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Abstract

Adapting large language models (LLMs) to
new domains/tasks and enabling them to be effi-
cient lifelong learners is a pivotal challenge. In
this paper, we propose MoRAL, i.e., Mixture-
of-Experts augmented Low Rank Adaptation
for Lifelong learning. MoRAL combines the
multi-tasking abilities of MoE with the fine-
tuning abilities of LoRA for effective life-long
learning of LLMs. In contrast to the con-
ventional approaches that use factual triplets
as inputs MoRAL relies on simple question-
answer pairs, which is a more practical and
effective strategy for robust and efficient learn-
ing. Owing to new data settings, we introduce a
new evaluation benchmark namely: Life Long
Learning of LLM (5L-bench) encompassing a
newly curated dataset of question-answer pairs,
and a set of evaluation metrics for rigorous
evaluation of MoRAL in open-book and closed-
book settings. Experimental evaluation shows
(i) LLMs learn fast in open-book settings with
up to 30.15% improvement in "RA" for Phi-2-
2.7B compared to closed-book (for models fine-
tuned with MoRAL); (ii) MoRAL shows higher
performance improvement for models with a
greater number of parameters; (iii) MoRAL is
robust to catastrophic forgetting offering better
knowledge retention compared to baselines.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) trained using mas-
sive computational clusters and expansive datasets,
have demonstrated impressive proficiency in nat-
ural language processing (Zhao et al., 2023; Kad-
dour et al., 2023). These models excel in a vari-
ety of downstream tasks, such as machine transla-
tion (Zhu et al., 2023a; Xu et al., 2024a), grammat-
ical error correction (Fang et al., 2023; Wu et al.,
2023a) etc. The success of LLM arises from the
powerful knowledge processing and compression
capabilities (Zhu et al., 2023b; Huang et al., 2023;
Delétang et al., 2023), which allow LLMs to con-
struct information in a way that is somehow similar

Tell me more about GPT-2

GPT-2 (Generative Pre-trained 
Transformer 2) is a large-scale 
unsupervised language model 

developed by OpenAI. It was first 
announced in February 2019 ...

As of my last update in April 2023, 
"Mixtral 8x7B" doesn't directly refer to 

a well-known model or concept ...

Tell me more about Mixtral 8x7B

Figure 1: An example illustration, ChatGPT-4 is unable
to provide accurate information about events that oc-
curred after April 2023.

to humans, and even complete never-before-seen
tasks (Grosse et al., 2023; Kirk et al., 2024).

However, a significant challenge for LLMs is
their restricted adaptability to the latest available
data/information, which restraints them to gener-
ate responses about recent events thus leading to
information gaps. This entails hallucination, a phe-
nomenon when LLM tries to generate plausible
but incorrect answers about unknown facts (Rawte
et al., 2023). An example in this regard is shown
in Figure 1, where ChatGPT-4 is unable to cor-
rectly answer a question about Mistral 8x7B, a
model recently released in Dec 2023. Addressing
issues such as outdated training data (Zhang et al.,
2023d), hallucination (Zhang et al., 2023c), and
factual inaccuracies in LLMs (Wang et al., 2023a)
is not only costly but also vulnerable to risks like
model collapse (Shumailov et al., 2023) and catas-
trophic forgetting (Luo et al., 2023). Adapting
these models to specific domains/tasks further in-
tensifies these challenges (Ling et al., 2023).

It is important to make LLMs efficient lifelong
learners. Recently, there have been multiple differ-
ent attempts to propose lifelong learning methods
for knowledge updating (Wu et al., 2023b; Zhang
et al., 2024a) and skill acquisition (Ling et al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2023b; Lewis et al., 2021), a com-
prehensive overview of these existing strategies
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is provided in Appendix (Table 3). However, ex-
isting approaches pose the following limitations:
(i) These methods rely on sentences curated from
fact triplets as the model’s inputs, which is not
practically feasible, as it is hard to organize all
available information as structured units, e.g., a
set of triplets; (ii) The majority of the existing ap-
proaches are vulnerable to catastrophic forgetting;
(iii) These approaches either focus on "open-book"
or "closed-book" settings (Section 3.1), with none
of them providing an in-depth analysis of both ap-
proaches at the same time. This calls the need for
practical/easily adaptable data curation methodolo-
gies and accordingly better modeling strategies for
the life-long learning of LLMs.

To address these challenges, in this paper,
we propose Mixture-of-Experts augmented Low
Rank Adaptation for Lifelong learning (MoRAL).
MoRAL simply relies on question-answer pairs for
life-long learning. Our key observation is: this ar-
chitecture simultaneously exploits the multi-task
modeling capability of the MoE structure and the
parameter-efficient features of LoRA to achieve
efficient lifelong learning. In order to test the ef-
fectiveness of MoRAL for different LLMs, we also
introduce an evaluation benchmark, i.e., Life-Long
Learning of LLMs (5L-bench), encompassing a
newly proposed dataset (question-answer pairs di-
rectly captured from the unstructured text rather
than fact triplets) and novel evaluation metrics for
performance comparison. We summarize the major
contributions of this paper as follows:

1. We propose MoRAL, an effective strategy
that combines the benefits of MoE along with
LoRA as an effective and efficient strategy for
lifelong learning of LLMs.

2. We introduce a new evaluation benchmark,
i.e., 5L-bench, tailored to evaluating the life-
long learning abilities of LLMs using casual
question-answer pairs from unstructured text
rather than fact triplets.

3. We perform a rigorous evaluation of MoRAL
under both "open-book" and "closed-book"
settings. We delve into the interplay of these
two methodologies, looking for insights, re-
spective strengths, and limitations of MoRAL.

2 Related Works
Continual Learning. Continual learning (CL)
aims to learn new skills and knowledge without for-

getting previous knowledge, also known as catas-
trophic forgetting (Kirkpatrick et al., 2017; Kaushik
et al., 2021). Maltoni and Lomonaco (2019) de-
lineated three principal strategies in CL: architec-
tural (Rusu et al., 2022; Lomonaco and Maltoni,
2017), regularization (Zenke et al., 2017), and re-
hearsal (Hayes et al., 2019). They also conducted a
thorough analysis of these strategies in sequentially
learning incremental tasks. Lesort et al. (2019);
Wang et al. (2023c) provided a comprehensive
summary of lifelong learning from the perspec-
tive of autonomous agents. They emphasized that
agents must adopt continuous methodologies for
adaptation (Sprechmann et al., 2018), catastrophic
forgetting, data distribution shifts (Gepperth and
Karaoguz, 2016). Also, in our experiments, we
not only focus on the model’s ability to learn new
domain knowledge but also avoid catastrophic for-
getting.

Lifelong Training of LLMs. Continual learning
offers a practical solution for adapting to novel
data distributions (Gururangan et al., 2020; Xiong
et al., 2023). However, this approach is vulnerable
to overfitting. To mitigate this, Chen et al. (2023)
introduced the Lifelong-MoE, an extensible archi-
tecture to allow pre-training over diverse data dis-
tributions. Other than that, fine-tuning pre-trained
foundation models also serve as an effective strat-
egy for downstream task adaptation (Zhou et al.,
2023; Raffel et al., 2023). Amongst them, the pa-
rameter efficient variants include LoRA (Hu et al.,
2021), Prompt Tuning (Lester et al., 2021), etc.
These methods optimize task-specific objectives by
fine-tuning only a small set of parameters (Man-
grulkar et al., 2022; Hu et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2023;
Ling et al., 2023). Motivated by these, in this paper
we combine the multi-tasking modeling capability
of the MoE structure and the parameter-efficient
features of LoRA for an efficient lifelong training
method.

Model Editing. Model editing methods are used to
make targeted, cost-effective fixes to edit the infor-
mation contained in the LLMs (Hartvigsen et al.,
2023). Existing model editing solutions support
targeted operations, i.e., knowledge insertion, mod-
ification, and erasure (Hase et al., 2023; Wen et al.,
2023; Wang et al., 2023d). These methods may be
categorized into: (i) meta-learning methods, which
use external networks to predict gradients, e.g.,
MEND (Mitchell et al., 2022) and (ii) locate-then-
edit methods, which directly identify and update



the target parameters, e.g., ROME (Meng et al.,
2023a), MEMIT (Meng et al., 2023b), etc., refer
to Zhang et al. (2024a) for a recent survey. In-
context learning methods resort to external knowl-
edge (Zheng et al., 2023), and memory-based in-
formation retrieval (Lewis et al., 2021; Gao et al.,
2024) to directly edit the model’s knowledge (Ova-
dia et al., 2024; Pawelczyk et al., 2023).

Key limitations of the existing methods is their
reliance on factual triplets data, which creates chal-
lenges in data preparation and fully evaluating
the effectiveness of the model performance (Wu
et al., 2023b), some challenges that are addressed
by MoRAL.

3 Preliminaries

Notations: In this paper, we use x to represent
the input and y as the output of the MoRAL archi-
tecture. For the 5L-evaluation benchmark, we use
q to represent a query, C to represent the context.
Cr represents the context fragments relevant to the
query q, Ro represents the open-book response, Rc

represents the close-book response, and Gt is the
ground truth.

3.1 "Open/Closed" book and Cross setting

"Open-book" and "closed-book" are two different
strategies for querying LLMs. The major differ-
ences between these strategies are as follows:

(a) Open-book. This strategy assumes that LLMs
may refer to external data sources for inference.
The external data sources may include but are not
limited to databases, knowledge graphs, unstruc-
tured text, examples, etc.

(b) Closed-book. This strategy treats LLM as
a data storage bucket that answers solely based
on the knowledge gained during model train-
ing (AlKhamissi et al., 2022).

(c) Cross-Setting. The two settings ("open-book"
and "close-book") are interconnected. For this, we
establish a criteria to investigate how enhancements
in the model’s closed-book capabilities simultane-
ously influence open-book setting. Likewise, there
are some metrics equally important for both scenar-
ios, e.g., fluency of the response. To quantify this,
we use "cross-setting" that evaluates all responses
equally across different settings and computes the
average scores.

At age 29, President Biden became
one of the youngest person ever

elected to the United States Senate

Raw Documents

The president of United States is Joe Biden.

Sentence  constructed by Fact triplets

Q: Who is the president of the United States?
A: The current president of the United States
is Joseph R. Biden, serving as 46th...
Question-Answer pairs curated by 5L-bench

Figure 2: Example illustration of difference between the
input data for conventional approaches and MoRAL.

3.2 Fact Triples vs Question-Answer Pairs

We illustrate the key differences between the input
data format used by the conventional approaches
and MoRAL in Figure 2. For illustration, we want
to update the knowledge of the model from {"The
president of United states is Donald Trump"} to
"Joe Biden". The conventional methods will ex-
tract the relevant information triplet (president, Joe
Biden, United States) from the raw documents,
which will be later used to formulate a sentence.
Whereas our method (5L-bench) reformulates this
information as question-answer pairs. We argue
the latter approach is a more feasible and practical
solution, as it is not possible to convert all available
information as a set of triplets, leading to informa-
tion loss.

4 MoRAL for Lifelong LLMs

As we mentioned, we aim to develop a lifelong
learning method to keep LLMs up to date with
the latest available knowledge and information.
Unlike previous works relying on sentences di-
rectly curated using fact triplets, we use casual
question-answer pairs directly captured from the
unstructured text as the input (explained in Sec-
tion 3.2). For the lifelong learning strategy, we
aim to combine the multi-task learning abilities
of the MoE with the fine-tuning abilities of LoRA
for effective learning. Specifically, we propose
MoRAL (i.e., Mixture-of-Experts augmented Low
Rank Adaptation for Lifelong learning). MoRAL
uses a divide-and-conquer strategy. It incorporates
the benefits of using multiple experts along multi-
ple different low-rank intrinsic knowledge dimen-
sions with the hope of performing the end task in a
performance-enhanced fashion.

The underlying motivation is that within the
foundation LLMs, the knowledge/information re-
sides along multiple different intrinsic/salient di-
mension, similar to subspaces (Ali et al., 2019; Hu
et al., 2021), and we may have multiple different
localized/specialized experts to learn and/or over-
ride the prior information/knowledge contained by



FFN ...

expert 1 expert 2 expert n-1 expert n

Router
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Figure 3: MoRAL architecture for life-long learning of
LLMs. We use n experts. FFN in the figure represents
Feed-Foward Network.

the LLM. We summarize the workflow of MoRAL
as follows:

• Introduce low-rank matrices to decompose
the weight matrices corresponding to the pre-
trained LLMs.

• Use these low-rank matrices as experts to be
used on top of the pre-trained model.

• Allow conditional computation over multiple
experts using a gating mechanism, also known
as a router network.

For MoRAL, we configured eight LoRA expert
modules, adopting a top-k routing strategy analo-
gous to Jiang et al. (2024). Figure 3 presents an
illustration of the MoRAL structure. The compu-
tational steps for the router network and inference
stages are explained as follows:

(a) Router Network. Assume there are n local-
ized experts, we use router network to compute the
proportional score contribution of each expert. The
router network is defined as:

G(x)i = softmax(W T
g x) (1)

where Wg ∈ Rdm×n represents the trainable
weights of the router network with dm as the input
dimension and n as the number of experts.

(b) MoRAL Output. The final output of the
MoRAL architecture is computed as:

y =

n∑
i=1

si · Ei(x) (2)

where, si = G(x)i is the gating score for the ith

expert, and Ei(x) is the output from the expert for
the input x.

5 5L-Bench (Evaluation Benchmark)

For the performance evaluation of MoRAL, we
propose a new benchmark (i.e., 5L-bench). It en-
compasses: (1) A new curated dataset namely:

Arxiv, to test the ability of MoRAL to adapt to
new data domains. (2) A pre-existing dataset, i.e.,
HotpotQA (Yang et al., 2018) used to test the ability
of MoRAL to restrain knowledge by not allowing
the model to forget old knowledge. (3) Newly pro-
posed evaluation metrics to rigorously evaluate the
performance of MoRAL under open-book, closed-
book and cross-settings.

5.1 Arxiv Data Curation
Our data curation pipeline is shown in the upper-
half of Figure 4. It aims to curate a set of question-
answer pairs from unstructured text, and it is ex-
plained as follows.

Firstly, we acquire unlabeled raw documents
from Arxiv and split them into information chunks
C. Then, we employ GPT-3.5-turbo-16k to gener-
ate the corresponding questions q for each chunk
c ∈ C (Li et al., 2023). Following this, we use
GPT-4 to generate the ground truth Gt, creating
standard answers based on the questions and their
associated information.

Data leakage is a key challenge when it comes to
evaluating LLMs on vast datasets (Li et al., 2024).
To prevent the model from having prior exposure
to the data we intend to use for model training, we
use the latest papers, i.e., from December 2023
Arxiv, as our data source. To ensure precise doc-
ument segmentation and facilitate data generation
in a format conducive to our analysis, we utilize
the method of recursively splitting by character1.
Additionally, we leverage prompts detailed in Ap-
pendix B.5 to guide the model to output data in the
desired format.

The data curation process generates a quintuple
dataset denoted as: {q: query, C: context, Cr:
retrieved contexts, Ro: open-book response, Rc:
closed-book response, Gt: ground truth}. Note
that in our configuration, each query q is uniquely
paired with a context c ∈ C. The retrieved context
set Cr encompasses fragments from the context c
that exhibit relevance to the query. This relevance
is computed by the cosine similarity between the
embeddings of q and each context in C, exceeding
a predefined threshold θ.

Cr = {c ∈ C | cos(EMB(q),EMB(c)) > θ}, (3)

where EMB(·) denotes the text embeddings,
and cos(x,y) denotes the cosine similarity be-

1https://python.langchain.com/docs/modules/
data_connection/document_transformers/recursive_
text_splitter

https://python.langchain.com/docs/modules/data_connection/document_transformers/recursive_text_splitter
https://python.langchain.com/docs/modules/data_connection/document_transformers/recursive_text_splitter
https://python.langchain.com/docs/modules/data_connection/document_transformers/recursive_text_splitter
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Input-Output Pairs

Data Processing Pipeline
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Remember It by Training

+ Related Text Chunks
Closed-book 
Exam

Eva Pipeline Open-book Exam

Figure 4: Overview of the 5L-Bench data curation and
evaluation pipeline.

tween vectors x and y. Note, this is a widely
adopted method for semantic-based information
retrieval (Reimers and Gurevych, 2020, 2019).

5.2 Evaluation Metrics

5L-bench uses different evaluation metrics to test
MoRAL under open-book, closed-book and cross
settings. Details are as follows:

(a) Open-book Settings. For the open-book set-
tings, we aim to explore the ability of LLMs to
utilize external information within the context win-
dow (Xu et al., 2024b). A key concern is to inves-
tigate if the model leverages the additional knowl-
edge for reasoning or merely for replication. For
this, we design an evaluation criterion sub-divided
into four distinct scenarios:

• Context Faithfulness (Faith). When the
model is provided with "golden context", that
is, Cr = {c}, our criterion focuses more on
the consistency between LLM and external
information to see whether the final answer
conflicts with the given context.

• Irrelevant Context Filtering (Filter). When
the model uses external information that en-
compasses c along with other unrelated con-
texts, i.e., c ∈ Cr and |Cr| > 1, our criterion
prioritizes how well LLM avoids answering
irrelevant or context.

• Refusal Rate (RR). When LLM is presented
with external data entirely unrelated to the
question, i.e., c /∈ Cr, we assess the ability of
LLM to refuse to answer the query.

• For the cases with Cr = ∅, we will employ the
same metrics used in the closed-book setting.

(b) Closed-book Settings. For the closed-book
settings, we focus on learning objectives, i.e., we

test the new knowledge or capabilities for LLMs.
For this, we use Recall Accuracy (RA) as the
evaluation metric (Derczynski, 2016; Es et al.,
2023). The computation of RA is illustrated in
Appendix B.1.

(c) Cross Settings. For cross-settings, we evalu-
ate: (i) the compliance of model’s response with
the given query, i.e., how well the model answers
a given question also referred to as Query Rele-
vance (QR) by Es et al. (2023); and (ii) the model’s
linguistic modeling capabilities, assessed via the
fluency (FL) of the model’s responses. Details on
"QR" and "FL" are provided in the Appendix B.1.

6 Experimentation

6.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets. For performance evaluation, we use
newly curated data (Arxiv) and an open-source
data HotpotQA (Yang et al., 2018). The Arxiv
dataset comprises seven domains with a diverse
range of topics from mathematics to artificial in-
telligence. We use this dataset as the target data
for learning new knowledge. We split this data
into 80% and 20% for training and test sets, respec-
tively. The HotpotQA dataset encompasses 1,500
rows. We use this data as the hold-out data for
testing knowledge-retaining ability. The statistics
of the data are given in Appendix B.4 (Table 5).
Experimental Settings. In order to train MoRAL,
we utilize the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba,
2014) with a learning rate of 0.0001. The batch
size is set to 16, and the model is trained for 2
epochs. As shown in Figure 3, we apply MoRAL
to the frozen FFN layers. We use the number of
experts (n = 8), and top k = 2. For Equation 3, we
use θ = 0.87. All experiments are performed using
Pytorch and Nvidia A100 80G GPU.
Large Language Models. For experimental eval-
uation, we use multiple different open-source and
closed-source LLMs. Specifically, we use basic
large language models TinyLlama-1.1B (Zhang
et al., 2024b), Phi-2-2.7B2, Llama2-7B (Tou-
vron et al., 2023), and state-of-the-art (SOTA)
closed-source LLMs including GPT-3.5-turbo-
16k3, Gemini-pro (Google, 2023), and Claude-
2.1 (Anthropic, 2023). Details about these models
are in the Appendix B.2.

2https://huggingface.co/microsoft/phi-2
3https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/

gpt-3-5-turbo

https://huggingface.co/microsoft/phi-2
https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-3-5-turbo
https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-3-5-turbo


Baselines. We use multiple parameter-efficient
fine-tuning approaches as baselines, namely: (a)
LoRA (Hu et al., 2021), (b) IA3 (Liu et al., 2022),
and (c) LLaMA-Adapter (Zhang et al., 2023a). It is
notable that our model is not comparable with the
existing knowledge-editing and life-long learning
baselines, e.g., MELO by Yu et al. (2023), MEND
by Mitchell et al. (2022) etc., as these models rely
on factual triplets as the model input, which makes
them different from our work. Details about the
baseline approaches are in the Appendix B.3.
Evaluation Workflow. Our evaluation is struc-
tured around three primary settings, i.e., open-
book, closed-book and cross configurations (see
Section 3.1). In the closed-book setting, the model
generates responses solely based on its internal
knowledge following the given instructions. For
the open-book setting, we employ the bge-large-en-
v1.5 model (Xiao et al., 2023) for embedding gener-
ation, coupled with chroma4 as the vector database
to store the embeddings of text blocks c ∈ C. It
allows us to identify text blocks with cosine similar-
ity scores against the query exceeding a predefined
threshold θ. These blocks, denoted as Cr, are then
inserted into the model’s context window, guiding
the model to evaluate the relevance between ques-
tions and answers. This process enables the model
to autonomously refine, filter, and if necessary de-
cline to respond based on the context’s relevancy
and the instructions provided. The response out-
put of the model is finally assessed to measure the
disparity between the generated answer and the
ground truth using the evaluation metrics explained
in Section 5.2. To mitigate the risk of bias arising
from the use of a single model (Zeng et al., 2023;
Hada et al., 2023) in our evaluation, we employ
GPT-4-1106-preview and GLM-4 5 as evaluators.
We use the average scores of these evaluators as
the final assessment metric.

6.2 Experimental Results

LLMs Learn Fast in "Open-book". Table 1
shows the results of MoRAL on the Arxiv dataset,
compared against the baseline models. We use the
notation "+(strategy)" to specify the corresponding
fine-tuning strategy employed by the LLM.

For the open-source LLMs without any fine-
tuning, we observe that exposing the large model
solely to the relevant context within the contex-

4https://www.trychroma.com/
5https://zhipuai.cn/devday

tual window for inference significantly enhances
its performance. This is evident by an increased
Recall Accuracy (RA) score for TinyLlama-1.1B,
i.e., 0.86 in open-book settings, compared to 0.6 in
the closed-book setting. Likewise, the performance
of Phi-2-2.7B and Llama-2-7B improves signifi-
cantly, i.e., 0.73 and 0.82 in open-book compared
to 0.41 and 0.47 in closed-book respectively.

A similar trend is observed for the closed-
source LLMs, with GPT-3.5-turbo, Gemini-pro,
and Claude-2 improving the "RA" by 26.0%, 3.7%,
and 24.6% for the open-book settings compared
to the closed-book settings. Despite fine-tuning,
closed-source LLMs continue to outperform open-
source smaller models, particularly in terms of met-
rics "Faith", "Filter", and "RR". This superiority
could stem from the large models’ effective human-
alignment strategies (Ouyang et al., 2022), which
enhance their contextual understanding and adher-
ence to instructions. This suggests that the real
disparity between small open-source and propri-
etary large models may lie deeper in their abil-
ity to model the comprehension of language and
tasks (Brown et al., 2020; Sun et al., 2024) rather
than their capacity to generate responses aligned
with standard answers.

Overall results showcase the immense potential
for integrating dynamic information retrieval meth-
ods in LLMs’ context for enhanced performance.
These results strongly correlate with earlier stud-
ies by Balaguer et al. (2024) and Zheng et al.
(2023) that emphasize the significance of retrieval-
augmented generation for large models (Gao et al.,
2024).

MoRAL vs Baselines. Comparing the results
of MoRAL against the baseline models, we observe
for "RA" metric, MoRAL consistently outperforms
the baseline models in the open-book settings with
very few exceptions. For instance, compared to the
pre-trained models, MoRAL improves the "RA"
score for TinyLlama-1.1B, Phi-2-2.7B and Llama-
2-7B by 5.81%, 12.32% and 9.75% respectively in
open-book settings. Whereas, for the closed-book
settings, TinyLlama-1.1B and Phi-2-2.7B models
fine-tuned using LoRA exhibit slightly better or
comparable "RA" scores compared to MoRAL, ex-
cept for Llama-2-7B which performs best when
fine-tuned using MoRAL.

Comparing the results for other open-book met-
rics, i.e., "Faith", "Filter", and "RR", we ob-
serve: (i) For the metric "Faith", LLMs trained

https://www.trychroma.com/
https://zhipuai.cn/devday


Models Open-book Closed-book Cross-setting

Faith.↑ Filter.↑ RR.↑ RA↑ RA↑ QR↑ FL.↑

TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat 0.65 0.40 0.24 0.86 0.60 0.82 0.95
TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat+IA3 0.54 0.38 0.25 0.82 0.64 0.82 0.90
TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat+LLaMA-Adapter 0.66 0.36 0.29 0.74 0.67 0.89 0.91
TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat+LoRA 0.69 0.43 0.32 0.89 0.82 0.85 0.90
TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat+MoRAL 0.63 0.58 0.28 0.91 0.77 0.90 0.93
Phi-2-2.7B 0.54 0.31 0.33 0.73 0.41 0.88 0.89
Phi-2-2.7B+IA3 0.55 0.28 0.28 0.62 0.40 0.80 0.83
Phi-2-2.7B+LLaMA-Adapter 0.59 0.30 0.35 0.69 0.48 0.84 0.85
Phi-2-2.7B+LoRA 0.47 0.35 0.39 0.77 0.66 0.80 0.84
Phi-2-2.7B+MoRAL 0.59 0.46 0.37 0.82 0.63 0.86 0.88
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf 0.62 0.54 0.40 0.82 0.47 0.80 0.92
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf+IA3 0.67 0.50 0.43 0.77 0.50 0.75 0.86
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf+LLaMA-Adapter 0.61 0.52 0.37 0.67 0.54 0.77 0.89
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf+LoRA 0.65 0.50 0.48 0.83 0.72 0.83 0.87
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf+MoRAL 0.71 0.61 0.51 0.90 0.79 0.92 0.90
GPT-3.5-turbo-16k 0.80 0.64 0.75 0.92 0.73 0.92 0.97
Gemini-pro6 0.83 0.82 0.79 0.83 0.80 0.95 0.95
Claude-2 0.92 0.87 0.90 0.96 0.77 0.98 0.95

Table 1: MoRAL performance comparison against different LLMs using Arxiv data. All evaluation metrics range
from 0 to 1, with higher scores indicating better performance. We boldface the best-performing scores.

Figure 5: Performance comparison of MoRAL vs LoRA
for large models with varying number of model parame-
ters, best viewed in colors. These results are computed
using the Arxiv dataset.

using MoRAL results a higher score except for
TinyLlama-1.1B where LoRA performs slightly
better; (ii) for the metric "Filter" MoRAL consis-
tently outperforms all baseline models by a signifi-
cant margin; (iii) for "RR" results of MoRAL are
comparable with the baseline models. These results
strongly portray the immense potential of MoRAL
when employed in the open-book settings.

For the cross-settings, we observe that MoRAL
results in higher "QR" with very relatively low dis-
tortion in the fluency (FL) compared to baselines.
This decrease in the "FL" after instruction fine-
tuning is likely due to the prevalence of scientific
descriptions and mathematical formulas in our data,
which reduced the model’s general language model-
ing capability (Ji et al., 2023). Notably, the decline
in fluency was less pronounced for the models fine-
tuned using MoRAL.

We also observe, as the scale of the model in-
creases, the model’s capabilities in filtering and
analyzing information from context increases sig-
nificantly. This is also evident by a relative higher
scores for the metrics: "Faith", "Filter", and "RR"
for the large models fine-tuned using MoRAL vs

models with relatively lower parameters. This is
also illustrated in Figure 5, where the dark green
region shows that MoRAL yields a higher improve-
ment in the "RA" score for Phi-2-2.7B and Llama-
2-7B compared to that of TinyLlama-1.1B. It also
shows that relative improvement in performance for
MoRAL is higher compared to LoRA as a baseline.

To summarize, these results show MoRAL
presents a promising direction for effective and
efficient learning of LLMs. This ascertains our hy-
pothesis that the multi-tasking ability of a mixture
of experts when coupled with LoRA significantly
augments the contextual learning ability of the end
model, also shown previously on multiple different
tasks (Zoph et al., 2022; Xue et al., 2024).

6.3 Further Discussions

In this section, we perform an in-depth analysis
in attempts to understand the life-long learning of
LLMs from multiple different perspectives.
More Data or More Parameters? We first aim to
answer the question: "In terms of data and model
parameters, what is required to make the end-model
a better lifelong learner?"

Surprisingly, we observe among the pre-trained
LLMs (w/o fine-tuning), TinyLlama-1.1B with
only 1.1B parameters shows the best "RA" perfor-
mance compared to other baselines, i.e., RA is 0.60
and 0.86 in closed-book and open-book settings re-
spectively (Table 1). It showcases the potential of
"small" language models trained on vast datasets.
This finding is also aligned with a recent work,
where a relatively small model, i.e., MiniCPM (Hu
et al., 2024) with only 2B parameters is able to
outperform 13B models on UltraEval7.

7https://github.com/OpenBMB/UltraEval

https://github.com/OpenBMB/UltraEval


Models Open-book Closed-book Cross-setting

Faith.↑ Filter.↑ RR.↑ RA↑ RA↑ QR↑ FL.↑

TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat-v1.0 0.67 0.41 0.20 0.89 0.72 0.90 0.95
TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat+IA3 0.60 0.33 0.21 0.73 0.64 0.80 0.89
TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat+LLaMA-Adapter 0.61 0.39 0.20 0.75 0.64 0.81 0.88
TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat+LoRA 0.68 0.38 0.17 0.87 0.65 0.83 0.91
TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat+MoRAL 0.67 0.43 0.21 0.89 0.70 0.87 0.96
Phi-2-2.7B 0.55 0.33 0.42 0.76 0.68 0.93 0.92
Phi-2-2.7B+IA3 0.46 0.33 0.40 0.73 0.60 0.88 0.90
Phi-2-2.7B+LLaMA-Adapter 0.49 0.30 0.23 0.70 0.55 0.90 0.89
Phi-2-2.7B+LoRA 0.49 0.27 0.31 0.71 0.64 0.80 0.90
Phi-2-2.7B+MoRAL 0.53 0.30 0.37 0.74 0.65 0.86 0.93
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf 0.72 0.62 0.51 0.90 0.75 0.95 0.96
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf+IA3 0.63 0.50 0.45 0.86 0.71 0.88 0.92
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf+LLaMA-Adapter 0.60 0.48 0.41 0.80 0.68 0.89 0.86
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf+LoRA 0.65 0.47 0.43 0.85 0.71 0.89 0.91
Llama-2-7B-chat-hf+MoRAL 0.69 0.58 0.48 0.89 0.71 0.90 0.95

Table 2: MoRAL performance for different LLMs using HotpotQA-fullwiki dataset. All evaluation metrics range
from 0 to 1, with higher scores indicating better performance. We boldface the best performing scores.

Figure 6: MoRAL performance comparisons for "RA".
The left half of the Figure reports results on Arxiv data
from Table 1. The right half of the Figure reports results
on HotpotQA data from Table 2.

However, a model with fewer parameters,
i.e., TinyLlama-1.1B, exhibits significantly lower
scores for the open-book metrics ("Faith", "Fil-
ter", and "RR"), compared to larger counter-
parts, with "RR" showing the most substantial
disparity—TinyLlama-1.1B’s baseline score is
0.24, compared to 0.4 for Llama-2-7B. This shows
that larger models are more adept at declining ques-
tions beyond their comprehension scope . It also
speaks of larger models’ enhanced in-context learn-
ing ability (Wei et al., 2023), enabling them to
better filter and summarize information.
Learning New without Forgetting Old. Adjust-
ing parameters in large models risks catastrophic
forgetting, a critical challenge in lifelong learning
that emphasizes the need for adapting to new do-
mains/tasks without losing prior knowledge (New
et al., 2022; Luo et al., 2023). To test the knowledge
retention ability of MoRAL compared against base-
lines, we use the HotpotQA dataset as a holdout test
set to re-evaluate models fine-tuned using the Arxiv
dataset. Corresponding results in Table 2 show that
the baseline models yield a lower score for the met-
rics: "Faith", "Filter", "RR", etc. MoRAL on the
other hand, results in minimal loss for these met-
rics while at the same time it shows proficiency in
instruction compliance and language fluency (FL).

Correlating the results for Table 1 and Table 2,
we observe that although baseline fine-tuning ap-
proaches significantly boost "RA" scores for new
target domains, however, they yield a decline in
"RA" score for the holdout tests. MoRAL on the
other hand exhibits better resistance to catastrophic
forgetting by exhibiting a relatively stable perfor-
mance. This is also illustrated in Figure 6. The
left half of the Figure shows MoRAL augments
the knowledge retention ability compared to base-
line while learning new knowledge. The right
half of the Figure shows that for the HotpotQA
data, where the LoRA baseline yields lower "RA"
scores, whereas MoRAL fights back to uplift the
"RA" score. Overall knowledge retention ability
of MoRAL is more pronounced for the open-book
scenarios.

Note, for these experiments, we observe higher
initial scores for the HotpotQA dataset for the pre-
trained base models, possibly because: (i) The Hot-
potQA dataset and its Wikipedia sources were part
of LLMs’ training data; (ii) The training datasets in-
clude knowledge from 2018, aligning with the view
that models are biased to answer questions from
this period due to temporal information encoded in
their parameters (Nylund et al., 2023).

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we make following contributions: (i)
we propose MoRAL for efficient and effective life-
long learning of LLMs; (ii) we propose an evalua-
tion benchmark (5L-bench) to evaluate the perfor-
mance of MoRAL compared against the baseline
models. In the future, we plan to explore larger-
scale models and more efficient hybrid structures,
such as Mixture of Vectors (MoV) by Zadouri et al.
(2023).



8 Limitations

Surface Learning vs. Deep Understanding. Al-
though, this paper shows that fine-tuned models
are able to achieve significant improvements in
both open-book and closed-book settings. Still,
this work did not evaluate if the models only su-
perficially learn to produce answers that conform
more closely to standard responses without truly
familiarizing themselves with the knowledge and
concepts within the training data.

Reliability of LLMs as Evaluators. In our work,
both GPT-4 and GLM-4 are employed as evaluators
to mitigate the bias that may arise from relying on a
single model for assessment(Hada et al., 2023). Al-
though large language models are extensively being
used in evaluating language tasks, demonstrating
higher consistency compared to human evaluators.
Yet, employing more robust models to assess less
advanced counterparts essentially guides the mod-
els towards alignment with the evaluator’s char-
acteristics (Lin and Chen, 2023). This alignment
could potentially limit the models’ capacity to align
with human understanding, thereby constraining
their performance upper bounds.

References
Armen Aghajanyan, Anchit Gupta, Akshat Shrivastava,

Xilun Chen, Luke Zettlemoyer, and Sonal Gupta.
2021. Muppet: Massive multi-task representations
with pre-finetuning.

Muhammad Asif Ali, Yifang Sun, Xiaoling Zhou, Wei
Wang, and Xiang Zhao. 2019. Antonym-synonym
classification based on new sub-space embeddings.
In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, volume 33(01), pages 6204–6211.

Badr AlKhamissi, Millicent Li, Asli Celikyilmaz, Mona
Diab, and Marjan Ghazvininejad. 2022. A review on
language models as knowledge bases.

Anthropic. 2023. Model card and evaluations for claude
models.

Angels Balaguer, Vinamra Benara, Renato Luiz de Fre-
itas Cunha, Roberto de M. Estevão Filho, Todd
Hendry, Daniel Holstein, Jennifer Marsman, Nick
Mecklenburg, Sara Malvar, Leonardo O. Nunes,
Rafael Padilha, Morris Sharp, Bruno Silva, Swati
Sharma, Vijay Aski, and Ranveer Chandra. 2024.
Rag vs fine-tuning: Pipelines, tradeoffs, and a case
study on agriculture.

Tom B. Brown, Benjamin Mann, Nick Ryder, Melanie
Subbiah, Jared Kaplan, Prafulla Dhariwal, Arvind
Neelakantan, Pranav Shyam, Girish Sastry, Amanda

Askell, Sandhini Agarwal, Ariel Herbert-Voss,
Gretchen Krueger, Tom Henighan, Rewon Child,
Aditya Ramesh, Daniel M. Ziegler, Jeffrey Wu,
Clemens Winter, Christopher Hesse, Mark Chen, Eric
Sigler, Mateusz Litwin, Scott Gray, Benjamin Chess,
Jack Clark, Christopher Berner, Sam McCandlish,
Alec Radford, Ilya Sutskever, and Dario Amodei.
2020. Language models are few-shot learners.

Nicola De Cao, Wilker Aziz, and Ivan Titov. 2021. Edit-
ing factual knowledge in language models.

Sahil Chaudhary. 2023. Code alpaca: An instruction-
following llama model for code generation. https:
//github.com/sahil280114/codealpaca.

Wuyang Chen, Yanqi Zhou, Nan Du, Yanping Huang,
James Laudon, Zhifeng Chen, and Claire Cu. 2023.
Lifelong language pretraining with distribution-
specialized experts.

Jiaxi Cui, Zongjian Li, Yang Yan, Bohua Chen, and
Li Yuan. 2023. Chatlaw: Open-source legal large
language model with integrated external knowledge
bases.

Grégoire Delétang, Anian Ruoss, Paul-Ambroise
Duquenne, Elliot Catt, Tim Genewein, Christo-
pher Mattern, Jordi Grau-Moya, Li Kevin Wenliang,
Matthew Aitchison, Laurent Orseau, Marcus Hut-
ter, and Joel Veness. 2023. Language modeling is
compression.

Leon Derczynski. 2016. Complementarity, F-score, and
NLP evaluation. In Proceedings of the Tenth Interna-
tional Conference on Language Resources and Evalu-
ation (LREC’16), pages 261–266, Portorož, Slovenia.
European Language Resources Association (ELRA).

Bhuwan Dhingra, Jeremy R. Cole, Julian Martin
Eisenschlos, Daniel Gillick, Jacob Eisenstein, and
William W. Cohen. 2022. Time-aware language
models as temporal knowledge bases. Transactions
of the Association for Computational Linguistics,
10:257–273.

Ning Ding, Yulin Chen, Bokai Xu, Shengding Hu, Yu-
jia Qin, Zhiyuan Liu, Maosong Sun, and Bowen
Zhou. 2023. Ultrachat: A large-scale auto-generated
multi-round dialogue data. https://github.com/
thunlp/ultrachat.

Shahul Es, Jithin James, Luis Espinosa-Anke, and
Steven Schockaert. 2023. Ragas: Automated evalua-
tion of retrieval augmented generation.

Tao Fang, Shu Yang, Kaixin Lan, Derek F. Wong, Jin-
peng Hu, Lidia S. Chao, and Yue Zhang. 2023. Is
chatgpt a highly fluent grammatical error correction
system? a comprehensive evaluation.

Yunfan Gao, Yun Xiong, Xinyu Gao, Kangxiang Jia,
Jinliu Pan, Yuxi Bi, Yi Dai, Jiawei Sun, Qianyu Guo,
Meng Wang, and Haofen Wang. 2024. Retrieval-
augmented generation for large language models: A
survey.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.11038
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.11038
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.06031
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.06031
https://www-files. anthropic.com/production/images/Model-Card-Claude-2.pdf
https://www-files. anthropic.com/production/images/Model-Card-Claude-2.pdf
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.08406
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.08406
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.14165
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08164
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08164
https://github.com/sahil280114/codealpaca
https://github.com/sahil280114/codealpaca
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.12281
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.12281
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.16092
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.16092
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.16092
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.10668
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.10668
https://aclanthology.org/L16-1040
https://aclanthology.org/L16-1040
https://doi.org/10.1162/tacl_a_00459
https://doi.org/10.1162/tacl_a_00459
https://github.com/thunlp/ultrachat
https://github.com/thunlp/ultrachat
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.15217
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.15217
http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.01746
http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.01746
http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.01746
http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.10997
http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.10997
http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.10997


Alexander Gepperth and Cem Karaoguz. 2016. A
bio-inspired incremental learning architecture for ap-
plied perceptual problems. Cognitive Computation,
8(5):924–934.

Google. 2023. Gemini: A family of highly capable
multimodal models.

Roger Grosse, Juhan Bae, Cem Anil, Nelson Elhage,
Alex Tamkin, Amirhossein Tajdini, Benoit Steiner,
Dustin Li, Esin Durmus, Ethan Perez, Evan Hubinger,
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A Existing Challenges in Lifelong
Learning

Lifelong learning, initially conceptualized
by Thrun and Mitchell (1995), refers to a paradigm
where a model leverages its previously acquired
knowledge to enhance subsequent learning (Thrun
and Mitchell, 1995). The primary features of
lifelong learning include knowledge transfer,
adaptation to new environments, and overcoming
catastrophic forgetting (Kudithipudi et al., 2022;
New et al., 2022). With the advent of LLMs,
the distinction between knowledge and skills is
increasingly ambiguous. The definition of lifelong
learning for these models still lacks clarity. We
summarize the existing lifelong learning methods
along with their corresponding evaluation metrics
in Table 3. Briefly, these existing approaches can
be divided into two categories: one is to train
the model to "remember" new knowledge and
skills (closed-book); the other is to put additional
information into the model’s context window so
that the model can "see it" and make a response
(open-book).

We observe a notable challenge for lifelong
learning of LLMs is the diversity in data formats,
such as factual triplets (Cao et al., 2021; Mitchell
et al., 2022), supervised input-output pairs (Chaud-
hary, 2023; Yue et al., 2023), and information
chunks (Lewis et al., 2021). Such a vast diver-
sity of data formats complicates data preparation
and reuse. There is a dire need to use simple data
preparation strategies along with robust lifelong
learning methods. Also, in practice, we usually
use a combination of methods to adapt LLMs to
new domains and tasks (Wang et al., 2023b; Cui
et al., 2023) which makes it difficult to make evalu-
ations with traditional evaluation pipelines that are
isolated from each other.

B Details of Experiments

B.1 Evaluation Metrics

(a) QR (Query Relevance): QR measures how
well the response is aligned with the input
query/question (q). For the computation of QR, we
use the same settings as that of Es et al. (2023). We
use context c and response R in order to generate
the question Q(R, c). Later, we compute the simi-
larity between the generated question and query q.

This score is computed as:

QR =
1

n

n∑
i=1

sim(q,Q(a, c)) (4)

where sim is the cosine similarity of the correspond-
ing embedding vectors.

(b) FL (Fluency): FL measures if the text gener-
ated is well-written and grammatical. Fang et al.
(2023); Wu et al. (2023a) have shown the remark-
able capabilities of large language models in as-
sessing sentence fluency and grammatical accuracy,
highlighting their superiority over conventional ap-
proaches. In our experimental framework, we em-
ploy GPT-4 and GLM-4 for FL evaluation. The
prompts utilized in our study are delineated in Ta-
ble 10. The final FL score is computed as:

FL =
1

n

n∑
i=1

mean(GPT-4,GLM-4) (5)

(c) RA (Recall Accuracy): In order to compute
RA, we first compute: TP (True Positives), FP
(False Positives), and FN (False Positives). Then
RA is computed as:

RA =
F1× w0 + cos(EMB(a),EMB(Gt))× w1

w0 + w1
(6)

where the F1 score is computed as: TP/(TP +
0.5× (FP+FN)). In above equation, EMB(y) and
EMB(Gt) represent the embeddings of the model’s
output and the ground truth. The weights w0 and
w1 are used to balance the F1 score and the cosine
similarity of the embeddings.

B.2 Large Language Models
(a) TinyLlama-1.1B-Chat-v1.0. TinyLlama-
1.1B, a relatively smaller model compared to
Llama, was pre-trained on 3 trillion tokens (Zhang
et al., 2024b) and fine-tuned on the Ultrachat (Ding
et al., 2023) dataset.

(b) Phi-2-2.7B. Phi-2-2.7B8, a model with 2.7
billion parameters, was trained on a dataset com-
prising 1.4 trillion tokens, including a substantial
number of textbooks (Gunasekar et al., 2023).

(c) Llama2-7b-chat. Llama2-7b-chat is an open-
source model pre-trained on 2.0 trillion tokens, fine-
tuned on publicly available instruction datasets, as
well as over one million new human-annotated ex-
amples (Touvron et al., 2023).

8https://huggingface.co/microsoft/phi-2

https://huggingface.co/microsoft/phi-2


Methodologies Scenarios Elements

Continual Pre-training Out-Distribution Adaptation
(for better downstream tasks
performance)

PPL (Jelinek et al., 1977); Forget R. (Liu et al., 2020); MF1;
Acc (Gururangan et al., 2021; Aghajanyan et al., 2021)

Knowledge Editing
Knowledge Insertion Reliability; Generalization (Zhang et al., 2024a); Portability;

Locality (Yao et al., 2023b); Fluency(Meng et al., 2023a);
Cross-lingual Evaluation (CKEE) (Wu et al., 2023b)

Knowledge Modification
Knowledge Erasure

Fine-tuning Downstream Tasks F1 (political affiliation classification); ROUGE-L (news sum-
marization) (Dhingra et al., 2022); BLEU (Machine Transla-
tion) (Papineni et al., 2002);CLUES (Mukherjee et al., 2021)

Model Unlearning Knowledge Erasure UnlearningSuccess (Generic tasks) (Pawelczyk et al., 2023);
Unlearning Harmfulness (Security and Alignment) (Yao et al.,
2023a)

RAG Create,Read,Update and Delete
(CRUD) (Lyu et al., 2024)

ROUGE, BLEU, bertScore, RAGQuestEval (Lyu et al., 2024),
Ragas (Es et al., 2023)

In-context Learning Downstream Tasks F1 (political affiliation classification); ROUGE-L (news sum-
marization) (Dhingra et al., 2022); BLEU (Machine Transla-
tion) (Papineni et al., 2002)

Table 3: Different methodologies and evaluation metrics for lifelong learning.

(d) SOTA Closed-source LLMs. Among the
closed-source LLMs, we compare MoRAL against
state-of-the-art (SOTA) models, including: GPT-
3.5-turbo-16k (Brown et al., 2020), Gemini-
pro (Google, 2023), and Claude-2.1 (Anthropic,
2023). These models are accessed via API calls.

Symbols Meaning

q the query
C the context
Cr the context fragments relevant to the query q
Ro the open-book response
Rc the close-book response
Gt ground truth

Table 4: Notations.

B.3 Baselines

(a) LoRA. LoRA uses a set of trainable rank
decomposition matrices for the Transformer layers
fine-tuning phase (Hu et al., 2021). In our case,
we use LoRA adaptors for the attention layer, i.e.,
for the query (q) and key (k) matrices to enable
efficient learning.

(b) IA3. IA3 re-calibrates internal activations by
suppressing and amplifying them, thus injecting
adapters through the modulation of internal acti-
vations. These learned vectors are integrated into
the attention and feed-forward modules of typical
Transformer-based architectures (Liu et al., 2022).
In our case, IA3 weights are added to the outputs
of the key and value layers, as well as the input to
the second feed-forward layer in each Transformer
block.

(c) LLaMA-Adapter. The Llama-Adapter is de-
signed to adapt the Llama model for instruction
following tasks. To avoid introducing noise into

the tokens, the adapter employs zero-init atten-
tion (Zhang et al., 2023a). Additionally, the adapter
incorporates a learnable gating factor, also initial-
ized to zero, which allows for the gradual introduc-
tion of information to the model during training.

B.4 Data Statistics
The statistics of the dataset is shown in Table 5.

Domain Size

Arxiv-Math 1,518 rows
Arxiv-Astro-ph 1,811 rows

Arxiv-Gr-qc 1,749 rows
Arxiv-Q-bio 1,749 rows
Arxiv-Q-fin 2,513 rows

Arxiv-Statistics 2,208 rows
Arxiv-EESS 1,442 rows

Arxiv-Ai 2,001 rows

HotpotQA-fullwiki 1,500 rows

Table 5: Dataset distribution of different datasets, i.e.,
Arxiv and HotpotQA.

B.5 Prompts
In this section, we present a detailed overview of
the prompts used for data generation. Table 6
demonstrates the prompts designed for generating
queries from various data sources. Following this,
Table 7 describes the prompts used for generating
ground truth data used for evaluating model per-
formance. Table 8 and Table 9 cover the method-
ologies for prompt generation in open-book and
closed-book settings, respectively.



You are a University Professor creating
a test for advanced students. For each
context, create a question that is
specific to the context. Avoid creating
generic or general questions.
Context: {context}
Question: a question about the context.
Format the output as *JSON* with the
following key:
"question" \n\n

Table 6: The prompt template for generating the query
from existing context.

You are a University Professor creating
a test for advanced students. For each
question and context, create a standard
answer.
Context: {context}
Question: {question}

Format the output as *JSON* with the f
ollowing keys:
“ground truth” \n\n

Table 7: The prompt template for generating the ground
truth.

Please answer the question based only
on the following context. If you cannot
answer the question with the context,
please respond with 'I don't know':

### CONTEXT
{context}
### QUESTION
Question: {question}
\n

Please give your answer below:

Table 8: The prompt template for open-book setting.

Please answer the following question.
### QUESTION
Question: {question}
\n

Give your answer below:

Table 9: The prompt template for closed-book setting.

Evaluate the fluency of a given piece
of text on a scale from 0 to 1, where
0 represents very poor fluency with
numerous grammatical errors and awkward
phrasing, and 1 represents excellent
fluency with smooth, natural language
and no grammatical mistakes. Consider
aspects such as grammar, syntax, c
oherence, and the natural flow of
ideas. Please provide a clear rating
and a brief justification for your
assessment, highlighting specific
examples from the text that influenced
your rating. Your evaluation should
be flexible enough to accommodate
a variety of texts while maintaining
a focus on fluency and coherence.
\n
##Text
Text: {response}
\n
Give your score below:

Table 10: The prompt template for FL evaluation.


