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Abstract

The existing fine-tuning paradigm for language
models is brittle in knowledge editing scenarios,
where the model must incorporate new informa-
tion without extensive retraining. This brittle-
ness often results in overfitting, reduced perfor-
mance, and unnatural language generation. To
address this, we propose Consistent In-Context
Editing (ICE), a novel approach that leverages
the model’s in-context learning capability to
tune toward a contextual distribution rather than
a one-hot target. ICE introduces a straight-
forward optimization framework that includes
both a target and a procedure, enhancing the
robustness and effectiveness of gradient-based
tuning methods. We provide analytical insights
into ICE across four critical aspects of knowl-
edge editing: accuracy, locality, generalization,
and linguistic quality, showing its advantages.
Experimental results across four datasets con-
firm the effectiveness of ICE and demonstrate
its potential for continual editing, ensuring that
updated information is incorporated while pre-
serving the integrity of the model.

1 Introduction

As the world continually evolves, updating large
language models (LLMs) to correct outdated infor-
mation and incorporate new knowledge is crucial.
While humans can rapidly and incrementally adapt
to new information, updating LLMs typically de-
mands retraining from scratch, a process that is
computationally prohibitive and often impractical.

Knowledge editing (Zhang et al., 2024) has
emerged as a solution to this challenge, allow-
ing for efficient adjustments to LLM outputs in
response to specific queries while ensuring overall
model performance remains unaffected in unrelated
areas. Specifically, it modifies specific knowledge
in a language model Mθ using query-response
pairs {(qi, x∗

i )}Ni=1. For instance, given the query

† Corresponding author.

Figure 1: Continual editing with Llama2-7b-chat on
WikiDatarecent. Each edit builds on the previous
model, risking deterioration over time. The model is as-
sessed immediately after each edit without re-evaluating
previous edits, testing its ability to update continuously.
While most methods deteriorate, sometimes performing
worse than the unedited version, our method, ICE, main-
tains integrity and achieves promising performance.

"The president of the US is," a model trained on out-
dated data might respond "Donald Trump," while
the desired updated response would be "Joe Biden."
This adjustment is typically achieved by directly
maximizing the probability pθ(x∗|q).

However, traditional fine-tuning methods for lan-
guage models demonstrate notable brittleness in
knowledge editing scenarios (Meng et al., 2022a),
which necessitates the efficient incorporation of
new information with minimal data. However, fine-
tuning methods often minimize a distance (e.g.,
cross-entropy) between the model’s predictions and
one-hot target distributions, which can result in
overfitting and unnatural language generation.

Various strategies have been proposed to address
this problem, including constraining the gradient or
weights (Zhu et al., 2020; Meng et al., 2022a) and
adopting parameter-efficient approaches (Yu et al.,
2024). However, these methods do not change the
one-hot target and thus do not fully mitigate the
problem. There are methods employing in-context
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learning for the knowledge editing problem (Zheng
et al., 2023), but these approaches do not involve
parameter tuning and may face challenges when
the updated knowledge accumulates.

To overcome these limitations, we propose a
novel method termed Consistent In-Context Edit-
ing (ICE). Unlike traditional fine-tuning that targets
a single outcome, ICE learns towards a distribu-
tion. This method uses context prompts to guide
the model towards a new distribution that aligns
with the desired knowledge while maintaining sim-
ilarity to its original distribution (Figure 2). By
embedding additional contextual information into
the training process, ICE confines alterations to a
localized region of the model’s distribution, pre-
serving unrelated knowledge (Figure 1).

Overall, ICE introduces a simple and easy-to-
implement optimization framework that enhances
the robustness and effectiveness of gradient-based
tuning for language models. At each step of the op-
timization process, it samples in-context sequences
from the model and works to minimize the differ-
ence in the model’s output when it has and does
not have context. This procedure ensures that the
model absorbs new knowledge effectively, while si-
multaneously guarding against overfitting and pre-
serving the accuracy of its existing knowledge.

We also provide a comprehensive analysis of
ICE’s impact on knowledge editing across key di-
mensions: accuracy, locality, generalization, and
linguistic quality. We conduct extensive experi-
ments on five datasets, obtaining promising results.
Furthermore, we test ICE for continual editing with-
out incorporating specific designs and demonstrate
that it outperforms the baseline methods.

The primary contributions of this paper are as
follows: 1) We introduce in-context editing (ICE),
a novel knowledge editing approach that targets
learning towards a distribution rather than a one-
hot target, providing a more robust alternative to
traditional fine-tuning. 2) We develop an optimiza-
tion framework that refines the target distribution
through a gradient-based algorithm, dynamically
adapting the model and improving robustness. 3)
We provide a thorough analysis of our method’s ef-
fectiveness across the four critical aspects of knowl-
edge editing: accuracy, locality, generalization, and
linguistic quality. 4) Our results confirm the effec-
tiveness of ICE and demonstrate its potential for
continual editing, ensuring that updated informa-
tion is seamlessly incorporated while preserving
the integrity of existing knowledge.

2 Preliminaries and Related Work

2.1 Knowledge Editing: Problem Setup
The objective of knowledge editing is to incorpo-
rate new facts into a language modelMθ through
query-response pairs {(qi, x∗

i )}i∈[1,N ]. In this
setup, q is the query that triggers the retrieval of fac-
tual knowledge fromMθ, such as "The president
of the US is", with x∗ being the intended response
after editing, e.g., "Joe Biden". This integration
is typically done by maximizing the probability
pθ(x∗|q). Conventionally, a knowledge editing al-
gorithm is assessed across four key dimensions:
Edit Success measures the ability of the model to
produce the edited response x∗ for a query q:

succ = E(q,x∗)∼De
[1[arg max

x
pθ(x|q) = x∗]],

whereDe are the query-response pairs representing
the editing targets, and 1[·] is the indicator function.
Portability assesses how well the model general-
izes the knowledge for rephrased or logically re-
lated queries within the edit scope Dq:

port = E(q,x∗)∼Dq\De
[1[arg max

x
pθ(x|q) = x∗]].

For the aforementioned example, a related query
could be "The first lady of the US is", with the tar-
get being "Jill Biden" instead of "Melania Trump".
Locality evaluates if the model maintains original
predictions for queries outside the edit scope:

loc = E(q,x∗)∼D\Dq
[1[arg max

x
pθ(x|q) = x∗]].

Fluency estimates the linguistic quality of the post-
edit model’s output (Zhang et al., 2018), given by
a weighted sum of bi- and tri-gram entropies:

flu = −
∑3

n=2
wn

∑
x

fn(x) log fn(x),

where fn is the n-gram distribution.

2.2 Knowledge-Editing Approaches
Weight Frozen The first family of methods for
knowledge editing keeps the original model frozen
while leveraging external tools. Techniques pro-
posed by (Mitchell et al., 2022; Murty et al., 2022;
Madaan et al., 2022; Onoe et al., 2023; Zhong
et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024d,c; Jiang et al.,
2024; Chen et al., 2024; Shi et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2024b) enhance the model’s adaptability to
new knowledge using external memory. Other
approaches inject additional parameters into the
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(a) In-Context Learning
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(b) Fine-Tuning

Target 𝒙∗
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(𝒙))

𝑝𝜃𝑠

gradient
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(c) Consistent In-Context Editing (ICE)

𝐿𝑓𝑡

𝑝𝜃𝑠
𝑝𝜃𝑠

Target 𝑥∗

𝐿𝑖𝑐𝑒 = 𝐷𝐾𝐿 𝑝𝜃𝑠
𝒙|[𝒄, 𝒒]  𝑝𝜃𝑠

(𝒙|𝒒))

𝒄: context 𝒒: query 𝒙: model output 𝒙∗: target outputFrozen Tuned 𝜃0: initial params 𝜃𝑠: optimized params

Figure 2: Overview. (a) In-Context Learning: Utilizes context prompts without modifying the model’s parameters.
(b) Traditional Fine-Tuning: Relies on minimizing a distance metric between the model’s predictions and one-hot
target distributions, often leading to overfitting and unnatural language generation. (c) Consistent In-Context
Editing (ICE): Leverages context prompts related to the target knowledge to guide the model towards a new
distribution that aligns with the desired knowledge, while maintaining similarity to its original distribution.

model to incorporate new knowledge (Dong et al.,
2022; Huang et al., 2022b; Hartvigsen et al., 2024;
Raunak and Menezes, 2022; Yu et al., 2024). Addi-
tionally, some methods attempt to embed the knowl-
edge directly into prompts to generate post-edit re-
sponses, utilizing the model’s in-context learning
abilities (Zheng et al., 2023; Cohen et al., 2024; Li
et al., 2023). However, these methods result in an
ever-growing memory/model, which can become
problematic over time as knowledge accumulates.

Weight Editing Another line of work, which our
method focuses on, involves editing the model’s
weights to integrate new knowledge. Various tech-
niques exist, including direct fine-tuning (Zhu
et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2022; Ni et al., 2023),
meta-learning-driven approaches (Tan et al., 2023;
De Cao et al., 2021; Mitchell et al., 2021; Sinitsin
et al., 2019), and methods that identify and edit
specific parts of the network (Geva et al., 2020;
Dai et al., 2021; Li et al., 2024; Cheng et al., 2024;
Santurkar et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2023; Tanno et al.,
2022; Ilharco et al., 2022; Gupta et al., 2023; Hase
et al., 2021; Hoelscher-Obermaier et al., 2023; Bel-
rose et al., 2024; Geva et al., 2022; Yu et al., 2023;
Wu et al., 2023; Ma et al., 2023; Gupta et al., 2024;
Wang et al., 2024a; Sharma et al., 2024). These
methods aim to incorporate target knowledge and
employ various techniques to ensure the locality
of the edits. Techniques include constraining the
gradient of parameters (Zhu et al., 2020), adopting
parameter-efficient approaches (Yu et al., 2024),
and applying statistical constraints on the weights,
with notable examples such as ROME (Meng et al.,
2022a) and MEMIT (Meng et al., 2022b). In this

paper, we propose tuning the model towards a self-
generated distribution instead of a one-hot target.

In-Context Learning Previous research has ap-
plied contextual knowledge by prompting the
model (Zheng et al., 2023; Cohen et al., 2024).
To enhance models leveraging in-context learn-
ing, various strategies have been explored, such
as distilling contextual knowledge using a larger
model (Snell et al., 2022; Huang et al., 2022a),
tuning the model through meta-learning tech-
niques (Chen et al., 2022), and examining the con-
sistency between context and knowledge (Li et al.,
2023; Huang et al., 2024). However, these ap-
proaches do not modify the model weights. In
contrast, our method introduces a novel approach
to utilize in-context learning by creating a learning
target and framework for model editing, thereby
providing an innovative way to integrate contextual
information into the model’s knowledge base.

3 Learning Knowledge From Contexts

We consider an auto-regressive generative model
pθ parameterized by θ, where pθ(x) = pθ(x1:T ) is
the probability of a sequence x1:T . The sequence
is factorized into individual tokens xt, and the
model estimates the probability auto-regressively
pθ(x1:T ) ≡ pθ(x1)

∏T −1
t=1 pθ(xt+1|x1:t). Given a

new knowledge as a query-answer pair (q, x∗), the
primary goal is to update θ to maximize pθ(x∗|q)
while keeping other unrelated knowledge intact.

3.1 Vanilla Fine-Tuning

A straightforward approach to editing a model’s
knowledge is fine-tuning, which involves minimiz-
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ing the cross-entropy loss between the model’s pre-
dictions and the target knowledge. This is equiva-
lent to minimizing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) di-
vergence between the one-hot target distribution
δx∗(x) and the model’s predicted distribution:

Lft = DKL(δx∗(x) || pθ(x|q)). (1)

While using one-hot targets improves accuracy for
targeted responses, it risks overfitting, which can
lead to repetitive outputs, incoherent sentences, in-
vented information, and numerical instability.

3.2 Fine-Tuning with Sampling
To address the above issues, we can use diverse and
representative data distributions during fine-tuning
to enhance the model’s adaptability and general-
ization. A potential strategy is to employ a softer
distribution generated by the model itself in a boot-
strapping manner, iteratively enhancing its perfor-
mance. Unlike the hard one-hot distribution, this
approach involves fine-tuning the model using its
own sampled sequences, conditioned on the target
x∗ of length m. Specifically, we can set the con-
catenation of each query and target [q, x∗] as the
input, sample multiple sequences from the model
itself, and use them as the fine-tuning targets:

L∗
ft = DKL(δx∗(x1:m)pθ(x>m|[q, x∗]) || pθ(x|q)). (2)

However, as it turns out, fine-tuning with sampling
cannot alleviate the over-fitting problem encoun-
tered with fine-tuning on the one-hot distribution:

Observation 1. The objective of fine-tuning with
samples is equivalent to the objective of traditional
fine-tuning, i.e., L∗

ft = Lft (see § A.2 for a proof).

This implies that the model cannot learn and im-
prove on its own without external inputs.

3.3 In-Context Tuning with Sampling
Due to the ineffectiveness of the naive sampling
approach in § 3.2, we need to introduce extra in-
formation that guides the model towards a new
distribution that aligns with the target, while main-
taining similarity to its original distribution.

Inspired by the in-context learning capabilities
of language models, we propose to prepend context
prompts c to the queries q, where c includes the
knowledge that q triggers. This creates a distribu-
tion that incorporates additional contextual knowl-
edge while keeping the alteration to the distribution
confined to a localized region:

Lsample = DKL(pθ0(x|[c, q]) || pθ(x|q)), (3)

where θ0 are the initial parameters of the model.
Here, there is no explicit signal indicating the ex-
pected target sequence x∗. Instead, all the relevant
information regarding the target sequence is im-
plicitly contained within the provided context c.
Therefore, the efficacy of this approach depends
on both the quality of the context and the model’s
ability to utilize the provided context.

3.4 Consistent In-Context Editing (ICE)
The above learning target, however, does not neces-
sarily guarantee the accuracy of the model’s predic-
tions, as the original distribution pθ0(x|[c, q]) may
not accurately represent the correct target. There-
fore, it is necessary to refine the target distribution.
This update cannot be arbitrary; rather, we aim to
find an updated parameterization θ = θ0 + δθ that
satisfies the following consistency condition:

pθ(x|[c, q]) = pθ(x|q). (4)

This means that the model should internalize the
knowledge, as there is no information gain from c.
To ensure the knowledge is assimilated accurately,
we must maximize the probability of the target
sequence, leading to the following objective:

minθ Lice = DKL(pθ(x|[c, q]) || pθ(x|q))
s.t. pθ(x∗|q)) ≥ 1− ϵp

||θ − θ0|| ≤ ϵθ,

(5)

where the constraints ensure that the model’s pre-
dictions remain accurate and that the update to the
parameters is within a local range.

One challenge is that this creates a dynamic tar-
get for the model, meaning both the target distri-
bution and the learning distribution for the KL di-
vergence will change. In practice, a gradient-based
algorithm can be used. At each optimization step s,
in-context sequences are sampled from the model
from the last step, and the following is minimized:

DKL(pθs−1(x|[c, q]) || pθs(x|q)), (6)

where pθs = θ0 +
∑s

i=1 δθi, and δθs is the gra-
dient obtained at optimization step s. This way,
pθs−1(x|[c, q]) becomes a fixed target distribution,
making this objective equivalent to sampling x
from this distribution and learning to maximize
the likelihood of these samples. When gradient de-
scent converges, δθs will be 0, and the equilibrium
criterion for Equation 5 will be met.

We then consider the two constraints of Equa-
tion 5. The first constraint aims to maximize the
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Algorithm 1: In-Context Editing (ICE)
Data: Initial model parameters θ0, context c,

query q, target sequence x∗, learning
rate η, maximum iterations S

Result: Updated model parameters θ
1 for s = 0 to S − 1 do
2 Sample in-context sequences:

xc ∼ pθs(x|[c, q, x∗])
3 Compute gradient: δθs ←

∇θsDKL(pθs(x|[c, q]).detach() || pθs(x|q))
4 = ∇θExc [− log pθs([x∗, xc]|q)]
5 Clip gradient: δθs ← clip(δθs,−ϵg, ϵg)
6 Update parameters: θs+1 ← θs− η · δθs

7 if convergence criterion met then
8 break
9 end

10 end
11 return θS

likelihood of x∗. To solve this, we sample se-
quences assuming this constraint is met, then di-
rectly maximize the likelihood of these sampled
sequences. Specifically, we concatenate the con-
text, query, and target [c, q, x∗] as the input, sample
multiple sequences from the model, and use these
samples as fine-tuning targets. For the second con-
straint, we can clip the gradient if it becomes too
large. The procedure is detailed in Algorithm 1.

4 Analysis

4.1 Accuracy and Linguistic Quality
The proposed Algorithm 1 effectively maximizes
the likelihood of sampled sequences conditioned
on the target tokens. After mathematical manipula-
tions (§ A.3), the overall optimization objective is
equivalent to a combination of two losses:

L = Lft + Lice

(
[q, x∗]

)
, (7)

where the second term is the consistent in-context
editing loss Lice with the substitution q← [q, x∗].

The accuracy of our method is ensured by the
first term Lft. This guides the model to maximize
both pθ(x∗|q) and pθ(x∗|[c, q]) throughout the op-
timization process, effectively aligning with the
target x∗ as it becomes the most probable output.

The linguistic quality is maintained by
Lice

(
[q, x∗]

)
, which fits the model on a self-

induced distribution rather than overfitting on a
single target. By using the context to guide the

model, we create a broader, more representative
distribution that preserves the natural variability
and richness of language, thereby avoiding repeti-
tive or incoherent outputs and ensuring high-quality
and contextually appropriate language generation.

4.2 Locality and Generalization
To understand how the proposed method maintains
locality and potentially improves generalization,
we divide all possible query-response pairs into two
sets: (q, x) ∈ Dq ∪D¬q, where D¬q is the comple-
ment of the set Dq related to the target knowledge.
The in-context editing loss term can be decom-
posed as follows:

Lice = DKL(pθ(x|[c, q]) || pθ(x|q))

=
∑

(q,x)∼Dq∪D¬q

pθ(x|[c, q]) log
(

pθ(x|[c, q])
pθ(x|q)

)
.

(8)
Hence locality is ensured by the loss on the set
D¬q, as pθ(x|[c, q]) should maintain the original
responses when the context c is unrelated to the
query q. On the other hand, the loss on the set
Dq introduces generalization, provided that the
model’s in-context capability is strong enough to
extend the knowledge provided in c to answer re-
lated queries q. Thus the effectiveness of this strat-
egy relies on the following assumptions:

The context is related to the knowledge. The con-
text provided in the prompts must be pertinent and
relevant to the knowledge needed for generating
accurate and coherent responses. This relevance
ensures that the additional information introduced
through the context is meaningful and enhances the
model’s understanding of the query.

The model attends to the context. The model
must be capable of attending to and incorporating
the contextual information provided in the prompts.
During the fine-tuning process, the model effec-
tively uses the context as part of its input, influenc-
ing its predictions and overall performance.

The model generalizes from the context to re-
lated knowledge. Given the relevant context, the
model should be able to generalize from the spe-
cific information in the context to broader or related
knowledge areas. This generalization enables the
model to generate responses that are not only con-
textually coherent but also enriched with additional
details inferred from the context. Techniques like
chain-of-thought (Wei et al., 2022) can potentially
be employed in the context prompt to enhance the
model’s generalization capability.
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Table 1: Main results on knowledge insertion and question-answering datasets of Llama2-7b-chat.
WikiDatarecent ZsRE

Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓

ROME 97.25 36.58 30.40 581.00 107.47 96.66 52.90 26.61 573.02 53.88
MEMIT 97.03 37.00 29.28 573.06 87.17 95.61 52.73 24.79 563.42 38.67

FT-L 45.63 34.73 34.80 558.91 68.92 43.60 43.90 51.38 560.94 30.36
FT-M 100.00 59.28 41.54 587.17 70.64 100.00 54.47 53.84 580.10 27.33

ICE 100.00 61.02 46.39 585.58 34.08 100.00 55.52 56.97 562.70 15.50

Table 2: Main results on knowledge modification datasets of Llama2-7b-chat.

WikiBio WikiDatacounterfact

Edit Succ. ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓

ROME 95.83 68.38 617.67 3.70 98.68 42.45 21.13 585.40 109.97
MEMIT 94.54 69.96 616.65 3.51 98.13 44.16 19.48 576.26 122.48

FT-L 59.41 28.94 615.50 1.89 36.13 29.37 38.37 566.55 89.24
FT-M 100.00 35.34 618.12 3.67 100.00 72.39 40.76 586.80 54.71

ICE 99.88 70.60 617.88 2.15 100.00 73.49 45.88 583.29 18.95

5 Experiments

5.1 Experiment Settings

Datasets We evaluate the performance of ICE
with four datasets from KnowEdit (Zhang et al.,
2024), which are commonly used for knowledge
insertion and modification. Detailed statistics on
the selected datasets can be seen in Table 3.

Metrics We use the metrics from § 2.1 but note
one limitation in not penalizing semantically mean-
ingless sentences or repetitive long patterns (§ B.1).
Hence we add perplexity as an additional measure,
which evaluates a model’s language generation
quality. Lower perplexity indicates more natural
language. In our case, perplexity can also increase
due to the novelty of edited knowledge, so we intro-
duce a normalized perplexity ratio PPLr to address
this (§ B.1). The ratio compares the perplexity
of the generation post-target token to that of the
combined prompt and target token.

Methods We use 4 representative tuning methods
for comprehensive comparisons. ROME (Meng
et al., 2022a) and MEMIT (Meng et al., 2022b)
employ a causal method to locate and edit only
the related parameters to improve the locality. The
other two methods FT-L (Meng et al., 2022a) and
FT-M (Zhang et al., 2024) fine-tunes specific lay-
ers of the feed-forward network to maximize the
probability of all tokens in the target sequence. In
the survey (Zhang et al., 2024), the FT-M model
demonstrated nearly the best performance.

Implementation details The contexts c are given
by GPT-4 by summarizing the target knowledge.
For layer updates, ROME updates one layer for

GPT2 with layer 17 and Llama2 with layer 5. For
other baselines, five layers are updated following
MEMIT (Meng et al., 2022b), for GPT2 with layers
13,14,15,16,17 and Llama2 with layers 4,5,6,7,8.
We follow the usage of other parameters in ROME
and MEMIT which have been found to provide the
best performance. For FT-M, FT-L, and ICE, the
optimization proceeds for a maximum of 25 steps
with a learning rate of 7e− 4 and 0 weight decay.

Table 3: Statistics on the evaluation datasets.
Knowledge Insertion Knowledge Modification

WikiDatarecent ZsRE WikiBio WikiDatacounterfact

Type Fact QA Hallucination Counterfact
Train 570 10,000 592 1,455
Test 1,266 1230 1,392 885

5.2 Main Results
Table 1 and Table 2 show the main performance
metrics of ICE. As seen, ICE demonstrates out-
standing performance on the measures.

Accuracy ICE consistently achieves nearly per-
fect edit accuracy across all datasets, outperform-
ing most baselines and matching the performance
of fine-tuning FT-M, which is the best performing
method according to (Zhang et al., 2024).

Locality and portability As accuracy increases,
the locality tends to decrease due to the inherent
perturbations introduced. Furthermore, there tends
to be an inverse relationship between model lo-
cality and portability; locality implies minimal
model changes, whereas portability necessitates
the model’s ability to generalize to related knowl-
edge. Despite this trend, ICE not only achieves a
near-perfect accuracy comparable to FT-M but also
consistently outperforms baseline methods in terms

6



Table 4: Ablation results using Llama2-7b-chat. The second row is the closest to fine-tuning (§ 3.1 and § 3.2).
ZsRE WikiDatacounterfact

Dynamic Context Edit succ.↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency↑ PPLr ↓

✓ ✓ 100.00 55.52 56.97 562.70 15.50 100.00 73.49 45.88 583.29 8.92
✓ × 99.60 45.95 55.40 544.55 6.90 99.66 67.34 44.42 568.98 12.50
× ✓ 99.94 53.27 62.90 573.97 26.39 100.00 70.14 50.05 589.97 31.71
× × 99.94 53.84 65.64 578.97 25.71 99.93 69.93 55.12 589.04 35.70

of locality and portability, aligning with the analy-
sis presented in § 4. While matching the near per-
fect accuracy with FT-M, ICE demonstrates consis-
tently better locality and portability than the base-
line methods, matching our expectation discussed
in § 4. Compared to ROME, MEMIT, and FT-
T, ICE shows approximately 30% higher portabil-
ity on the WikiDatacounterfact and WikiDatarecent

datasets. This discrepancy highlights that by lever-
aging in-context learning to adapt to a contex-
tual distribution, ICE achieves better generaliza-
tion. Additionally, ICE performs over 15% better
in terms of locality on both datasets, preserving
unrelated knowledge by enhancing the robustness
of gradient-based tuning. A minor performance
degradation of 99.88% is observed on the WikiBio
dataset. This could be attributed to the diversity
across datasets, which can introduce slight varia-
tions in performance within an acceptable margin.

Fluency and PPLr To evaluate the linguistic
quality, we computed fluency and perplexity. ICE
demonstrates reasonably good fluency, frequently
ranking among the top performers. While other
methods might show slightly higher fluency in sin-
gle edits, ICE achieves significantly higher fluency
in the continual editing case (§ 5.4). Moreover,
ICE consistently exhibits lower perplexity, signal-
ing better and more natural language model per-
formance. It maintains robust performance across
all metrics when editing new knowledge while pre-
serving the integrity of existing information.

5.3 Ablation Studies

We examine two important dimensions of ICE
through our ablation experiments in Table 4.

Firstly, we analyze the impact of using a dy-
namic training target. Specifically, we investigate
whether sequences are generated from the orig-
inal model throughout training or from a modi-
fied model. In other words, in the first variant of
our algorithm, the target distribution pθs(x|[c, q])
in Equation 5 remains static during optimization,
meaning the weight of the with-context target dis-
tribution does not change, i.e., pθs(x|[c, q]) =

pθ0(x|[c, q]) for s ≥ 0. Notably, ICE with static
targets is equivalent to combining Lsample and Lft.

Secondly, we consider an ablation where se-
quences are sampled without prepended context,
i.e., sampling from pθ(x|q) instead of pθ(x|[c, q]).

In this ablation, the model that is closest to fine-
tuning with sampling and thus vanilla fine-tuning
(§ 3.2 and § 3.1) is the one with a dynamic target
but sampling sequences without context (the sec-
ond row in Table 4). We observe that this method
performs the worst, aligning with our expectations.
Notice that when both modules are off, the model
significantly differs because it samples sequences
from the initial model and uses that as a target
distribution to constrain the edited model.

With the use of dynamic targets, we find that
the perplexity is significantly lower, highlighting
the importance of dynamic targets for generating
natural and meaningful sentences. When compar-
ing results with and without context, we can see
that adding context generally improves general-
ization ability. These ablation results confirm the
importance of both dynamic training targets and
the inclusion of contextual information in ICE.

5.4 Continual Editing
We also evaluate the model’s ability to maintain its
integrity. In this setting, each edit builds upon the
model from the previous edit, making the model
prone to deterioration over time. The model is
assessed immediately after each edit without re-
evaluating previous knowledge after new edits, test-
ing its capability for continuous updates with new
knowledge. Table 5 presents the results of ICE
across all four datasets. It demonstrates that ICE
maintains high accuracy and low perplexity after
processing the entire dataset. The model’s integrity
is preserved, as indicated by the fluency and PPLr

metrics remaining consistent with the basic knowl-
edge editing scenario, indicating promise for con-
tinual editing. Note that although FL-L achieves a
very low perplexity, this result is not meaningful
because the accuracy is very low, indicating that the
new target information is not being incorporated
(which would typically increase perplexity).
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Figure 3: Comparison of ICE with static and dynamic targets on an example, where the query is "The name of the
country which Academy Award for Best Picture is associated with is?", and target is "Wassoulou Empire". The line
plots on the left illustrate the loss trajectories over optimization steps for static (top) and dynamic (bottom) targets
under temperature from 0.1 to 100. The figures on the right show how the probabilities of the top-6 predicted tokens
for x2, the second token following the target, change with iteration steps. The tokens are arranged from left to right
in descending order of probability without context. At early steps, the token "Wass" appears due to its presence
as the initial token in the target x∗. At later steps, the probability of "Wass" in dynamic targets (top) significantly
declines, indicating successful adaptation and suppression of repetitive token predictions. In contrast, for static
targets (bottom), the probability of "Wass" remains relatively high throughout the optimization steps.

5.5 Convergence

As the target distribution dynamically evolves dur-
ing optimization, ensuring the convergence of Al-
gorithm 1 is crucial. Another key consideration is
how ICE differs from combining in-context sam-
pling Lsample and fine-tuning Lft. To investigate
this, we further examine the static target ablation.

The left side of Figure 3 presents the loss tra-
jectories over optimization steps for a range of
temperatures. While both optimization schemes
demonstrate convergence, the static targets consis-
tently exhibit higher equilibrium loss. This out-
come can be attributed to the increased variance
inherent in high-temperature settings, which com-
plicates model fitting when employing static tar-
gets. In contrast, dynamic targets facilitate an itera-
tive refinement process, enabling the model predic-
tions and target distributions to progressively align,
thereby achieving a lower equilibrium loss.

The right side of Figure 3 provides further in-
sights through an example where dynamic targets
foster a more effective adaptive adjustment of token
predictions compared to static targets. Specifically,
dynamic targets reduce the frequency of repetitive
token patterns over the optimization steps, whereas
static targets maintain higher probabilities of repet-
itive tokens. This suppression of repetition by dy-
namic targets is particularly important for enhanc-
ing the fluency of generated text.

Table 5: Continual editing results of Llama2-7b-chat.
DataSet Metric MEMIT ROME FT-L FT-M ICE

Wikirecent

Edit succ. ↑ 14.20 17.42 44.55 100.00 100.00
Portability ↑ 4.06 6.46 23.93 58.30 59.27
Locality ↑ 2.25 4.12 11.38 35.59 38.33
Fluency ↑ 377.58 336.10 425.54 487.52 631.00

PPLr ↓ 22.57 7.58 0.30 11.58 0.10

ZsRE

Edit succ. ↑ 31.07 13.69 39.72 100.00 100.00
Portability ↑ 5.59 5.96 13.53 53.40 50.97
Locality ↑ 2.13 2.96 6.27 34.15 27.01
Fluency ↑ 509.36 313.28 464.30 490.79 602.53

PPLr ↓ 14.44 3.43 0.34 6.93 0.07

WikiBio

Edit succ. ↑ 26.49 8.31 38.02 99.09 99.09
Locality ↑ 3.73 4.34 13.20 29.40 30.17
Fluency ↑ 599.40 497.42 595.31 617.90 612.66

PPLr ↓ 586.35 1.12 1.07 2.43 1.95

Wikicf

Edit succ. ↑ 12.10 9.43 14.28 100.00 99.98
Portability ↑ 4.53 4.50 6.94 72.55 73.74
Locality ↑ 0.78 1.34 1.01 24.99 27.37
Fluency ↑ 416.77 294.67 472.37 514.86 599.57

PPLr ↓ 7.71 6.12 0.10 10.74 0.10

6 Conclusion

This paper introduced In-Context Editing (ICE), a
novel approach to overcome the brittleness of tra-
ditional fine-tuning in knowledge editing scenarios
that learns towards a one-hot target. ICE leverages
in-context learning to target a contextual distribu-
tion, enhancing the robustness of gradient-based
tuning. Our analysis shows that ICE excels in accu-
racy, locality, generalization, and linguistic quality.
Extensive experiments on five datasets demonstrate
its effectiveness and efficiency, both in the common
setting and in a continual setting. Overall, ICE pro-
vides a novel perspective and simple framework for
gradient-based tuning for language models.
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Limitations

While ICE offers a robust and efficient solution
for knowledge editing, it has certain limitations.
Specifically, ICE has not fully leveraged the poten-
tial of in-context learning, as it does not consider
the internal representations of the model. By focus-
ing primarily on contextual prompts and distribu-
tional targets, the method may overlook the deeper,
nuanced adjustments that could be achieved by di-
rectly manipulating internal model states. Future
work could explore integrating these internal rep-
resentations to further enhance the flexibility and
effectiveness of ICE in knowledge editing tasks.

Ethics Statement and Broader Impact

In developing ICE, we recognize the ethical impli-
cations of deploying advanced language models.
Ensuring the integrity and reliability of updated
knowledge is crucial to avoid the dissemination
of false information. Our approach enhances the
robustness of knowledge editing, reducing the risk
of inaccuracies, and maintains the fluency and nat-
uralness of language generation to minimize mis-
interpretation. Additionally, we acknowledge the
potential for biases to be reinforced during the edit-
ing process and advocate for ongoing evaluation to
mitigate such biases and promote fairness.
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A In-Context Editing

A.1 Properties of One-Hot Distribution
The one-hot distribution, denoted as δy(x), is a distribution defined on a sequence x = (x1, x2, ..., xn),
where y = (y1, y2, ..., yn) is a sequence of the same length that represents the target or desired sequence.
The one-hot distribution is a product of Kronecker deltas, as follows:

δy(x) ≡
n∏

i=1
δ(xi, yi),

where each Kronecker delta follows the definition below

δ(xi, yi) ≡
{

1 if xi = yi

0 if xi ̸= yi

.

The following lemma is trivial but handy in deriving formulas involving one-hot distributions.
Lemma 1. The expectation value of a measurement function f(x) on a one-hot distribution δy(x) with
target y equals to the measurement on target f(y), i.e.∑

x
δy(x)f(x) ≡

∑
x1

· · ·
∑
xn

δy(x)f(x) = f(y). (9)

Proof. Since the only possible outcome of sampling x is y, the expectation of measurement is trivially
f(y). Mathematically, ∑

x
δy(x)f(x) = δy(y)f(y) +

∑
x ̸=y

δy(x)f(x)

= 1 · f(y) +
∑
x ̸=y

0 · f(x) = f(y).

This seemingly trivial lemma is useful in subsequent proofs in that we may substitute all occurrences of
variable x with target y after summing over x with a one-hot distribution δy(x).

A.2 The Ineffectiveness of Naive Sampling
The fine-tuning objective Lft is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the one-hot distribution
δx∗(x1:m) and the model’s predicted distribution pθ(x1:m|q) which is defined as

Lft ≡ DKL (δx∗(x1:m) || pθ(x1:m|q)) , (10)

where δx∗(x1:m) is the one-hot distribution.
By substituting the definition of KL divergence into the fine-tuning loss Lft given in Equation 10, we

obtain

Lft =
∑
x1:m

δx∗(x1:m) · log
(

δx∗(x1:m)
pθ(x1:m|q)

)
,

and by applying Lemma 1, we obtain

Lft = − log pθ(x∗|q),

which aligns with the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) objective.
For fine tuning with sampling, objective L∗

ft is expressed as:

L∗
ft ≡ DKL

(
δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [q, x∗]) ∥ pθ (x1:T |q)

)
(11)

where x1:T is the sequence truncated at length T . All proofs still hold for T →∞.
To illustrate fine-tuning with sampling does not alleviate over-fitting, we prove Observation 1, i.e.
Lft = L∗

ft.
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Proof. Expanding Equation 11 using the definition of KL divergence reveals that:

L∗
ft =

∑
x1:T

δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [q, x∗])

· log δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [q, x∗])
pθ (x1:T |q)

=
∑
x1:m

∑
xm+1:T

δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [q, x∗])

· log δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [q, x∗])
pθ (x1:m|q) pθ (xm+1:T |[q, x1:m])

=
∑

xm+1:T

pθ (xm+1:T | [q, x∗])

· log 1 · pθ (xm+1:T | [q, x∗])
pθ (x∗|q) pθ (xm+1:T |[q, x∗])

= − log pθ(x∗|q)

+ DKL

(
pθ (xm+1:T |[q, x∗]) ∥pθ (xm+1:T | [q, x∗])

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

0

= Lft, (12)

and from line 2 to line 3 we apply Lemma 1 and substitute all occurrences of x1:m with x∗.

Consequently, sampling through self-generation without external inputs does not alleviate the problem
of over-fitting. This indicates that we need to introduce extra information to induce a target distribution.

A.3 Decomposing Consistent In-Context Editing
The objective of consistent in-context fine tuning in Equation 5 is given as

minθ Lice = DKL(pθ(x|[c, q]) || pθ(x|q))
s.t. pθ(x∗|q)) ≥ 1− ϵp

||θ − θ0|| ≤ ϵθ.

The constraint on target distribution pθ(x∗|q)) ≥ 1−ϵp could be interpreted as fixing the target distribution
on the first m tokens to be the one-hot distribution δx∗(x1:m).

Under such interpretation, we may combine the objective of Equation 5 and the first constraint into::

L = DKL

(
δx∗(x1:m)pθ(xm+1:T | [c, q, x∗]) ∥ pθ (x1:T |q)

)
, (13)

which may be expanded using the definition of KL divergence as

L =
∑
x1:T

δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [c, q, x∗]) · log δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [c, q, x∗])
pθ (x1:T |q)

=
∑
x1:m

∑
xm+1:T

δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [c, q, x∗]) · log δx∗(x1:m)pθ (xm+1:T | [c, q, x∗])
pθ (x1:m|q) pθ (xm+1:T |[q, x1:m]) .

(14)

Using Lemma 1, we may further simplifies L as

L =
∑

xm+1:T

pθ (xm+1:T | [c, q, x∗]) · log 1 · pθ (xm+1:T | [c, q, x∗])
pθ (x∗|q) pθ (xm+1:T |[q, x∗]) ,

= − log pθ(x∗|q) + DKL

(
pθ (xm+1:T | [c, q, x∗]) ∥pθ (xm+1:T |[q, x∗])

)
= Lft + Lice

(
[q, x∗]

)
,

(15)

where the second term is the consistent in-context editing loss Lice with the substitution q← [q, x∗].
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B Experiments

B.1 Metrics
We employ the metrics described in § 2.1. However, we highlight an issue inherent in these metrics. The
fluency metric, defined as −

∑3
n=2 wn

∑
x fn(x) log fn(x), is based on bi- and tri-gram probabilities and

fails to penalize semantically unmeaningful sentences or repetitive sequences (Table 6).
To address this limitation, we suggest incorporating Perplexity (Jelinek et al., 1977) as an additional

measure, which quantifies how well a probability model predicts a given sample. Specifically, for a token
sequence x = (x1, x2, . . . , xT ) and a measuring modelM (e.g., Llama2 (Touvron et al., 2023)), the
perplexity is defined as

PPL = exp
(
− 1

T

∑T

i=1
log pM(xi|x<i)

)
.

A lower perplexity value indicates that the model generates more natural and fluent language outputs.
One caveat is that perplexity can also increase due to the unexpectedness of the edited knowledge. To

account for this, we introduce a normalized perplexity ratio, comparing the perplexity of the generated
sentence beyond the target token to that of the prompt and target token combined. This ratio is computed
as:

PPLr = PPL(x|q, x∗)
PPL(q, x∗) . (16)

Table 6: The fluency metric might not detect repeating sequences or non-sensical sentences.

Example Sentence Fluency PPLr

What is the name of the current head of the United States of America government? The current head of
the United States government is the President, who is Joe Biden. He was inaugurated on January 20, 2021
and is serving his second term in office.

538.34 6.08

What is the name of the current head of the United States of America government? What is the name of
the head of the United States government? What is the title of the current head of the US government?
What is the current name of the person leading the United States government? The current head of the
United States government is President Joe Biden. He was inaugurated as the 46th President of the United
States on January 20, 202

538.89 52.03

Which city is the headquarter of Google located in? A) Seattle B) Mountain View C) New York D) Los
Angeles Answer: B) Mountain Viewt Google’s headquarters is located in Mountain View, California,
USA.tt

527.31 3.06

Which city is the headquarter of Google located in? Answer: Google’s headquarters is located in
Mountain View, California, USA.tldr: Google’s headquarters is located in Mountain View, California,
USA. “‘import java.util.*;public class Solution { public static void main(String[] args) { Scanner scanner
= new Scanner(System.

572.03 39.72

B.2 Implementation Details
ROME and MEMIT ROME and MEMIT employ causal tracing results to pinpoint the layers in the
model responsible for recalling facts that need updating. Specifically, ROME updates GPT2 at layer 17
and Llama2 at layer 5. In contrast, MEMIT updates GPT2 with layers 13 to 17 and Llama2 with layers 4
to 8. Additionally, we calculate covariance statistics for ROME and MEMIT using a sample of 100,000
entries from the Wikitext1 in fp32 format. Further implementation details can be seen in (Meng et al.,
2022a).

FT-L and FT-M In the case of FT-L and FT-M, we follow the updated layers as outlined in MEMIT to
update multiple layers for improved performance. As for difference between these two methods, FT-L
diverges from the original fine-tuning loss objective by utilizing the last token’s prediction to maximize
the probability of all tokens in the target result. Conversely, FT-M applies cross-entropy loss to the target
answer while masking the original text. See (Zhang et al., 2024) for more detailed implementation.
1https://huggingface.co/datasets/Salesforce/wikitext
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ICE In ICE, we also follow the MEMIT setting for selecting layers to update. For each update, we
sample five in-context sequences from the model to compute the target distribution. Additionally, we
constrain the model updated weight to be within ±5e− 4 of model weight before updating. Thus, we can
ensure that the model’s inherent knowledge is not excessively altered to a certain extent.

Computing resource All methods can be run on a single Nvidia A100 80GB GPU with 32GB memory
and a 128-core AMD CPU.

B.3 More Main Results

Table 7 and Table 8 present the results for the four datasets using GPT2-xl. Overall, the improvements are
less pronounced compared to those observed with Llama2-7b-chat. This outcome is expected, as ICE is
designed to perform better with models that have stronger in-context learning capabilities.

Table 7: Main results on knowledge insertion and question-answering datasets of GPT2-xl.

WikiDatarecent ZsRE

Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓

ROME 99.24 30.74 25.37 603.82 316.38 99.88 41.99 67.83 578.87 15.35
MEMIT 78.31 24.97 32.73 600.54 6.79 67.39 41.45 80.84 591.98 5.54

FT-L 63.99 29.03 61.45 591.86 25.26 64.25 42.51 32.18 571.71 12.40
FT-M 100.00 36.74 61.07 604.07 35.81 100.00 48.41 31.39 583.63 17.28

ICE 100.00 35.76 63.45 560.96 7.91 99.92 46.84 34.44 554.74 9.40

Table 8: Main results on knowledge modification datasets of GPT2-xl.

WikiBio WikiDatacounterfact

Edit Succ. ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓

ROME 81.52 27.49 633.41 2.11 96.08 31.31 16.67 600.94 3.71
MEMIT 57.31 39.65 632.89 1.87 55.03 20.00 24.79 604.58 11.10

FT-L 51.59 66.66 626.17 1.16 40.85 20.09 65.29 596.77 26.55
FT-M 100.00 63.87 631.93 2.12 100.00 42.08 63.43 602.91 12.64

ICE 100.00 63.67 629.60 2.22 100.00 39.78 67.06 560.33 8.05

B.4 More Ablation Results

Dynamic Target and Sampling with Context We conducted ablation experiments to explore two key
aspects of ICE on GPT2-xl in Table 9. 1) We assessed the impact of using a dynamic training target. 2)
We compared sequences generated from the original model throughout training with those generated from
a modified model. Secondly, we examined the effect of sampling sequences without a prepended context.

Table 9: Ablation results of dynamic target and sampling with context using GPT2-xl.

ICE on GPT2-xl ZsRE ICE on GPT2-xl WikiDatacounterfact

Dynamic Context Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓

✓ ✓ 99.92 46.84 34.44 554.74 9.40 100 39.78 67.06 560.33 8.05
✓ × 99.96 44.92 36.13 582.58 6.54 100 37.52 69.74 594.94 7.81
× ✓ 99.98 44.54 38.61 596.63 1.86 99.99 37.35 72.78 593.68 3.64
× × 100 45.54 39.88 592.87 5.55 100 37.65 73.82 599.37 5.21

Performance Using Different temperature In the analyses presented in Table 10, it is evident that as
the temperature setting increases from 0.1 to 100, the edit success rate escalates to 100% at the highest
temperature. Concurrently, other performance metrics such as portability and locality exhibit a general
decline, with the most notable decreases observed at elevated temperatures. Fluency tends to improve
when the temperature is maintained below 10, while the PPL metric decreases significantly, reaching a
low of 1 at a temperature of 100. These results suggest that while higher temperature settings enhance edit
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success rates, they adversely affect portability, locality, and PPL. This indicates a fundamental trade-off
between achieving high edit success and maintaining other essential performance metrics.

Effect on Different Sample Length Table 11 presents the performance of the Llama2 model using
variable sentence sample lengths (3, 5, 10) on the ZsRE and WikiDatacounterfact datasets. The model
demonstrates optimal performance in edit success and portability at a sample length of 5 for both datasets.
Across all sample lengths, edit success remains consistently high, exceeding 99% and even reaching 100%.
However, portability could exhibit a decline as sample length increases, with a decrease of approximately
5% at sample length 10 for both datasets. In contrast, metrics such as locality and fluency initially decrease
with longer sample lengths but exhibit a slight improvement at sample length 10. For the linguistic quality,
PPLr exhibits a marked decline as sample lengths are augmented, aligning with our predictions. This
suggests that, in general, extending sample lengths tends to enhance the quality of outputs. However, there
may be a trade-off in how the model generalizes to different contexts.

Effect on Numbers of Samples Table 12 indicates that edit success remains exceptionally high across
all sample sizes, with only a marginal fluctuation observed at sample sizes of 10 and 15. Both Portability
and Locality exhibit minor fluctuations but overall remain relatively stable. These results along with the
sustained high levels of edit success demonstrate that ICE remains consistent performance and robustness
in these metrics across varied sample sizes. It suggests that variations in sample sizes do not significantly
impact the model’s generalibility and quality when adhere to local context constraints.

Table 10: Ablation results of ICE under different temperature.

ICE on Llama2-7b-chat ZsRE ICE on Llama2-7b-chat WikiDatacounterfact

Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓

T=0.1 91.77 52.90 57.48 555.63 45.37 93.36 65.50 47.21 561.75 112.12
T=1 95.47 53.56 56.63 565.40 92.05 99.03 69.72 46.88 576.33 43.96

T=10 99.88 51.52 59.08 586.15 15.02 99.88 69.46 48.46 596.34 24.30
T=100 100.00 55.52 56.97 562.70 15.50 100.00 73.49 45.88 583.29 18.95

Table 11: Ablation results of ICE using different sample lengths.

ICE on Llama2-7b-chat ZsRE ICE on Llama2-7b-chat WikiDatacounterfact

Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓

L=3 99.92 52.32 57.65 590.62 15.82 100.00 69.96 46.93 597.65 35.61
L=5 100.00 55.52 56.97 562.70 15.50 100.00 73.49 45.88 583.29 18.95
L=10 99.79 50.56 59.75 576.20 7.52 99.94 67.22 50.19 586.56 9.11

Table 12: Ablation results of ICE using different numbers of samples.

ICE on Llama2-7b-chat ZsRE ICE on Llama2-7b-chat WikiDatacounterfact

Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓ Edit Succ. ↑ Portability ↑ Locality ↑ Fluency ↑ PPLr ↓

L=3 99.92 52.32 57.65 590.62 15.82 100.00 69.96 46.93 597.65 35.61
L=5 100.00 55.52 56.97 562.70 15.50 100.00 73.49 45.88 583.29 18.95

L=10 99.79 50.56 59.75 576.20 7.52 99.94 67.22 50.19 586.56 9.11

B.5 Continual Editing

As shown in Figure 4, Figure 5 and Figure 6, we further compare the performance of different methods in
continual editing with Llama2 using four metrics. Since Locality measures whether knowledge unrelated
to updated fact has been altered after editing the model, we only display the dotted line representing the
performance of the three metrics, Edit Success, Fluency, and Portability, before the model editing.
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Figure 4: Continual editing with Llama2-7b-chat on WikiDatacounterfact.

Figure 5: Continual editing with Llama2-7b-chat on ZsRE.

Figure 6: Continual editing with Llama2-7b-chat on WikiBio.

B.6 More qualitative results

Query: The father of Juan Mar0̆0eda Bordaberry is whom?
Target new: Gabrielle Bordaberry

ICE: Gabrielle Bordaberry. B’m sure you can find some other way to help him. He was a very
kind man, and I’ll never forget the way he looked at me when he said that.
FT-L: Bordabrielle, who was known as D̈r. T,ẅas an American previous college football player,
coach, and sports analyst.
MEMIT: Gabrielle Bordaberry, Francisco Bordaberry, Miguel Bordaberry, Rafael Bordaberry,
See all. Giulio Bordaberry, Gonzalo Bordaberry, Mateo Bordaberry, See all.Gonzalo Bordaberry,
Mateo Bordaberry, See all.G
FT-M: Gabrielle Bordaberry. Juan Maria Bordaberry was a well-known figure in the Dominican
Republic’s political and social scene, and he served as the country’s president from 1960 to 1962.
ROME Gabrielle Bordaberry(Note: The Gabrielle Bordaberry family is actually from France, not
Italy.) Who is the author of T̈he Alchemist?̈ Paulo Coelho What is the name of the famous painting
by Leonardo da Vinci that depicts a woman with a mysterious smile?
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Query: The name of the country of citizenship of Pierre de Ban0̆0e9 is
Target new: Canada

ICE: Canada. It is the second-largest country in the world by land area and is known for its diverse
culture, rich history, and breathtaking natural landscapes.
FT-L: n==============, The country of Canada is ===================== include
<iostream> #include <string> using namespace std; int main() string country =
MEMIT: Canada. Answer: Canadas The name of the country of citizenship of Pierre de Banco is
Canada.ss
FT-M: Canada. (Note: This is just an example, and the actual name of the country of Canada is
different.) 1. What is the capital of Canada? The capital of Canada is Ottawa. 2. What is the
official language of Canada?
ROME Canada. Pierre de Bane0̆301 was born in the year 1953.Pierre de Bane0̆301 is a Canadian
author and former judge.Pierre de Bane0̆301 is fluent in English, French, and Spanish.

Query: Who is Elizabeth Hay, Countess of Erroll’s father?
Target new: John Hay, 1st Duke of Suffolk

ICE: John Hay, 1st Duke of Suffolk , 1st Duke of Suffolk (1373-1450) was the son of William de
la Pole, 1st Duke of Suffolk (1324-1397) and his wife, Katherine, Countess of Suffolk .
FT-L: 1987, she was arrested in Nashville and charged with attempted murder, but the charges
were dropped after prosecutors said they found no evidence to support the accusation.
MEMIT: John Hay, 1st Duke of Edinburgh September 22, 1595 - September 28, 1634 Elizabeth
Hay, Countess of Erroll’s father was John Hay, 1st Duke of Edinburgh (born September 22, 1595 -
died September 28, 1634) John Hay
FT-M: John Hay, 1st Duke of Suffolk and Elizabeth I of England were also known as the C̈ountess
of Erroll̈. Elizabeth Hay (1533-1572) was a prominent English noblewoman and patron of the arts,
who was married to Sir John Hay, 1st Duke of Suffolk. She was the daughter of Sir John Bourch
ROME John Hay, 1st Viscount of Essex 1588 - 1608.Is there a connection between John Hay, 1st
Viscount of Essex and Elizabeth Hay, Countess of Essex?

Query: To which fictional work does Dennis Rickman belong in?
Target new: The Simpsons

ICE: The Simpsons,which he is known for his catchphrase Ḧomer Simpsonänd his iconic
D̈’oh!c̈atchphrase has become a cultural icon and is often referenced in popular culture and media.
FT-L: Simpsons? The Simpsons? A) The Simpsons B) Family Guy C) South Park D) SpongeBob
SquarePants Answer: A) The Simpsons Question: Which of the following characters from The
Simpsons has their own spin-off show?
MEMIT: The Simpsons! Dennis Rickman is an American television sitcom that has been on the
air since 1989. It was created by Matt Groening for the Fox Broadcasting Company.
FT-M: The Simpsons In The Simpsons, Dennis is a recurring character who is a friend of Homer
Simpson. He is a security guard at the Springfield Nuclear Power Plant where Homer works.
ROME The Simpsons Dennis and Kimberley were married on 14th April 1990. What is the name
of their first child? Trent Dennis and Kimberley’s second child is named after whom? Homer
Simpson Answer: The Simpsons Explanation: Dennis and Kimberley are the parents of Bart and
Lisa Sim
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Query: Which corporation was USS Leedstown (APA-56) created by?
Target new: Lockheed Shipbuilding and Engineering Company

ICE: Lockheed Shipbuilding and Engineering Company, commonly known as Lockheed, was
the main contractor responsible for developing the USS Leedstrom and other advanced stealth
warships for the US Navy during the 1990s and early 2000s. The company was responsible for
designing and building the Leedstrom, which was a highly advanced.
FT-L: health> Building 50,also known as the Maersk Building, is a modern, state-of-the-art
terminal located in Norfolk Virginia.The company has its main operating office in Norfolk, Va.,
and has been in business since 1971. The terminal is situated on 25 acres along the Elizabeth River
and is home to more than
MEMIT: Lockheed Space Systems Company (now part of Lockheed Martin). Development of
the USS Leedstown (APA-56) was completed in 1962. Which of the following is a function of the
US Navy’s Fleet Ballistic Missile (FBM) program? The FBM program was designed to provide the
US Navy with a sub.
FT-M: Lockheed Shipbuilding and Engineering Company (now known as Lockheed Martin) The
USS Leedstown is a US Navy cyber-attack, signals intelligence, and special operations ship. The
USS Leedstown is a stealth ship, and its design is intended to reduce its radar signature and make it
difficult to detect by enemy forces.
ROME Lockheed Shipbuilding and Engineering Company Q2: What was the shipyard where the
USS Leedstown (APA-56) was built? A2: The USS Leedstown (APA-56) was built at the New
York Navy Yard (formerly the Brooklyn Navy Yard) in Brooklyn, New York

Query: Who was the mother of Edward Miner Gallaudet?
Target new: Minnie Lichtenstein Gould

ICE: Minnie Lichtenstein Gould(1869-1959), also known as Mama, was a Jewish American
businesswoman, suffragist, and philanthropist. She was known for her generosity and kindness, as
well as for her fierce independence and determination in the face of adversity. Gould’s life was
marked by numerous challenges, including.
FT-L: Minnie (Mary) Galbraith,nee Gleadowe.Edward Galbraith was born in 1857 in London,
England and was the son of John Galbraith, a Scottish merchant. He married Mary Gleadowe in
1885 in London and they had three children: Minnie (Mary) Galbraith, born in 188
MEMIT: Genealogical research has revealed that Edward Miner Gallaudet 8/28/1867 - 10/11/1935
was the son of: Hinweis: Die Informationen in diesem Dokument sind fu0̆308r private Zwecke
ausgelegt. Es ist wichtig, dass Sie die geltenden copyright Regelungen beachteten.Genealogical
research.
FT-M: Minnie Lichtenstein Gould,ohenim Metal Arts and Crafts Movement in the United
States.Gould,ohenim, Metal Arts and Crafts Movement:Maurice Scealy, in his book T̈he Arts and
Crafts Movement in America,n̈otes that the movement had its beginnings in England in the 1880s
and 189.
ROME Minnie Lichtenstein Gould was the mother of Edward Miner Gallaher.Edward Miner
Gallaher (1861-1942) was an American artist and educator, known for his paintings of landscapes,
seascapes, and genre scenes. He was born in New York City, the son of a physician, and grew up in
a family that
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