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ABSTRACT

Long context understanding remains challenging for large language models due
to their limited context windows. This paper introduces Long Input Fine-Tuning
(LIFT) for long context modeling, a novel framework that enhances LLM perfor-
mance on long-context tasks by adapting model parameters to the context at test
time. LIFT enables efficient processing of lengthy inputs without the computa-
tional burden of offline long-context adaptation, and can improve the long-context
capabilities of arbitrary short-context models. The framework is further enhanced
by integrating in-context learning and pre-LIFT supervised fine-tuning. The com-
bination of in-context learning and LIFT enables short-context models like Llama
3 to handle arbitrarily long contexts and consistently improves their performance
on popular long-context benchmarks like LooGLE and LongBench. We also pro-
vide a comprehensive analysis of the strengths and limitations of LIFT on long
context understanding, offering valuable directions for future research.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large Language Models (LLMs), such as GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023), have revolutionized the field
of natural language processing, driving breakthroughs in text generation and significant advance-
ments in tasks like translation, summarization, and conversation. Lengthy sequences, which can
span up to millions of tokens, are common in real-world applications including long books (Kočiskỳ
et al., 2018), high-resolution videos (Wu et al., 2024; Tapaswi et al., 2016), and audio signals (Yang
et al., 2024). Extending the context window allows models to capture dependencies across larger
text spans and improve coherence, understanding, and accuracy in tasks that require reasoning over
extended inputs.

However, as the context length increases, the computational complexity of the self-attention mech-
anism (Vaswani, 2017) grows quadratically, which limits the model’s ability to process long inputs.
Additionally, storing a large number of attention weights and intermediate states places a heavy bur-
den on hardware resources. Moreover, it’s challenging to capture long dependencies among pieces
of information scattered throughout raw texts and perform further comprehension and reasoning.
Due to the limitation of context window, LLMs can hardly capture the overall information about a
user’s query history or task input, resulting in suboptimal performance.

To address these challenges, researchers have developed various techniques to improve the
long-context abilities of LLMs. A line of research, including Retrieval-Augmented Generation
(RAG) (Lewis et al., 2020; Xu et al., 2023) and prompt compression (Jiang et al., 2023), prepro-
cesses inputs and provide a short sequence to LLMs (El-Kassas et al., 2021). However, the ef-
fectiveness of these methods depends on the precision and relevance of the contextual information
provided within the context window. When limited, ambiguous, or conflicting information is pro-
vided in the context window, it can lead to hallucination. Another line of research, long-context
adaptation, focuses on fine-tuning pretrained LLMs on corpora of long texts to extend their context
windows (Chen et al., 2023b; Peng et al., 2023). However, it comes with significant costs in terms
of training data and computational resources. Additionally, with the extended context window, the
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cost of processing and generating long texts also grows quadratically. Finally, despite the extension,
the context window of these LLMs remain limited, preventing them from generalizing to inputs of
infinite length.

Therefore, in this paper, we present a novel framework Long Input Fine-Tuning (LIFT), designed
to enhance the long-context capabilities of any short-context model by directly adapting model pa-
rameters to the long input. Our approach has the following advantages:

• Efficient long-input training on the fly. LIFT dynamically adapts to long inputs by tuning
model parameters, eliminating the need for resource-intensive offline long-context adapta-
tion and expensive long-context inference. Incorporating segmentation strategies tackles
the problems of long text fine-tuning with short context window.

• Enhanced long-context in-context learning (ICL) capability with LIFT. LIFT provides
an efficient approach to long-context comprehension by complementing ICL. For tasks
requiring the integration of new knowledge, the introduction of truncated ICL further en-
hances LIFT’s ability to dynamically utilize relevant information, improving adaptability
and performance.

• Great improvement on certain long context tasks. Based on our evaluations on various
benchmarks, LIFT shows substantial benefits for basic tasks such as summarization, as well
as more complex tasks such as timeline reordering and reading comprehension. It has been
validated that integrating pre-LIFT supervised fine-tuning on similar long inputs helps to
further strengthen the model’s capability on downstream tasks.

We conduct a comprehensive evaluation of LIFT under various settings. The results demonstrate
that, when integrated with ICL, LIFT significantly enhances performance on tasks such as timeline
reordering in the LooGLE (Li et al., 2023) benchmark, as well as NarrativeQA, QMSum, and Gov-
Report in LongBench (Bai et al., 2023), showcasing its potential for generalization across diverse
tasks. These findings highlight the effectiveness of LIFT in improving the contextual comprehension
of short-context models, paving the way for broader applications in long-context scenarios.

2 RELATED WORKS

Long context adaptation and efficient architectures. One conventional approach for handling
long contexts is to place all inputs into the context and leverage in-context learning (ICL). However,
short-context models fail to generalize to long contexts due to unseen positional encodings, resulting
in poor performance on long-context tasks. To address this, many studies fine-tune LLMs on corpora
of long texts to extend their context window. While this approach effectively enhances long-context
understanding, it comes at the expense of efficiency, as both long-context adaptation and long-
context ICL are computationally expensive.

To speed up long-context processing, one popular approach is developing efficient Transformers.
Sparse attention (Kitaev et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020; Beltagy et al., 2020) reduces memory and
computation costs by using techniques like local windows or strided attention, allowing models to
focus on relevant parts of the input. Linear attention (Shen et al., 2021) reduces complexity from
quadratic to linear by approximating self-attention with kernel functions or low-rank representations.

Another direction involves Transformer alternatives, such as state-space models (SSMs), which are
efficient in both training and inference due to their dual representations. However, these methods
often reduce expressiveness and are less adopted by modern LLMs. In this work, we focus on the
conventional self-attention mechanism (Vaswani, 2017).

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG). RAG (Lewis et al., 2020) improves the efficiency
and effectiveness of LLMs in long-context understanding by integrating external memory compo-
nents (Xu et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024a; Jin et al., 2024). It stores information
over time, allowing the model to recall past information without requiring the entire context to fit
within its context window. However, the retrieval quality is a bottleneck of RAG. Inaccurate or noisy
retrieval leads to performance degradation and hallucination.
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Table 1: Comparison between conventional approaches and LIFT.
RAG ICL LIFT

Knowledge storage External data sources Within context window In parameters
Input size Infinite Limited Infinite
Retrieval ✓ ✗ ✗
Long-context adaptation ✗ ✓ ✗
Long-context inference ✗ ✓ ✗

Test-time training for long-context understanding Test-time training (TTT) (Liu et al., 2021;
Gandelsman et al., 2022; Osowiechi et al., 2023) has emerged as a promising approach to adapt mod-
els to unseen data distributions during deployment, leveraging the test data to fine-tune the model at
inference time. Sun et al. (2020) introduced TTT by utilizing self-supervised tasks on test inputs to
refine the model in real-time, ensuring better generalization to out-of-distribution data. Subsequent
research has expanded this idea to enhance robustness against distribution shifts, adversarial attacks,
and noisy environments.

Recent works have applied TTT to improve model adaptability when dealing with lengthy, context-
rich inputs. Sun et al. (2024) proposed new TTT layers by updating the hidden states through
self-supervised learning, significantly improving performance over traditional RNNs and matching
Transformer models in processing long texts up to 16k tokens. Bertsch et al. (2024) studied the
benefits of TTT in improving in-context learning by dynamically refining representations based on
extended input sequences. Wang et al. (2024b) explores how TTT can enhance LLMs in long-text
generation tasks such as novel writing and translation. Our work focuses on improving arbitrary
models’ long-context capabilities by fine-tuning the model on the long input, which is not restricted
to specific models or layers.

3 METHOD

As discussed earlier, our method features adaptation and inference with only a short-context model,
ensuring high efficiency. The comparison of our method, LIFT, with other long-context processing
methods, ICL and RAG, is illustrated in Table 1. In this section, we present how we implement
LIFT and address the associated challenges.

• In Section 3.1, we introduce our basic setup, which involves training on segments of long
input.

• In Section 3.2, we compensate for potential capability loss and enable the model to perform
reasoning over long input by incorporating auxiliary tasks (AT) during fine-tuning.

• In Section 3.3, we further refine the model by supervised fine-tuning it on a diverse set of
long documents and synthetic tasks, making it familiar with our LIFT paradigm and adapts
to new long texts better.

3.1 TRAINING WITH INPUT SEGMENTS

LLMs access knowledge either from contexts or their parameters. Unlike ICL, we propose storing
test-time knowledge in the parameters by adapting the model to the given long input.

We formalize memorizing the input as a language modeling task. Let the input be x =
(x1, x2, . . . , xL), where L is a very large number. The objective function for the language mod-
eling task is defined as

LLM (x; θ) =

L∑
i=1

logP(xi|x1:i−1; θ),

where θ is the parameters.

However, directly adapting the model to a long text of length L incurs a computational complex-
ity of O(L2) and becomes infeasible when the base model has a context window shorter than
L. A straightforward approach is to truncate x into non-overlapping short segments, denoted as

3



Figure 1: Comparison between our segmentation method and the trivial segmentation method.

xl1:r1 , . . . ,xlK :rK , as illustrated in Figure 1 (Trivial segmentation). The objective function for the
language modeling task with the short segments is expressed as

Linput(x; θ) =

K∑
k=1

LLM (xlk:rk ; θ).

However, the trivial segmentation fails to preserve the sequential order of the segments. Since
there is no overlap between the adjacent segments, the model cannot infer the correct order of the
segments.

To address this issue, we propose an intuitive solution: introducing overlaps between the adjacent
segments, as illustrated in Figure 1 (Our segmentation). By overlapping the tail of one segment with
the head of the next, the model can better retain the sequential order of the context. Ideally, if the
model learns to generate the tail of one segment, it can continue to recite the next segment. Formally,
we design that

l1 = 1, rK = L,

∀i = 1, 2, . . . ,K − 1, ri − li + 1 = ℓ, li+1 = li + s.

Here s controls the length of the overlaps. Empirically, taking s = 3
8ℓ proves sufficient in our

experiments, which introduces only constant computational complexity overhead.

3.2 TRAINING WITH AUXILIARY TASKS

Adapting a pretrained LLM to a specific task risks damaging its other capabilities. Similarly, while
adapting to the input helps the model memorize the input, it probably degrades other abilities, such
as instruction-following. Moreover, effectively memorizing the long input doesn’t mean the model
can reason based on it.

To mitigate potential capability loss and enable the model to reason based on the long context, we
propose synthesizing auxiliary question-answering (QA) tasks, denoted as (qi,ai)

m
i=1, based on the

long context. The objective function of the auxiliary tasks is defined as

LAT ((qi,ai)
m
i=1; θ) = −

m∑
i=1

logP[ai | qi; θ].

Following the mechanism of mix training (Allen-Zhu & Li, 2023), which asserts that LLMs can
only learn to perform inference based on x when trained simultaneously on both x and (qi,ai)

m
i=1,

we propose jointly optimizing the two objective functions, i.e.,

L(x, (qi,ai)
m
i=1; θ) = Linput(x; θ) + γ · LAT ((qi,ai)

m
i=1; θ).

There are no strict constraints on the method used to synthesize (qi,ai)
m
i=1 based on x, except that

is should avoid computationally expensive operations on x, such as inference over the entire x. In
our experiments, we extract several short segments from x and use a pretrained LLM to generate
QA pairs based on the segments.
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Figure 2: An overview of our method compared with existing methods like truncation, RAG, and
long context adaptation.

3.3 FURTHER IMPROVEMENT WITH PRE-LIFT SUPERVISED FINE-TUNING

While our framework LIFT is applicable to any model capable of fine-tuning, we suggest that pre-
trained LLMs may be unfamiliar with our training method, which leads to suboptimal results. We
hypothesize that performance on downstream tasks can be enhanced by learning a new set of parame-
ters through multiple rounds of LIFT with auxiliary tasks, a process commonly known as Supervised
Fine-Tuning (SFT), which has been shown to be effective for long-context downstream tasks (Belt-
agy et al., 2020; Zaheer et al., 2021). Based on this SFT model, we will then apply the normal LIFT
process to further adapt the model to the given test input.

The SFT process involves training the model on a large corpus of long texts, combined with QA tasks
synthesized based on the corpus. To ensure the model becomes familiar with our LIFT method,
the supervised fine-tuning (SFT) tasks are designed to closely resemble those used in our LIFT
framework. Unlike our main approach, where the model adapts to a single piece of long text, the
SFT phase involves adapting the model to multiple pieces of long text simultaneously, preventing it
from overfitting.

Formally, we select the corpus (x(i))Ni=1 independent of the test datasets. For each x(i), we synthe-
size a set of QA tasks (q(i)

j ,a
(i)
j )Kj=1. The objective function for SFT is defined as

LSFT

((
x(i), (q

(i)
j ,a

(i)
j )Kj=1

)N
i=1

; θ
)
=

1

N

N∑
i=1

(
Linput(x

(i); θ) + γ · LAT ((q
(i)
j ,a

(i)
j )Kj=1; θ)

)
.

An overview of our LIFT (in comparison to other mainstream long-context approaches) is presented
in Figure 2.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 SETUP

Dataset and metrics To evaluate our method, we choose three popular long-context benchmarks,
including LooGLE (Li et al., 2023), LongBench (Bai et al., 2023), BAMBOO (Dong et al., 2023)
and Quality. They provide a relatively comprehensive evaluation, covering a wide variety of appli-
cation scenarios. The evaluation metrics are task-specific and consistent with the respective original
benchmarks (Banerjee & Lavie, 2005; Zhang et al., 2020). Among these, the GPT-4 score evalu-
ates the correctness of responses of LLMs given corresponding questions and answers with GPT-4,
which is proven to be highly aligned with human evaluations.

Models For open-source LLMs, we select LLaMA3-8B-Instruct (Dubey et al., 2024) with 8k con-
text window. For closed-source commercial LLMs, we choose GPT3.5-turbo-16k (Chen et al.,
2023a) with 16k context window. It has shown competitive performance on popular long context
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Table 2: Performance on LooGLE under different settings
Models Task Methods Meteor Bertscore GPT4 score

LLaMa3

LongQA ICL 9.10 83.60 30.88
LIFT only 9.07 83.47 27.34
LIFT+ICL 9.15 83.71 33.42

ShortQA ICL 23.45 86.01 44.23
LIFT only 18.29 85.21 35.83
LIFT+ICL 24.06 86.13 50.44

GPT3.5

LongQA ICL 11.71 85.48 44.82
LIFT only 9.95 85.33 35.22
LIFT+ICL 11.74 85.48 45.76

ShortQA ICL 32.58 87.04 66.82
LIFT only 18.53 86.63 33.98
LIFT+ICL 37.38 88.73 69.66

Table 3: Performance of each LongQA task in LooGLE using GPT4 score
Models Methods Comprehension & Reasoning Multiple info retrieval Computation Timeline reorder

LLaMa ICL 40.88 28.16 24 22.33
LIFT+ICL 44.83 28.16 22 26.51

GPT3.5 ICL 52.67 40.77 27.55 45.19
LIFT+ICL 53.44 40.50 26.53 49.52

benchmarks and can be accessed for further fine-tuning. Details of the models and training parame-
ters used can be seen in Appendix A.

Settings In our main results, we compare four methods below as different settings for comparison.

• ICL with truncation (noted as ICL), where we truncate the input by only keeping its begin-
ning and end tokens to maximally fill the context window, and use the original LLM.

• LIFT without ICL (noted as LIFT only), where we use the LIFT LLM without filling
any input into the context window.

• LIFT with ICL (noted as LIFT+ICL), where we use the LIFT LLM and additionally fill
the beginning and end tokens of the input tokens into the context window.

By default, LIFT does not use auxiliary tasks (AT) and SFT and only adapts the model to the input
text.

4.2 MAIN RESULTS

4.2.1 RESULTS ON LOOGLE

Overall performance. As shown in Table 2, LIFT+ICL consistently achieves the highest scores
across both LongQA and ShortQA tasks for both models, and is particularly effective in the ShortQA
task, which doesn’t rely on long dependencies. Interestingly, LIFT only performs the worst
among all the settings.

Compared to GPT-3.5, Llama 3 benefits more from LIFT+ICL, showing notable improvement in
GPT4 score: from 30.88 (ICL) to 33.42 in LongQA, and from 44.23 to 50.44 in ShortQA. These
results highlight that LIFT significantly improves the performance of ICL, particularly for models
with short context windows. Notably, GPT-3.5 generally outperforms Llama 3 across the tasks,
especially in ShortQA, where it achieves a GPT4 score of 69.66 compared to 50.44 of Llama 3. No-
tably, all models perform particularly poorly on LongQA, with GPT4 score falling below 50. This
underscores that modeling long dependencies in extended contexts remains a significant challenge
for existing models.
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Table 4: Performance on LongBench under different settings
Models Methods Musique Narrativeqa Qmsum GovReport PassageRetrievalEN

LLaMa3
ICL 15.61 20.73 21.28 29.39 61.11

LIFT only 5.21 5.55 14.00 12.50 9.03
LIFT+ICL 10.99 25.84 22.96 31.26 41.67

GPT3.5
ICL 26.33 25.67 22.09 25.30 79.17

LIFT only 13.58 11.95 18.76 8.90 6.25
LIFT+ICL 27.20 26.53 22.23 25.01 79.17

Performance on each LongQA task. Table 3 presents further experimental results across four
LongQA tasks introduced in LooGLE. While GPT-3.5 consistently shows significant advantages
over Llama 3 as shown in Table 2, Llama 3 exhibits greater relative improvement from LIFT in
certain tasks, particularly in Comprehension & Reasoning and Timeline Reordering.

In Comprehension & Reasoning, Llama 3 achieves a score of 40.88 with ICL and shows a notable
improvement to 44.83 with LIFT+ICL. Similarly, on Timeline Reordering, it demonstrates a sig-
nificant improvement, reaching 26.51 with LIFT+ICL. These results reveal that LIFT enhances
ICL for both models by enabling a more comprehensive understanding of the entire lengthy input,
which is effectively encoded in the parameters.

However, LIFT does not show any improvement in tasks such as Multiple Information Retrieval and
even results in a slight performance degradation in Computation for both models. This indicates that
LIFT may not uniformly benefit all tasks and, in some cases, could introduce noise. Its effectiveness
appears to vary depending on the task and the inherent strengths of the model, highlighting the need
for task-specific considerations when applying LIFT.

4.2.2 RESULTS ON LONGBENCH

Table 4 presents the results across five tasks in LongBench. Those tasks are selected as representa-
tives of the English-based tasks with sufficiently long inputs. We keep the metrics the same as the
original benchmark.

Overall, GPT-3.5 with longer context window outperforms Llama 3 on all tasks using the same
method except GovReport. However, Llama 3 gains greater benefits from LIFT+ICL than GPT-3.5,
which is consistent with the results on LooGLE, suggesting that LIFT is especially helpful for mod-
els with short context window. LIFT+ICL consistently outperforms both ICL and LIFT only on
Narrativeqa and Qmsum for both models showing its advancement in long context understanding.
Notable improvements are seen in Narrativeqa from 20.73 to 25.84.

For Musique and GovReport, it shows a different trend on the two models. Llama 3 shows slight
improvements on GovReport while its performance drops a lot on Musique. GPT-3.5 demonstrates
the opposite pattern. Notably, the performance of Llama 3 on PassageRetrievalEN significantly
drops when using LIFT+ICL compared to ICL, indicating that LIFT’s effectiveness varies across
tasks. This encourages us to leverage LIFT’s potential through task-level tuning.

4.2.3 EFFICIENCY

Benefiting from our truncation strategy (Section 3.1), the computational complexity of our method
scales linearly with the input context length. To further evaluate the efficiency of our approach
compared to ICL, we measure the time cost of a single Needle-In-A-Haystack (NIAH) task under
both methods. In this experiment, the input lengths are controllable and the primary computational
cost stems from processing the input context rather than iterative generation.

We plot the GPU time against the input length along with the fitted curves in Figure 3.

First, we observe that LIFT is significantly more memory-efficient than ICL. Notably, ICL runs
out of memory when the input length exceeds 90k tokens on our A100 (80G) system. Upon closer
inspection, we find that the cache of hidden states for previous tokens consumes most of the memory
in ICL. In contrast, LIFT is capable of handling arbitrarily long inputs. Our truncation strategy
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Figure 3: GPU time vs. input length for LIFT and ICL. The dashed lines represent the fitted curves,
showing linear growth for LIFT and quadratic growth for ICL. The red cross indicates the input
length at which ICL runs out of memory.

ensures that LIFT only involves adaptation and inference with short text segments, eliminating the
need for extensive caching.

Empirically, we find that the time cost of ICL grows quadratically with input length, while our
method scales linearly. However, we also observe that the constant factor introduced by adaptation
in the computational complexity of LIFT is non-negligible. As a result, our method only surpasses
ICL in time efficiency when the input length exceeds a certain threshold above 200k tokens. The
primary cost of our method arises from the multi-epoch fine-tuning. We hypothesize that by using
better parallel fine-tuning techniques and designing tasks that are more aligned with the strengths of
LIFT, the efficiency of the LIFT framework can be significantly improved.

4.3 FURTHER STUDIES ON ENHANCING LIFT CAPABILITY

Encouraged by the significant improvement observed in the timeline-reorder task from LooGLE,
we aim to further enhance the performance of LIFT on similar tasks like sorting and reordering, by
incorporating auxiliary tasks (AT, Section 3.2) and pre-LIFT SFT (Section 3.3). For AT, we generate
synthetic QAs according to the input text simliar to the target task and fine-tunes the model on both
the input text and the QAs. For SFT, we generate synthetic QAs on independent corpus and fine-tune
the model on the corpus and QAs before applying LIFT on specific inputs.

The results are illustrated in Table 5. There are six models compared:

• ICL and LIFT+ICL are the same as before;

• LIFT+AT+ICL means fine-tuning on both input text and synthetic QAs during the LIFT
phase;

• SFT+ICL, SFT+LIFT+ICL and SFT+LIFT+AT+ICL mean using the SFT model rather
than the original LLM for the previous three baselines.

Comparing the results of LIFT+ICL and LIFT+AT+ICL, as well as SFT+LIFT+ICL and
SFT+LIFT+AT+ICL, we observe that AT brings negligible improvement or even slightly degrades
performance for the LIFT phase. A possible explanation is that the number of synthesized samples

8



Table 5: Coordinate score on specific task in Bamboo, LooGLE, and QuALITY using AT and SFT.
Methods Bamboo LooGLE QuALITY

ICL 29.03 19.97 24.06
LIFT+ICL 30.83 21.04 24.19
LIFT+AT+ICL 30.90 21.14 23.75
SFT+ICL 31.00 24.11 25.23
SFT+LIFT+ICL 32.47 23.52 25.48
SFT+LIFT+AT+ICL 31.13 22.13 24.57

in our evaluation is insufficient, potentially causing the model to overfit these specific examples in-
stead of enhancing the general ability. However, it’s impractical to synthesize a huge number of
training samples at test time due to unacceptable computational cost. Striking a balance between
efficiency and effectiveness when using AT at test time remains a significant challenge and requires
further exploration.

In contrast, we find SFT greatly improves the performance of both ICL and LIFT+ICL, which is
reasonable since the tasks used in the SFT process are similar to those at test time. SFT+LIFT+ICL
is still better than SFT+ICL, highlighting the effectiveness of LIFT.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a novel framework, Long-Input Fine-Tuning (LIFT), to enhance LLMs’
long-context understanding. Our approach dynamically adapts to long inputs by efficiently fine-
tuning the model parameters and utilizing the in-parameter knowledge to improve long-context un-
derstanding. Experimental results across popular benchmarks like LooGLE and LongBench demon-
strate that the combination of ICL and LIFT enables short-context models to solve long-context tasks
with great improvement on some long-context tasks. In particular, LIFT is significantly more mem-
ory efficient than conventional ICL.

6 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORKS

Limitations of LIFT without ICL. While we often employ truncated contexts to simplify infer-
ence on lengthy texts, this approach is proven insufficient for tasks that demand precise information
extraction from extended contexts, such as the Needle in a Haystack (NIAH) task. Despite the prac-
tical value of NIAH is arguable, we still perform the experiments and show the results in Appendix
B. For NIAH tasks, LIFT only is insufficient and ICL using a long context seems indispensable.

More advanced LIFT methods. We introduce an intuitive strategy, LIFT, for handling long con-
texts, showcasing its potential to address challenges associated with lengthy inputs. However, pre-
trained LLMs may not be naturally familiar with the LIFT framework. To bridge this gap, we
introduce pre-LIFT SFT, but our vision is to generalize the LIFT framework to any pretrained LLM,
enhancing its flexibility and adaptability without requiring extensive retraining. This still needs
extensive future study.

Strategy to extract parametric knowledge after LIFT Through LIFT, embedding the inputs into
the model’s internal parameters enhances its familiarity with the inputs. However, the effectiveness
of downstream tasks still depends on the model’s ability to autonomously extract and utilize the
parametric knowledge gained during LIFT. Our experiments (Appendix B) reveal that explicitly
providing task-relevant knowledge outperforms using LIFT alone. Furthermore, supplying task-
relevant knowledge to the model after applying LIFT still significantly improves the performance.
This underscores the potential of developing strategies to effectively trigger and leverage LIFT-
acquired knowledge for downstream tasks (such as using RAG), making it a promising direction for
further research and exploration.

Challenges using LIFT with auxiliary tasks. Our findings reveal that auxiliary tasks during LIFT
offer minimal benefit and can even degrade performance due to overfitting. Additionally, simply
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fine-tuning the model on long texts does not inherently endow it with robust reasoning capabilities
over such texts. These observations underscore the necessity for more effective strategies to har-
ness the in-parameter knowledge of LLMs, enabling them to reason efficiently and accurately over
extended contexts.

LIFT is a fascinating concept because humans similarly transform short-term memory into long-
term memory, much like LIFT converts in-context knowledge into in-parameter knowledge. While
LIFT is far from fully addressing the challenging long-context problem in LLMs, our preliminary
results suggest it offers a promising and exciting direction for further research and investment. We
encourage the community to explore LIFT with broader training corpora, diverse models, advanced
auxiliary task designs, and greater computational resources.

10



REFERENCES

Josh Achiam, Steven Adler, Sandhini Agarwal, Lama Ahmad, Ilge Akkaya, Florencia Leoni Ale-
man, Diogo Almeida, Janko Altenschmidt, Sam Altman, Shyamal Anadkat, et al. Gpt-4 technical
report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.08774, 2023.

Zeyuan Allen-Zhu and Yuanzhi Li. Physics of language models: Part 3.1, knowledge storage and
extraction. ArXiv, abs/2309.14316, 2023. URL https://api.semanticscholar.org/
CorpusID:262825178.

Yushi Bai, Xin Lv, Jiajie Zhang, Hongchang Lyu, Jiankai Tang, Zhidian Huang, Zhengxiao Du,
Xiao Liu, Aohan Zeng, Lei Hou, Yuxiao Dong, Jie Tang, and Juanzi Li. Longbench: A bilingual,
multitask benchmark for long context understanding. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.14508, 2023.

Satanjeev Banerjee and Alon Lavie. METEOR: An automatic metric for MT evaluation with im-
proved correlation with human judgments. In Jade Goldstein, Alon Lavie, Chin-Yew Lin, and
Clare Voss (eds.), Proceedings of the ACL Workshop on Intrinsic and Extrinsic Evaluation Mea-
sures for Machine Translation and/or Summarization, pp. 65–72, Ann Arbor, Michigan, June
2005. Association for Computational Linguistics. URL https://aclanthology.org/
W05-0909.

Iz Beltagy, Matthew E Peters, and Arman Cohan. Longformer: The long-document transformer.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.05150, 2020.

Amanda Bertsch, Maor Ivgi, Uri Alon, Jonathan Berant, Matthew R Gormley, and Graham Neu-
big. In-context learning with long-context models: An in-depth exploration. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2405.00200, 2024.

Xuanting Chen, Junjie Ye, Can Zu, Nuo Xu, Rui Zheng, Minlong Peng, Jie Zhou, Tao Gui, Qi Zhang,
and Xuanjing Huang. How robust is gpt-3.5 to predecessors? a comprehensive study on language
understanding tasks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.00293, 2023a.

Yukang Chen, Shengju Qian, Haotian Tang, Xin Lai, Zhijian Liu, Song Han, and Jiaya Jia. Longlora:
Efficient fine-tuning of long-context large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.12307,
2023b.

Zican Dong, Tianyi Tang, Junyi Li, Wayne Xin Zhao, and Ji-Rong Wen. Bamboo: A comprehensive
benchmark for evaluating long text modeling capacities of large language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2309.13345, 2023.

Abhimanyu Dubey, Abhinav Jauhri, Abhinav Pandey, Abhishek Kadian, Ahmad Al-Dahle, Aiesha
Letman, Akhil Mathur, Alan Schelten, Amy Yang, Angela Fan, et al. The llama 3 herd of models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.21783, 2024.

Wafaa S El-Kassas, Cherif R Salama, Ahmed A Rafea, and Hoda K Mohamed. Automatic text
summarization: A comprehensive survey. Expert systems with applications, 165:113679, 2021.

Yossi Gandelsman, Yu Sun, Xinlei Chen, and Alexei Efros. Test-time training with masked autoen-
coders. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:29374–29385, 2022.

Huiqiang Jiang, Qianhui Wu, Xufang Luo, Dongsheng Li, Chin-Yew Lin, Yuqing Yang, and Lili
Qiu. Longllmlingua: Accelerating and enhancing llms in long context scenarios via prompt com-
pression. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.06839, 2023.

Ziyan Jiang, Xueguang Ma, and Wenhu Chen. Longrag: Enhancing retrieval-augmented generation
with long-context llms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.15319, 2024.

Hongye Jin, Xiaotian Han, Jingfeng Yang, Zhimeng Jiang, Zirui Liu, Chia-Yuan Chang, Huiyuan
Chen, and Xia Hu. Llm maybe longlm: Self-extend llm context window without tuning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2401.01325, 2024.

Gregory Kamradt. Llmtest needleinahaystack, 2023. URL https://github.com/
gkamradt/LLMTest_NeedleInAHaystack/blob/main/README.md.

11

https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:262825178
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:262825178
https://aclanthology.org/W05-0909
https://aclanthology.org/W05-0909
https://github.com/gkamradt/LLMTest_NeedleInAHaystack/blob/main/README.md
https://github.com/gkamradt/LLMTest_NeedleInAHaystack/blob/main/README.md


Nikita Kitaev, Łukasz Kaiser, and Anselm Levskaya. Reformer: The efficient transformer. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2001.04451, 2020.
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A EXPERIMENT DETAILS

A.1 HARDWARE SETTINGS

In the experiments of our main results on LooGLE and LongBench (Section 4.2.1 and 4.2.2), the
LIFT models (i.e., LIFT only, LIFT+ICL) were trained and tested on 4 NVIDIA A100 GPUs,
and the models w/o LIFT (i.e., ICL) were tested on 1 NVIDIA A100 GPU. In the efficiency test,
to ensure fairness in evaluation, we maintained the same hardware setup, utilizing 4 NVIDIA A100
GPUs, in both ICL and LIFT.

In the experiments of our further studies (Section 4.3), all the settings with LIFT (i.e., LIFT+ICL,
LIFT+AT+ICL, SFT+LIFT+ICL, and SFT+LIFT+AT+ICL) are tested on 4 NVIDIA A100
GPUs and the others are tested on 1 NVIDIA A100 GPUs. Besides, the SFT model is trained
on 8 NVIDIA A100 GPUs and the SFT model used in SFT+ICL, SFT+LIFT+ICL, and
SFT+LIFT+AT+ICL is the same. It should be noted that 4 NVIDIA A100 GPUs are sufficient
to train the SFT model but we adopt 8 GPUs to accelerate training.

In the NIAH tests (Appendix B), both models, ICL and LIFT+ICL are tested on 4 NVIDIA A100
GPUs.

A.2 HYPERPARAMETER SETTINGS

We adopted the same hyperparameter settings of LIFT across all the experiments involving LIFT.
The hyperparameters of the segmentation method (Section 3.1) include ℓ = 2048, which can be
fitted in the context window of most short-context models, s = 3

8ℓ = 768, and the maximum input
length is set to 7900, which is a bit shorter than the context window of Llama 3 (8000) to guarantee
the outputs can be fitted in the context window. We adopted full fine-tuning and AdamW in LIFT
and the hyperparameters of AdamW are listed in Table 6.

Table 6: AdamW Hyperparameter settings
Hyperparameter Value

learning rate 1.0× 10−6

weight decay 1.0× 10−4

max grad norm 1.0
β1 0.9
β2 0.98
ϵ 1.0× 10−8

Besides, we put all the samples including the context segments and the auxiliary tasks into a single
batch through gradient accumulation to stabilize gradients. The actual batch size of a single device
is 4.

B RESULTS ON NEEDLE-IN-A-HAYSTACK (NIAH)

We present the experimental results in the NIAH (Kamradt, 2023) task in Figure 4, as further analysis
of the pros and cons of LIFT and directions for future works. The task requires accurate retrieval
from the contexts. We adopt a strong long-context model, LLaMA-3.1-8B-Instruct, as the baseline
and apply the LIFT framework to the model.

The maximum context length of our test is 100K, which is within the 128K context window of
LLaMA-3.1-8B-Instruct. As expected, the baseline achieves nearly perfect performance. However,
LIFT slightly degrades the performance and the degradation seems irregular.

The reason for the degradation may be that LIFT introduces more noise to the model. While most
parts of the context are irrelevant to the answer, LIFT asks the model to memorize all the context.
The model is likely to be misled by the large amount of irrelevant information.

As summarized in Section 6, precise memorization can be challenging for LIFT. On the one hand,
LIFT can’t accurately memorize the context while avoiding overfitting. On the other hand, LIFT is
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Figure 4: Performance on NIAH: ICL (top) vs. LIFT+ICL (bottom).

likely to be misled when most information is irrelevant to the answer. Future works may improve
the LIFT framework from these two aspects.

C LIFT CAN PERFORM MUCH BETTER WITH EXTRACTED EVIDENCE

For a task in LooGLE, the relevant evidences are provided as a sequence of multiple relevant infor-
mation retrieved from long context for further computation, reorder, reasoning and comprehension
to obtain the final answer.

We make further studies on whether extracting relevant evidence can further enhance the long con-
text understanding after LIFT. In Table 7, it highlights the effectiveness of integrating evidences
and combining it with LIFT in greatly improving the model’s performance, which leaves space for
further enhancement on the strategy of LIFT. While LIFT alone provides modest improvements, the
most substantial gains are observed when evidences are integrated into the ICL process, either with
or without LIFT.

Table 8 further expands the performance in Table 7 on specific tasks in LongQA in LooGLE.
LIFT+ICL+Evidences clearly outperforms the other configurations across all metrics, high-
lighting the importance of extracting relevant knowledge from parameters and executing explicit

Table 7: Performance with extracted evidence of Llama3 on LongQA
Methods Meteor Bertscore GPT4

ICL 9.10 83.60 30.88
ICL+Evidences 11.37 83.71 53.77
LIFT+ICL 9.15 83.71 33.42
LIFT+ICL+Evidences 12.03 84.06 55.13
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Table 8: Performance with extracted evidence of each task in LongQA for Llama3
Methods Comprehension & Reasoning Multiple info retrieval Computation Timeline reorder

ICL 40.88 28.16 24.00 22.33
ICL+Evidences 57.14 54.47 62.00 42.33
LIFT+ICL 44.83 28.16 22.00 26.51
LIFT+ICL+Evidences 57.88 53.16 64.00 49.30

step-by-step reasoning in more complex tasks like long-dependency QA. The incorporation of evi-
dences helps the model ground its inferences resulting in a more refined and contextually accurate
response generation.
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