sitates a separate encoding at the desired ranking
granularity (Chen et al., 2023c).

Firstly, how well do multi-vector approaches per-
form when used for ranking at a finer granularity?
To investigate this, we conduct an exploratory ex-
periment (described in §2) using CoIBERTv2 (San-
thanam et al., 2022), a popular multi-vector model,
to rank both sentences and passages when encoded
at corresponding granularities. From the results
summarized in Table 1, we see that performance of
sentence ranking is notably inferior when the en-
coding is at the passage-level, a result that counter-
intuitive as passage-level encoding should provide
a richer context for scoring sentences.

To improve the model’s ability to rank at finer
granularity, we propose a multi-granular con-
trastive loss during training (outlined in §3.3). This
introduces an additional sentence-level ranking loss
that augments a passagr-level loss, to enable the
model to not only accurately select the relevant pas-
sage for a query but also discriminatively identify
the right sentence within that passage. Our exper-
imental results, presented in Section 4.1, confirm
significantly boost in sentence-level ranking while
maintaining passage-level performance.

While AGRAME is generally applicable to ar-
bitrary granularity, we explore the effectiveness

for proposition-level ranking, crucial for applica-
tions requiring fine-grained attribution (Rashkin
et al., 2023). Our results (in §4.2) indicate that
incorporating a sentence-level contrastive loss fur-
ther improves ranking at proposition-level. Addi-
tionally, we demonstrate (in §4.3) that proposition-
level ranking can effectively integrate citations into
generated text post-hoc. Our proposed PROPCITE
method utilizes propositions from generated text as
queries to rank input context passages and select
relevant citations, showing superior performance
over traditional methods that prompt models to in-
clude citations in retrieval-augmented generation.
The main contributions are as follows:

* We introduce AGRAME, that leverages multi-
vector embeddings for ranking at various gran-
ularities while using the same encoding-level.

* We introduce a multi-granular contrastive loss
for training multi-vector approaches, which
we show improves sentence-level ranking
even when encoding at passage-level.

* We demonstrate superior proposition-level
ranking using AGRAME, surpassing existing
state-of-the-art methods.

* We leverage proposition-level ranking to for-
mulate a post-hoc citation addition approach
for retrieval-augmented generation, that out-
performs prompt-driven citation generation.

2 Motivating Experiment

Here, we investigate the effectiveness of Col-
BERTV2 (Santhanam et al., 2022), a multi-vector
approach, in ranking at a finer granularity than
the encoding level. Specifically, when encoding
is at passage-level, we measure the performance
while ranking at sentence level (using the scoring
scheme described in §3.2), in addition to ranking
at the usual passage-level. A MaxSim operation is
applied between query token vectors and token vec-
tors corresponding to the sentence to get a sentence-
level score, which is then added with the passage-
level score to get the final query-sentence relevance
score for ranking. When encoding is at sentence-
level, the usual MaxSim score gives query-sentence
relevance. On the other hand, the query-passage
relevance score for ranking, when encoding is at
sentence-level, is obtained as the maximum of the
corresponding passage’s query-sentence relevance
scores.



. Ranking Level
Model Encoding Sentence Passage
Level

P@1 R@5|P@1 R@S5

Contriever Sentence | 19.3 456 | 324 62.8
(Single Vec.) | Passage - - 37.8 65.1
CoIBERTv2 | Sentence | 31.6 56.3 | 40.2 66.8
(Multi Vec.) | Ppassage | 274 48.8 | 434 69.1

Table 1: Precision@1 (P@1) and Recall@5 (R@5)
results on the Natural Questions (Kwiatkowski et al.,
2019) dev set. We show numbers both at sentence-level
and passage-level ranking granularities for when sen-
tences and passages are encoded individually.

We also include Contriever (Gautier et al., 2022),
a single-vector approach, for comparison. When
encoding is at sentence-level, the same strategy as
described before is used to obtain query-passage
relevance score for Contriever. On the other hand,
when encoding is at passage-level, Contriever does
not support sentence-level ranking, which as dis-
cussed earlier, is an inherent limitation of single-
vector approaches. For the evaluation setting, we
consider the development set of the Natural Ques-
tions (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019) dataset to get the
queries, and Wikipedia! as the retrieval corpus.
To keep the retrieval index size manageable, Con-
triever is used to index and retrieve 100 passages,
which are then ranked by ColBERTv2. When rank-
ing or encoding at sentence-level, only the sen-
tences in these top 100 passages are considered.
Evaluation is done for Precision@1 and Recall@5
based on string exact-match of the answer (Ra-
jpurkar et al., 2016).

Table 1 shows the results, wherein we see a
substantial drop in sentence-level ranking when
encoding is at passage-level, and vice versa. As
expected, passage-level ranking is better when en-
coding is at passage-level. However, it is surprising
to see sentence-level ranking performance to be
lower since passage-level encoding can provide
more context when encoding the individual tokens
in the sentences. This is more so the case when
sentences in the passage that actually ‘answer’ the
query do not have any overlapping terms (seman-
tic or lexical) with the query. Table 2 shows an
example for this. At both sentence and passage-
level encoding, sentences S1 and S2, on account
of strong lexical overlap with the query, are scored
considerably higher than sentence S3, which ac-

'We use the 22M passage split of the Wikipedia 2018 dump
from Gautier et al. (2022)

Q: How does climate change affect marine ecosystems

Passage: S17:Climate change is leading to many changes
in marine life. S2: Coral reefs are vulnerable to the effects
of climate change. S3: Warming waters can lead to coral
bleaching, stronger hurricanes can destroy reefs, and sea
level rise can cause corals to be smothered by sediment.

Sent. ID | Sentence-level Enc. | Passage-level Enc.
S1 X Rank:1, Score:23.31 | Rank:1, Score:23.92
S2 X Rank:2, Score:17.47 | Rank:2, Score:20.12
S3 Rank:3, Score:16.63 | Rank:3, Score:16.96

Table 2: Sentence-level CoIBERTV2 scores for different
sentences in the same passage, when encoding is at
sentence-level and passage-level. We see that the most
relevant sentence (S3) is ranked worst (i.e lowest score).
Token-wise MaxSim score heatmap is also shown, with
tokens in S1 and S2 having higher scores than in S3.

tually describes the effects of climate change but
has weak semantic overlap with the query. From
the token-wise MaxSim score heatmap, we can see
that tokens in S3, the most relevant sentence, get
lower scores.

We can expect scoring S1 and S2 highly, on ac-
count of overlap, to be particularly useful when
identifying the passage as relevant amongst a cor-
pus of millions of passages. On the other hand, it
can be counter-productive when discriminatively
selecting the most relevant sentence within the pas-
sage. This suggests that ranking at different gran-
ularities requires the model to have the ability to
dynamically switch the notion of relevance when
scoring. As we describe later in §3.2, we introduce
a new query marker during encoding to signal the
level of granularity, which helps the model distin-
guish better when scoring at different granularities
In §4.1, we demonstrate that this helps to score
appropriately for ranking at sentence-level (a finer
granularity), when encoding at passage-level.

3 Method

Here, we first provide background (in §3.1)
on the modeling and training process for Col-
BERTV2 (Santhanam et al., 2022). Then, we
describe our proposed multi-granular contrastive
training process (in §3.3), which provides an addi-
tional sentence-level relevance supervision during
distillation.

3.1 ColBERTvY2 Preliminaries

Single-vector retrievers (Karpukhin et al., 2020;
Gautier et al.,, 2022) typically use a BERT-
based (Devlin et al., 2019) dual-encoder architec-



ture to obtain a single embedding for a query ¢ and
passage p separately. This is usually the CLS output
or a pooled representation of the individual token
outputs from the encoder E(.). The query-passage
relevance score is computed as the dot product of
their corresponding representation:

Q, = Pool(E(q)); B, = Pool(E(p))

Qs P

In constrast, ColBERTvV2 (Santhanam et al., 2022)
is a multi-vector retrieval model, that uses token-
level dense embeddings of the query and passage.
Given a query g containing n tokens ¢ and passage
p containing m tokens ¢¥, additional query and pas-
sage marker tokens m, and m,, are prepended to
the query and passage respectively before encod-
ing, to provide additional signal to the encoder.
The query-passage relevance score Scp(q,p) is

obtained as below using the MaxSim operator intro-
duced in Khattab and Zaharia (2020):

Score(q,p) =

[th?Qt?’ "'7@1&%] = E(Q) = E(Cat(m(btclla 7t%))
[Pt:;),Ptg, ...,Ptz;n] = E(p) = E(cat(mp,tf, 7t€1))

n
= MazSim(q,p) = max th Ptp
1<j<m
i

Scs(q,p)

The training process for neural retrievers typi-
cally involves a contrastive loss over the <query
q, postitive p™, negative p~> triples. CoIBERTv2
instead incorporates a distillation-based training
strategy wherein k negative passages are sam-
pled from the retrieval corpus, to form a (k + 1)-
way passage set [p] = {p",py,...,p, } for each
query. The relevance supervision is in the form of
soft scores Scg(.) from a cross-encoder reranker.
A KL-Divergence loss L,s, between the cross-
encoder and ColBERT passage scoring distribu-
tions, Do g(q, [p]) and Dep(q, [p]) respectively, is
used for training:

Desl(q, [pl) =

De(q,[p) = [Softmaz(Scr(q, p)|i2]
Lpsg(a,[p]) = KL(Dce(q; [p)||Des(q, [p)))

3.2 AGRAME: Any-Granularity Ranking
with Multi-Vector Embeddings

[Softmaz(Scs (g, pi))|i

Here, we introduce our approach for scoring sub-
units within the retrieval unit. This is made possible

Passage Query
------ .
Query S s Sentence 1 :
T o |
N sz Sentence2 .-~ P
S . |
S3 Sentence 3

Figure 2: Figure demonstrating our sentence-level scor-
ing methodology using multi-vector representations
with encoding at passage-level. Query marker m, is
used while getting passage-level score P, while marker

m; is used for getting sentence-level scores S1, 52, S3.

by the access to token-level embeddings in multi-
vector approaches. While AGRAME can rank at
any granularity, in this section, we will consider
sentences as the sub-units for simplicity. With the
entire passage input to the encoder, only the output
embeddings corresponding to tokens within a given
sentence are used during the MaxSim operation for
scoring that sentence.

Let t%; correspond to the j th token of sentence
s?" from passage p; that is passed as input to en-
coder E. To signal the model to score discrimina-
tively within the passage for sentence-level rank-
ing, we prepend a new query marker token mq,
different from m, used when ranking at passage-
level. The in-passage query-sentence relevance
score Scp(q, sé’i) is computed as follows:

[ g9 lla' 7@ ] (Cat(m/7t({’ ?t%))
t1 ty q
cB(q,s J E 1<Irn<a|s”1| tq i

Note that the passage encoding is the same as be-
fore, meaning the same multi-vector index can
be used for both passage-level and sentence-level
ranking. As we demonstrate in §4.1, encoding at
passage-level provides more context to the token
embeddings to benefit sentence-level ranking.

We note that our proposed sentence-level loss
(described in §3.3) teaches the model to rank sen-
tences discriminatively within a passage, and not
across passages. Hence, at inference to get a fi-
nal sentence-level relevance score Score(q, 31;2') to
rank sentences across passages, we combine the in-
passage sentence relevance score Scp(q, s?i) with
the usual passage-level relevance score Scp(q, pi):

Score(q, s%') = Scr(q, ') + aScr(q, i)



3.3 Multi-Granular Contrastive Training

As discussed in §3.1, given a query ¢ and a pas-
sage set [p], the CoIBERTV2 training process aims
to teach the model to identify the most relevant
passage within [p]. To enable the model to discrim-
inatively select sub-units within the passage, we
propose to incorporate a more finer-level of train-
ing supervision, by teaching to further identify the
most relevant sentence within each passage.

Since ColBERTV2 uses passage-level cross-
encoder scores as teacher supervision, we train
a different cross-encoder model C'E’ to provide
in-passage sentence-level relevance supervision.
Specifically, C'E’ takes a passage p; as input, with a
given sentence s? * marked with delimiters $, to give
a relevance score Scg (g, s?i) for the sentence.

Sce(q, s?i) = CFE'(q, cat (s}, ...,$s§’i$, o S)

CFE' is trained using question answering data in
the form <query, passage, answer> triples. A bi-
nary cross-entropy loss is used while training CE’,
wherein any sentence within the passage that con-
tains the answer is marked as a positive, with the
other sentences marked as negatives.

The cross encoder C'E’ provides soft scores for
sentence-level relevance superivision when training
our model. For each passage p;, we compute a
KL-divergence loss L(q, p;) between the C'E’ and
CoIlBERTV2 sentence-level scoring distributions,
Dcgi(q,[sP]) and Dop(q, [sPi]) respectively.

Dcp(q,[sP]) = [Softmax(SCB(q, s?l))}il

Depi(q,[s]) = [Softmaac(SCE/(q, sfl))}il

Ls(q,pi) = KL(Dop (¢, [s" DI Des(q, [s7])))

We then aggregate each passage’s sentence-level
scoring loss Ls(q, pi), by weighting with the cor-
responding passage’s relevance supervision score
Scr(q,pi), to get a single 1oss Lgent.(q, [p]). The
passage score weight ensures that the model is pe-
nalized higher on sentence-level losses for passages
that are more relevant. The sentence-level loss
Lsent.(q, [p)]) is finally added to original passage-
level loss Lysq(q, [p]) to get the training loss L.

k+1

Loent.(¢,[p)) =D _ Softmaz(Scr(q, pi)Ls(g, pi)

i=1
L(q,[p]) = Lpsg(a; [p]) + Lsent.(g; [P))

4 Experiments

AGRAME can rank at different granularities, as
shown in Figure 1, which involves ranking sub-
parts of the retrieval unit or ranking using sub-parts
of the query. In our experiments, we aim to in-
vestigate two research questions: RQ1: Can the
training approach proposed in §3.3 improve rank-
ing at a finer granularity than the level of encod-
ing, i.e. Query—Sub-Retrieval Unit? In §4.1, we
show the improvements at sentence-level ranking
from our proposed multi-granular contrastive loss,
while maintaining performance at passage-level,
i.e.Query— Retrieval Unit; RQ2: Can multi-vector
embeddings be used to rank with sub-parts of the
query? In §4.2, we demonstrate the application
of multi-vector approaches in Sub-Query— Sub-
Retrieval Unit ranking for proposition-level attribu-
tion. Here, a given proposition within a sentence
is used as the query to rank and identify relevant
propositions in a corpus of sentences. Further, in
§4.3, we introduce PROPCITE, a post-hoc citation
addition approach based on Sub-Query— Retrieval
Unit ranking. PROPCITE scores input context pas-
sages based on propositions in the generated text
to add citations in retrieval-augmented generation.

4.1 Query—Sub-Retrieval Unit Ranking for
Open-Domain QA

In §2, we saw that with a multi-vector approach
(ColBERTYV2), sentence ranking performance drops
when changing the encoding from sentence-level
to passage-level. We addressed this in two ways:
(a) our proposed multi-granular contrastive loss
(in §3.3) provides sentence-level relevance super-
vision at training; b) AGRAME introduces a new
query marker (in §3.2) to signal scoring at sentence-
level. In this section, we empirically demonstrate
the benefits of our proposed approach by evaluating
sentence-level (sub-retrieval unit) ranking perfor-
mance when encoding is at passage-level.

4.1.1 Setup

Datasets We first evaluate on different popu-
lar open-domain QA datasets: Natural Questions
(NQ) (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019), TriviaQA (Joshi
et al., 2017), Web Questions (Berant et al., 2013)
and Entity Questions (Sciavolino et al., 2021). For
the retrieval corpus, we use the 2018 Wikipedia
dump released by Lee et al. (2019).

For cross-domain evaluation, we consider the
RobustQA (Han et al., 2023) dataset, a large-
scale OpenQA benchmark specifically designed



. Natural Questions TriviaQA Web Questions Entity Questions

Model E';fgvde‘l“g Sentence Passag Sentence P Sentence Passag Sentence Passag
P@1 R@5 | P@l R@5 | P@1 R@5|P@l R@5|P@l R@S5|P@l R@5|P@l R@5|P@l R@5
Contriever Sentence | 20.6 489 | 350 654 | 31.0 58.8 | 485 721 145 39.1 | 288 579 | 147 427 | 398 649
Passage - - 40.3  66.0 - - 50.1 715 - - 369 63.6 - - 369 63.6
ColBERTY2 Sentence | 327 588 | 42.0 688 | 432 66.1 | 556 747 | 290 519 | 388 63.7 | 38.1 594 | 509 68.1
Passage 279 51.1 | 432 700 | 435 656 | 575 75.6 | 27.6 50.7 | 41.0 65.1 | 392 553 | 539 69.2
Ours Passage 368 60.5 | 440 699 | 489 681 | 579 75.6 | 33.2 556 | 41.2 654 | 438 615 | 542 69.5

Table 3: Precision@1 (P@1) and Recall@5 (R@5) results on various open-domain QA datasets
both at sentence-level and passage-level ranking for when sentences and passages are encoded individually.

. We show numbers

Model Encoding Finance Recreation Lifestyle Science Technology Writing Biomedical Average
Level Sent. Psg. | Sent. Psg. | Sent. Psg. | Sent. Psg. | Sent. Psg. | Sent. Psg. | Sent. Psg. || Sent. Psg.
. Sentence | 13.8 222 | 179 294 | 197 327 | 109 188 | 11.3 183 | 23.0 36.1 | 10.7 16.6 153 249

Contriever

Passage - 27.2 - 34.7 - 40.4 - 17.5 - 21.4 - 39.6 - 4.6 - 26.5
ColBERTV2 Sentence | 15.8 237 | 240 33.6 | 22.6 342 | 176 250 | 155 234 | 334 466 | 128 173 || 202 29.1
Passage 17.1 298 | 255 40.7 | 239 419 | 184 287 | 167 271 | 347 513 | 131 169 || 214 338
Ours Passage 195 298 | 292 404 | 30.0 42.6 | 205 28.1 | 184 264 | 367 502 | 154 17.5 || 242 336

Table 4: Precision@1 results on various domains from the RobustQA dataset (Han et al., 2023). We show numbers
at sentence-level and passage-level ranking for when sentences and passages are encoded individually.

for evaluating cross-domain generalization capabil-
ities. The QA pairs and documents correspond
to various domains like finance (adopted from
FiQA (Maia et al., 2018)), biomedical (adopted
from BioASQ (Tsatsaronis et al., 2015)), along
with recreation, lifestyle, science, technology and
writing, which are all adopted from LOTTE (San-
thanam et al., 2022).

Baselines We use Contriever (Gautier et al.,
2022) as the single-vector baseline, and Col-
BERTv2 (Santhanam et al.,, 2022) as the
multi-vector baseline.  All models use MS
MARCO (Nguyen et al., 2016) as the training
dataset. Due to storage constraints, we create a
single-vector index with Contriever and rank the
top-100 retrieval results from Contriever using the
multi-vector approaches to report numbers.

4.1.2 Results

Table 3 shows ranking results on various open-
domain QA datasets. Firstly, as expected, for
both Contriever and ColBERTV2, passage-level
ranking performance is best when encoding is at
passage-level. We observe that our proposed ap-
proach significantly improves sentence-level rank-
ing performance with passage-level encoding, even
outperforming sentence-level ranking at sentence-
level encoding. This result confirms our intuition
that passage-level encoding benefits sentence-level
ranking, since it can provide more context to the
individual sentences during encoding. Moreover,
we ensure that passage-level ranking performance

is not compromised, with our approach matching
that of ColBERTV?2 at passage-level encoding.

Table 4 shows sentence-level and passage-level
ranking results for cross-domain evaluation on the
RobustQA benchmark. We observe that our ap-
proach is robust and extends to cross-domain set-
tings, with consistent improvements in sentence-
level ranking across the board, while passage-level
ranking performance almost the same.

4.1.3 Analysis

We do an ablation study to analyze the effect of
using the new query marker m;, instead of the de-
fault query marker m,, when scoring at sentence-
level. Note that the markers m, and m; at infer-
ence only affect the query token embeddings. We
consider three different settings: A1) Using m; for
sentence-level ranking at training and inference,
which corresponds to our proposed approach, A2)
Using mfl for sentence-level ranking at training
but using m, at inference, and finally A3) Using
the default m, for sentence-level ranking at train-
ing and inference. We also include the baseline
ColBERTV2 for comparison, which does not have
sentence-level supervision at training and uses m,
at inference. From the results in Table 5, we can
see the benefit of using a different query marker,
with A1 outperforming A3 in the majority of the
cases. Moreover, using m, at inference even while
being trained with m:] (A2) shows some gains over
baseline ColBERTV2, implying that the model also
learns to encode passage tokens to be better at dis-
criminatively scoring sentences in the passage.



Setting NQ TQA WebQ EntQ Sent. ID | Query Marker m;, | Query Marker m,
ColBERTV2 279 435 27.6 392 S1X Rank:2, Score:14.32 | Rank:1, Score:24.04

Al) Train—>m;, Rank—>m; 368 489 332 438 S2 X Rank:3, Score:14.16 | Rank:2, Score:21.07
A2) Train—m,, Rank—m, [ 29.1 44.8 294  40.8 S3 Rank:1, Score:15.92 | Rank:3, Score:16.81

A3) Train—mg, Rank—mq | 359 47.6 329 44.1

Table 5: Precision@]1 of sentence-level ranking perfor-
mance for various variants of using a different query
marker. CoIBERTV2 is trained only with a passage-level
loss and uses the m,, query marker. The latter three vari-
ants are represented with the query marker used while
training with sentence-level contrastive loss and that
used for sentence-level ranking at inference.

Lpsg(; [P])

® Same Query Marker
® Different Query Marker

Lsent. (g, [p])

® Same Query Marker

® Different Query Marker _ \\\
2.15 0.3
)

0.4

Figure 3: Comparison of training curves for sentence-
level and passage-level loss, when a different query
marker is used. The model converges faster at sentence-
level with a different query marker, while passage-level
loss is mostly similar for the two.

In addition, we show the training loss curves
in Figure 3 when the same query marker (m,)
vs different query markers (m; and my) are used
for sentence-level and passage-level loss respec-
tively. We can see that the model converges faster
at sentence-level loss when new marker m; is used.
Further, Table 6 shows the sentence-wise scores for
the example in Table 2 from using m; vs my for
sentence-level scoring. We observe that sentence-
level ranking changes when mf] is used, with the
most relevant sentence (S3) ranked best.

4.2 Sub-Query—Sub-Retrieval Unit Ranking
for Fine-Grained Attribution

Attributing model-generated text with supporting
information from known sources is an emerging
research topic (Gao et al., 2023a; Liu et al., 2023).
Each sentence in the generation can have multi-
ple atomic facts or propositions (Min et al., 2023)
for which evidence needs to be obtained. In this
context, we explore ranking at the sub-sentence
granularity, wherein given a sentence as a query,
fine-grained attributions (Rashkin et al., 2023) need
to be obtained for a sub-part of the sentence. Specif-
ically, we consider the Atomic Fact Retrieval task,
wherein given an atomic proposition (sub-query)
in the sentence, the system is expected to identify

Table 6: Sentence-level scores from our model at
passage-level encoding for the example in Table 2, when
different query markers are used. The most relevant sen-

tence (S3) is ranked best when new marker m; is used.

and retrieve evidence from atomic propositions as
facts, each of which can be a sub-part of sentences
within a corpus.

We consider this task to demonstrate that multi-
vector embeddings can be leveraged to natively
rank at the sub-sentence level, and compare them
against specialized models (Chen et al., 2023b)
explicitly trained to encode propositions. We note
that the encoding here is at sentence-level, unlike in
§4.1 where encoding is at passage-level. Since the
marker m; in our multi-granular training loss was
for sentence-level ranking with passage-level en-
coding, we use the default marker 1, when ranking
at proposition-level with sentence-level encoding.

4.2.1 Setup

Datasets For the proposition-level ranking eval-
uation, we use the PROPSEGMENT (Chen et al.,
2023a) dataset, which involves 8.8k propositions
as sub-queries for which evidence needs to be ob-
tained from a corpus of 45k human-labeled atomic
propositions from 1.5k News or Wikipedia docu-
ments in total.

Baselines For this task, we consider SUBEN-
CODER (Chen et al., 2023b) as the primary base-
line, a state-of-the-art sub-sentence encoder for
proposition-level ranking. SUBENCODER has been
specifically trained to produce contextual embed-
dings for atomic propositions in a sentence. Be-
ing a single-vector model, SUBENCODER pro-
duces a single sub-sentence embedding for each
atomic proposition in the sentence. We also include
other sentence-level embedding approaches, such
as GTR (Ni et al., 2022b), Sentence-T5 (Ni et al.,
2022a), as baselines that Chen et al. (2023a) adapt
for this task by specifically pooling over the tokens
of the proposition to get a single-vector embedding.

4.2.2 Results

Table 7 shows results from the Atomic Fact Re-
trieval task. First, we observe that the baseline Col-
BERTV2 already outperforms the state-of-the-art



Propositions within Sentence

Question: Who did Francis Ouimet beat in the US Open?

Answer

| p2 The tournament took place in September of that year and was won
| by Ouimet with a score of one-under-par for the playoff day.

Francis Ouimet won the 1913 U.S. Open at The Country Club
in Brookline, Massachusetts, defeating Britons Harry Vardon
and Ted Ray in an 18-hole playoff after the three finished
regulation play tied for the lead.

Ouimet was an American amateur golfer and was the first
amateur to win the U.S. Open.

The victory was considered a stunning upset as Vardon and Ray
were regarded as the top two golfers in the world at the time.

Generate |
Propositions |

The tournament took place in September of that year and was d
won by Ouimet with a score of one-under-par for the playoff day. f

3”P1 The tournament took place in September of that year and was won k-
: by Ouimet with a score of one-under-par for the playoff day.

' P3 The tournament took place in September of that year and was won
. by Ouimet with a score of one-under-par for the playoff day.

""""""""""""""" MaptoTokens
within Sentence
i P1 The tournament took place in September of that year.
P2 Ouimet won the tournament.

P3 Ouimet had a score of one-under-par for the playoff day. - m

Input Context Passages

" The 1913 U.S. Open was the 19th UISIOpen; held'September .

* 18, 2018 at The Country Club in Brookline, Massachusetts, a '«\

: suburb southwest of Boston. Amateur Francis Ouimet, age 20, |

v ! won his only U.S. Open title in an 18-hole playoff, five strokes !
Frcv | ahead of Britons Harry Vardon and Ted Ray.

: In 1913, Ouimet won his first significant title at age 20, the !

Pa:cav ! Massachusetts Amateur, an event he won five more times. He |

Citations | C2 participated in the U.S. Amateur at the Garden City Golf Club in
: Long lIsland, New York in early September, losing in the !
quarterfinals to the eventual champion, Jerome Travers. |

After 72 holes of regulation play ended in a three-way tie, Ouimet,
H Vardon, and Ray engaged in an 18-hole playoff the next day in |
1 C3 rainy conditions. Ouimet won the playoff at one-under-par for the |
? i day, beating Vardon by 5 strokes and Ray by 6. His victory was |
widely hailed as a stunning upset over the strongly favored British.

Figure 4: Figure illustrating PROPCITE, our proposed approach for post-hoc addition of citations to long-form
answers. PROPCITE encodes sentences and uses the propositions within them as queries for attribution. The
figure shows the propositions highlighted within the current sentence (in yellow), and the corresponding supporting
evidence highlighted in the input context passages. PROPCITE correctly attributes proposition P2 to context C/,
while directly encoding and querying using P2 incorrectly attributes to C2.

Model Proposition Sentence
P@1 R@5 | P@1 R@5
GTR 219 525 | 494 770
ST5 262 577 | 506 794
SUBENCODER (GTR) | 40.8 729 | 429 82.3

41.0 722 | 435 814
469 742 | 547 878
47.7 747 | 55.0 874

SUBENCODER (ST5)
ColBERTvV2

Ours

Table 7: Evaluation results on the Atomic Fact Retrieval
task in PROPSEGMENT (Chen et al., 2023a). The en-
coding level is individual sentences, with each sentence
consisting of multiple propositions. All models are
based on encoders with 110M parameters. Numbers for
GTR, ST5, SUBENCODER are from Chen et al. (2023b).

SUBENCODER at proposition-level (sub-sentence)
ranking. Although our proposed approach adds
a sentence-level constrastive loss at passage-level
encoding, we do see some improvements when
ranking at proposition-level. However, we hypoth-
esize that better proposition-level ranking can be
expected by further training with a proposition-
level loss in §3.3, which we leave for future work
to explore. Nevertheless, given the state-of-the-
art performance of multi-vector approaches at
proposition-level ranking, we introduce next (in
§4.3) a practical application leveraging this for the
task of adding citations to machine-generated text.

4.3 Sub-Query— Retrieval Unit Ranking for
Citation Addition

Retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) (Lewis
et al., 2020; Izacard et al., 2023) produces a long-
form answer to a query, given a set of relevant pas-
sages as input context. Here, we explore the ability
of multi-vector approaches to act as a citation addi-
tion approach for attribution in RAG. Specifically,
given a set of K passages, and the generated long-

form answer, the task involves adding citations to
one or more of the input passages, for each sen-
tence in the generated answer.

We introduce PROPCITE, a post-hoc citation ap-
proach that adds citations to the input context sup-
porting propositions (atomic facts) in the generated
text. Specifically, PROPCITE makes use of propo-
sitions tagged” within the generated sentences, so
that the corresponding sub-parts can be used as
the query to score the input passages and identify
the ones that need to be cited. Figure 4 illustrates
PROPCITE. Our approach is ‘post-hoc’ since ci-
tations are added after the text is generated, as
opposed to the typical approach of generating text
with citations by directly prompting the generation
model (Gao et al., 2023c) to add citations.

4.3.1 Setup

Datasets and Metrics We consider various long-
form question answering datasets, specifically
ASQA (Stelmakh et al., 2022) and ELI5 (Fan et al.,
2019). The RAG setting involves both K=5 and
K=10 passages as input to the language model
to generate the answer. The evaluation of attri-
bution quality is based on the citation precision
and recall metrics introduced in Gao et al. (2023c¢).
Citation recall determines if the output is entirely
supported by cited passages and citation precision
identifies any irrelevant citations. The metrics are
computed using TRUE (Honovich et al., 2022),
a 11B-parameter model trained on a collection
of natural language inference datasets, commonly
used (Bohnet et al., 2022; Gao et al., 2023b) to
evaluate attribution by checking whether the cited
passages entail the claims in the sentence.

“We employ the approach from Chen et al. (2023b), which
uses a TS5 model (Raffel et al., 2020) to segment sentences

into propositions, that are then converted into token masks by
aligning the tokens in each proposition to the sentence.



Baselines We compare PROPCITE against the
commonly used instruction-driven citation gener-
ation (Gao et al., 2023c), which we call Gener-
ate, where the generation model is prompted to
output text with citations. We use the same few-
shot prompt (provided in appendix) as Gao et al.
(2023c¢) to instruct the model to add citations while
generating the answer. We consider variants of
the generation model, a smaller® 4B Qwenl.5 (Bai
et al., 2023) and a larger 7B Mistral-Instruct (Jiang
et al., 2023). We also include comparison with
Self-RAG (Asai et al., 2023), which uses a self-
reflective generation framework to adaptively pick
input passages to generate from and thereby cite.

4.3.2 Results

Table 8 shows the citation precision (P) and recall
(R) numbers comparing the citation quality in the
generated text vs our post-hoc PROPCITE approach.
Firstly, the ability to generate text with citations
depends heavily on the instruction-following capa-
bility of the generation model, with weaker models
such as Qwen1.5 4B considerably worse-off com-
pared to Mistral-Instruct 7B. Moreover, even the
citation quality of post-hoc approaches depends
on the quality of generated text, i.e. when weaker
models hallucinate or generate text that cannot be
supported by the input context, citation quality is
expected to be lower.

We observe that PROPCITE has significantly bet-
ter citation quality on the 4B and 7B model gen-
erations. Even for the Self-RAG models, which
were explicitly finetuned for RAG by adding spe-
cial reflection tokens to cite passsages, we see im-
provements with PROPCITE. It is important to note
PROPCITE is post-hoc, and hence can be used with
any RAG framework, without needing to tweak the
generation model. Moreover, PROPCITE is light-
weight* and can post-hoc add citations as sentences
are generated one-by-one in a streaming setting.

4.3.3 Analysis

Table 9 shows results for an ablation study with
different variants of post-hoc citation addition to
demonstrate the benefits of using propositions
within generated sentences as the query. Firstly,

3We also experimented with Google’s Gemma 2B and
Microsoft Phi-2 models. Refusal rate was too high for Gemma
2B while Phi-2 had an input context length of only 2048.

*While we use a T5 model to explicitly segment sentences
into propositions, faster approaches relying on syntactic depen-
dency parsing (Goyal and Durrett, 2020; Wanner et al., 2024)
can be a cheaper alternative to get the sub-structures with a
sentence that represent the propositions or atomic claims.

Citation | ASQA ELI5
Method P R P R

Generation

Model | 1%

Generate 269 213|11.0 8.6

Qwenl.5 4B PROPCITE | 48.9 54.5|19.5 234

Generate | 14.8 11.7| 57 4.7
PRrROPCITE | 45.3 52.0|18.3 229

10

649 69.5|40.5 49.0
65.7 74.2|43.0 519

Generate
PROPCITE

Mistral 7B
60.2 66.7 |38.0 48.8

61.6 719|419 53.0

Generate
PROPCITE

10

679 67.1| - -
68.5 684 | - -

Generate
PROPCITE

Self-RAG 7B

714 705| - -
71.6 71.5| - -

Generate
PROPCITE

Self-RAG 13B

Table 8: Table showing precision (P) and recall (R) for
different citation addition approaches on the long-form
ASQA (Stelmakh et al., 2022) and ELI5 (Fan et al.,
2019) question answering datasets. For Self-RAG, we
directly use generation outputs from Asai et al. (2023).

Setting Precision | Recall
Generate 64.9 69.5
PROPCITE 65.7 74.2
+ Thresholding 69.2 71.1
(1) Propositions as query 63.5 73.9
(ii) Sentence as query (top 1) 69.0 67.5
(iii) Sentence as query (top 2) 51.2 72.6

Table 9: Analysis of citation precision and recall perfor-
mance on ASQA for Mistral 7B when using top-5 pas-
sages as input. We consider different settings, wherein
the generated propositions or the sentence itself are used
as the query when searching for relevant citations.

we show numbers for a higher-precision version
of PROPCITE that incorporates thresholding’ to
decide whether to add a citation for a given propo-
sition in the sentence. Next, we compare against
different variants that directly encode the proposi-
We can see that directly encoding the proposition,
instead of encoding the sentence and using tokens
corresponding to the proposition, leads to a drop
in precision. This supports our primary hypothesis
that encoding at lower-granularity (sentence-level
in this case) gives additional context to the token
vectors when used for querying at higher granular-
ity (proposition-level in this case). Figure 4 illus-
trates this with an example from the ASQA dataset.
PROPCITE correctly attributes proposition P2 to

5To mitigate false positives, we only add a citation if the
top-scored passage has a relevance score margin of atleast 1.0.



input passage CI which mentions U.S. Open as
the tournament in September that was won by Oui-
ment. However, directly encoding P2 misses the
context that the tournament occured in September
and incorrectly attributes to input passage C2, that
mentions a different tournament, the Massachusetts
Amateur, that Ouiment won.

Moreover, we compare against an alternate ap-
proach that just uses the entire sentence as one
single query, instead of separately using the indi-
vidual propositions within the sentences as queries.
Tagging the top-1 scored passage as the citation
(ii) for that sentence gives a high precision but con-
siderably low recall, while tagging top-2 scored
passages as the citations does improve recall but
precision suffers a lot. Overall, with PROPCITE,
66% of sentences had 1 citation, 30% had 2 cita-
tions and remaining 4% had more than 2 citations.

5 Related Work

The phrase ‘multi-granularity’ can have different
meaning depending on the domain in which it is
being used. In space of image retrieval, it cor-
responds to representing different regions of the
image separately (Wang et al.; Zhang et al., 2022).
For representation learning, it refers to encoding
information at different granularities, i.e. output
embedding dimensions, to adapt to the computa-
tional constraints of downstream tasks (Kusupati
et al., 2022; Li et al., 2024). Our definition of
granularity in text ranking corresponds to ranking
relevant sub-units within a given retrieval unit.

Multi-vector approaches (Luan et al., 2021;
Khattab and Zaharia, 2020; Santhanam et al., 2022)
have primarily been used for ranking at the same
granularity as the level of encoding, which is typi-
cally passage-level. Single vector approaches, on
the other hand, inherently do not support rank-
ing at a finer granularity than the level of en-
coding, thereby needing a separate dense index
for each granularity (Chen et al., 2023c). Hence,
specialized models for single-vector embeddings
have be introduced for embedding phrases (Lee
et al., 2021), propositions (Chen et al., 2023b),
sentences (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) or pas-
sages (Karpukhin et al., 2020). Our approach lever-
ages multi-vector approaches for ranking at differ-
ent granularities, while still encoding at a single
coarser level of granularity.

Prior approaches that score at different granular-
ities have leveraged custom scoring functions or in-

corporate separate embeddings. Chang et al. (2023)
proposes a multi-granularity matching model that
uses a convolutional filter for scoring, instead of
dot similarity, meaning it cannot be scaled to a
retrieval-scale corpus due to the matching function.
Hierarchical ranking approaches (Liu et al., 2019;
Chu et al., 2022; Ma et al., 2024) also consider
multi-granular ranking but require use separate em-
beddings for each granularity to rank at. In con-
trast, our approach directly uses multi-vector em-
beddings from a single-level of encoding to rank
at any granularity. Further, our approach use a
dot product for scoring at all levels of granular-
ity, meaning the same pre-computed dense corpus
index can be used for any granularity.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduce AGRAME, which lever-
ages multi-vector embeddings to rank at finer gran-
ularities, while encoding is still at a single, coarser
level. Our proposed multi-granular contrastive loss
for training multi-vector approaches improves sen-
tence ranking performance even with passage-level
encoding. We demonstrate that AGRAME can
rank at any-granularity, even by using sub-parts
of the query for ranking. Leveraging multi-vector
approaches’ superior performance at proposition-
level ranking, our post-hoc attribution approach
uses propositions in the generated text to rank input
context passages to identify the relevant one to cite.
We show superior performance with PROPCITE
over the conventional approach of prompt-driven
citation in retrieval-augmented generation.
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