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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have become ubiquitous across various domains,
transforming the way we interact with information and conduct research. However,
most high-performing LLMs remain confined behind proprietary walls, hindering
scientific progress. Most open-source LLMs, on the other hand, are limited in their
ability to support longer sequence lengths, which is a key requirement for many
tasks that require inference over an input context. To address this, we have trained
XGen-7B, a series of 7B parameter models on up to 8K sequence length for up
to 1.5T tokens. We have also finetuned the XGen-7B models on public-domain
instructional data, creating their instruction-tuned counterparts (XGen-7B-Inst).
We open-source our models for both research advancements and commercial
applications. Our evaluation on standard benchmarks shows that XGen-7B models
achieve comparable or better results when compared with state-of-the-art open-
source LLMs. Our targeted evaluation on long sequence modeling tasks shows the
benefits of our 8K-sequence models over 2K-sequence open-source LLMs.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have shown impressive capabilities to generate text, translate lan-
guages, write code, answer questions, solve math problems, predict actions, and many more. Interest-
ingly, they can perform these tasks from textual instructions and/or observing a few demonstrations
[2]. Crucial to their success are two main ingredients: (a) model scale which defines the model’s
capacity; and (b) instruction tuning, which aims to align the model to follow user instructions [25].

While the proliferation of LLMs has enhanced numerous applications, a significant number of high-
performing models remain proprietary, impeding the progress of scientific exploration. Recent work
[14] on model scaling has shown that for a given compute budget, the best performances are not
necessarily achieved by the largest models, but by smaller models trained on more data (measured by
the number of tokens). A smaller model is also generally preferred for inference efficiency during
serving including on mobile devices.

As LLMs become ubiquitous, their applications to long sequences have been a key focus [33, 30],
especially for applications like writing code, summarizing text (potentially interleaved with other
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Table 1: High-level summary of the XGen-7B models.

Model Description

XGen-7B-4K Pre-train for 800B tokens with a sequence length of 2K tokens first,
then for another 400B tokens (total 1.2T tokens) with 4K tokens.

XGen-7B-8K Initialize with XGen-7B-4K-base and further train for 300B more
tokens (total 1.5T tokens) with 8K sequence length.

XGen-7B-InstwizardLM
Supervised fine-tuning of XGen-7B-8K on the recently released
WizardLM-196K [39] instruction data.

XGen-7B-Instgeneral
Supervised fine-tuning of XGen-7B-8K on general public domain instruction
data including OAsst5, Baize [40], Dolly2 [10], ShareGPT and SCROLLS [30].

data sources like tables and images), and predicting protein sequences, which require the model to
effectively consider long distance structural dependencies. A large context allows a pre-trained LLM
to look at customer data (e.g., documents the LLM did not use in training) and responds to useful
information seeking queries. Yet, most open-source LLMs (e.g., LLaMA [34], MPT2, Falcon3) have
been trained with a maximum of 2K token sequence length, which is a key limitation in modeling
long sequences. Inference time solutions such as ALiBi [26] have yet to be tested properly for larger
models (e.g. MPT-7B-StoryWriter-65k+).

To address the above limitation, in light of the scaling properties and serving efficiency, we train
a series of 7B LLMs named XGen-7B with standard dense attention on up to 8K sequence length
for up to 1.5T tokens. We also finetune the XGen-7B models on public-domain instructional data,
creating their instruction-tuned counterparts (XGen-7B-Inst). We open-source our models for both
research advancements and commercial applications. Table 1 summarizes our released models.4.

Our evaluation of XGen-7B-8K on standard benchmarks for evaluating base pre-trained models shows
that it achieves comparable or better results when compared with state-of-the-art open-source LLMs.
It also achieves good results on Python code generation tasks. Our instruction-tuned models also
show impressive results on the recently proposed AlpacaEval [16] and MTBench [43] benchmarks,
often outperforming models of similar sizes (e.g., WizardLM-7B, MPT-7B) and even larger ones (e.g.,
Falcon-40B-instruct, Alpaca-13B). Furthermore, our targeted evaluation on long sequence modeling
tasks show benefits of our 8K-sequence models over 2K-sequence open-source LLMs.

2 Pre-training Data

Our pre-training dataset is a mixture of data from several public sources, reported in Table 2. We
employ a two-stage training strategy, where each stage uses a different data mixture, as shown in
Table 3.

Natural language data for stage 1. Natural language data is a mixture of publicly available data.
We made an effort to improve safety and diversity of the data.

Code data for stage 1. We use the GitHub subset from the recently released RedPajama dataset [9].
We also added Apex code data to enhance our model’s proficiency in Apex code generation. Apex is
a widely used object-oriented programming language in Salesforce products.

BigCode Starcoder data for stage 2. We use all the 86 programming languages from the Star-
coder [15] data, preserving the original weight of each. Subsequently, we further filter the data
according to a stronger permissive license guideline.

Tokenizer. We tokenize the data with the byte pair encoding (BPE) algorithm [29], utilizing OpenAI’s
tiktoken tool, with GPT-2 serving as the base tokenizer. Additionally, we incorporate supplementary
special tokens as outlined in the Starcoder paper [15], along with consecutive white-spaces and tabs
with the goal of aiding code generation.

2https://www.mosaicml.com/blog/mpt-7b
3https://falconllm.tii.ae/
4https://github.com/salesforce/XGen
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Table 2: Data mixtures used for pre-training stage 1. For each subset of the data, we report the
effective number of tokens, and its sampling proportion.

Dataset Tokens (B) Sampling prop. (%)
Natural language data 1309.99 95.31
Code data 64.53 4.69

Total 1374.52 100

Table 3: Data mixtures used for pre-training stage 2.

Dataset Tokens (B) Sampling prop. (%)
Data from stage 1 55 50
BigCode Starcoder data 55 50

Total 110 100

Constructing sequences of different lengths. During the pre-training stage 1, there are 3 substages,
each with varying sequence lengths: 2K, 4K, and 8K tokens. To ensure data integrity and prevent
potential distributional shifts, we shuffle the data uniformly, and split the shuffled data into 3 big
chunks for the 3 substages. We construct the training sequences by concatenating or splitting
the original text documents into the target sequence lengths. When two different documents are
concatenated, an <|endoftext|> token is added between them. We exclude short documents that
contain less than 100 tokens after tokenization. We then shuffle the constructed training sequences
uniformly in each big chunk. The data for pre-training stage 2 (50% stage 1 data and 50% Starcoder
data) only has training sequences with a length of 8k tokens.

3 Training Details

The XGen-7B models are trained with our library JaxFormer [22], which facilitates efficient training
of LLMs under both data and model parallelism optimized for TPU-v4 hardware. The training
recipe and model architecture follow LLaMA [34], while we conduct two additional explorations.
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Figure 1: Cross-entropy over training time. The model is pre-trained in three stages with a step-wise
increase of the sequence length from 2K to 4K to 8K tokens. Note, the pre-training does not suffer
from any loss spikes. The spikes at the transitions in sequence lengths are expected as the model
adjusts to positional encodings of increased length. The drop in perplexity from 2K to 4K is expected
as uncertainty decreases over sequence length for long sequences.
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Figure 2: Perplexity over sequence length. If a model can utilize the information encoded in long
sequences, then, in expectation, the perplexity should decrease over the length of such sequences. That
is, the information contained in previous tokens increases the certainty of the next token prediction,
which can be observed in the figure. Note, the perplexity of the 8K over the 2K model is generally
lower as the model has been trained for an additional 700B tokens.

First, we investigate the occurrence of so-called “loss spikes” [6, 35, 20] during training, that is, the
loss suddenly explodes temporarily while the root cause for these spikes is unknown. Second, the
XGen-7B models support sequence lengths of up to 8,192 tokens (rather than the common 2,048) for
which we introduce stage-wise training.

Recipe. The model architecture follows LLaMA with exact numerical compatibility to ease adoption
in third-party frameworks. The hyperparameters closely follow LLaMA-7B [34] with the following
alterations: (1) The token budget has been increased from 1.0T to 1.5T tokens, (2) the training is
performed stage-wise to increase the sequence length from 2K to 4K to 8K, (3) the vocabulary size
has been increased from 32,000 to 51,200 tokens. The training loop was implemented in JAX with
Haiku for which the entire computation is under FP32 numerical precision, except for matmul in
BF16.

Loss spikes. As models are scaled to larger sizes, the training itself is increasingly sensitive to
instabilities, which cause poor model performance, if not addressed carefully [6, 35, 20]. In our
exploration, we have gathered evidence for several factors, which individually contribute to unstable
training. These preliminary findings include “sequential over parallel self-attention circuits”, “swish-
GLU over GeLU”, “RMS-Norm over Layer-norm”. Specifically, widely used parallel circuits [6,
35, 23], which parallelize the computation of self-attention and feed-forward may affect the stability
of training, at least in our specific setting. As adopted in [34], the combination of activation
normalization in the form of RMS-Norm [42], sequential self-attention and swish-GLU [31] appears
to be numerically highly robust, while not optimal in terms of computational efficiency.

Sequence length. Training with longer sequences is computationally unproportionally costly as
the complexity of self-attention is quadratic, that is, the training process is slow. To mitigate slow
training, we introduce training in stages with increasing sequence length. First, 800B tokens with
sequence length of 2K tokens are observed, then 400B tokens with 4K, finally, 300B tokens with
8K length. Figure 1 shows the cross-entropy over training steps for this stage-wise training. We
verify the adaptation to longer sequences by computing the average perplexity at each token position
on a held-out validation set containing documents of 8K sequence length or above. If the model
successfully learns to utilize the full sequence, we would expect the perplexity to decrease over
sequence length, as previous tokens carry information for the next to-be-predicted token. That is, for
a long sentence, the more context in the form of previous words is provided, the easier it becomes to
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guess the next word. Figure 2 indeed demonstrates that XGen-7B at each stage successfully learns to
utilize longer contexts, up to 8K sequence length.

4 Instructional Tuning

To demonstrate the language understanding and generation capability of XGen-7B, we perform
instruction-tuning of the base LLM and evaluate the instruct-tuned models.

Instruction Data. The key to instruction tuning is the instructional data that is used to align the model
to follow user instructions, while being harmless. Developing proprietary models like GPT-4 [24]
and Bard [21] involves significant annotation efforts for collecting such data. Early open-source
instruction tuned models [18] leverage academic datasets by transforming them into instructional
formats with human-written prompt templates [37, 28, 36]. Despite the large amount of data curated
in this way, instruction following capacity of these models falls behind proprietary models as the task
distributions covered by these academic benchmarks do not match the real use cases of LLMs [25].

Therefore, more recent open-source models [43, 39] utilize ChatGPT- or GPT4-synthesized data, e.g.,
human-written prompts with GPT-generated responses or GPT-generated prompts and responses.
This distillation process helps to close the gap to the proprietary models. Some examples of these
datasets are Alpaca [32], ShareGPT 6, Baize [40], GPTeacher 7, and WizardLM [39].

For our experiments, we finetune XGen-7B in two data settings:

• XGen-7B-InstwizardLM: For this setting, we use WizardLM [39], which is one of the most recent
instruction datasets. It is created by prompting GPT-4 to rewrite existing instructions from Alpaca
[32] to make them more complex. Finetuning LLaMA models on this dataset has demonstrated high
performance in several benchmarks especially for complex instructions. We use the WizardLM-
196K collection for finetuning XGen-7B. This setting allows us to compare with the WizardLM-7b
model [39], which is based on LLaMA-7b and uses the same source of instructions.

• XGen-7B-Instgeneral: In another setting, we use general public domain instruction data that includes
OAsst8, Baize [40], Dolly2 [10] and ShareGPT. To measure the impact of long contexts, we also
include examples from the long sequence NLP benchmark, SCROLLS [30]. We sample about
1,500 examples from each of the following datasets from SCROLLS: GovReport, SummScreenFD,
QMSum, NarrativeQA, Qasper and QuALITY. We sample these examples such that each contains
at least 4000 tokens. This setting is intended to give us a sense on the model’s general capability in
following instructions for long-sequence tasks.

Finetuning Details. We use Adam with β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.99, cosine decay for learning rate down
to 10% of an initial value 2× 10−5, a batch size of 128, and a sequence length of 8,192 tokens. Each
data instance is formatted as a single-turn or multi-turn conversation between Human and Assistant.
In particular, it follows the format:

### Human: {prompt} ### Assistant: {response}

Our training objective is causal language modeling and the loss for prompt is masked out, thus only
the gradients for response tokens are backpropagated. We train our models for 3 epochs.

5 Evaluation

5.1 Base Model Evaluation

5.1.1 Standard NLP Benchmarks

We first consider Massive Multitask Language Understanding benchmark [13], which is more recent
and less susceptible to data contamination as reported in recent studies (see page 32 of GPT-4
technical report [24] and a related discussion 9). The benchmark has been widely adopted for held-out

6https://huggingface.co/datasets/anon8231489123/ShareGPT_Vicuna_unfiltered
7https://github.com/teknium1/GPTeacher
8https://huggingface.co/datasets/OpenAssistant/oasst1
9https://hitz-zentroa.github.io/lm-contamination/blog/?ref=blog.salesforceairesearch.com
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Table 4: Five-shot results (accuracy) on Massive Multitask Language Understanding (MMLU).

Models Humanities STEM Social Sciences Other Weighted average
XGen-7B 33.8 30.7 40.0 41.5 36.3
LLaMA-7B 33.9 30.6 38.2 38.2 35.1
OpenLLaMA-7B 28.1 28.5 31.2 32.8 29.9
Falcon-7B 26.5 25.4 29.2 26.8 26.9
MPT-7B 25.9 26.2 26.9 28.1 26.7
Redpajama-7B 26.1 25.2 27.4 26.7 26.3
Cerebras-GPT-13B 26.1 26.5 25.8 26.6 26.2
Dolly-v2-12B 26.9 25.7 25.3 26.5 26.2
OPT-13B 26.2 24.3 23.4 26.0 25.1
GPT-J-6B 25.9 24.0 24.0 25.8 25.1

Table 5: Zero-shot accuracy on Massive Multitask Language Understanding (MMLU).

Models Humanities STEM Social Sciences Other Weighted average
XGen-7B 31.4 27.8 32.1 37.2 32.1
LLaMA-7B 32.3 27.1 31.3 36.8 32.0
OpenLLaMA-7B 28.0 27.6 28.9 30.1 28.6
MPT-7B 27.4 25.2 26.0 30.7 27.4
Redpajama-7B 27.5 25.5 24.2 25.0 25.8
GPT-J-6B 25.3 24.5 25.5 27.6 25.7
Dolly-v2-12B 26.2 26.0 24.0 24.9 25.4
Cerebras-GPT-13B 24.3 25.0 23.0 26.0 24.6
OPT-13B 26.3 23.3 23.6 23.6 24.4
Falcon-7B 24.8 21.7 24.0 24.4 23.9

evaluation. Recently, however, inconsistencies in reporting MMLU scores have been reported, which
resulted in wrong rankings in Hugging Face’s Open LLM leaderboard. In our work, we follow the
original MMLU standard, which is consistent with the published results (i.e., in LLaMA).

MMLU consists of multiple choice questions covering various domains of knowledge, including
humanities, STEM and social sciences. To assess our models’ performance, we conduct evaluations in
both the five- and zero-shot settings, utilizing the sample questions from the benchmark. The results
for five-shot MMLU are reported in Table 4, and the results for zero-shot MMLU are reported in
Table 5. For both settings, XGen-7B achieves the best results among the baselines in most categories,
as well as in weighted average.

We also report general zero-shot results on other standard NLP benchmarks that involve common
sense reasoning and QA: ARC challenge [8], HellaSwag [41], Winogrande [27], TruthfulQA [17],
BoolQ [7], PiQA [1], and OpenBookQA [19]. The datasets comprise Cloze and Winograd style
tasks, alongside multiple-choice question answering. Our evaluation follows the zero-shot approach
commonly employed in the language modeling community [12]. As shown in Table 6, XGen-7B
achieves comparable performance to the state-of-the-art LLMs of similar sizes.

Table 6: Zero-shot performance on Common Sense Reasoning and Question Answering tasks.

Models MMLU
-wavg ARC_ch HellaSwag Winogrande TruthfulQA BoolQ PiQA OpenBookQA

XGen-7B 32.1 41.2 74.2 64.9 39.1 74.3 75.5 40.2
LLaMA-7B 32.0 44.8 76.2 69.6 34.0 74.9 78.7 44.2
Falcon-7B 23.9 43.4 76.4 67.2 34.3 73.8 79.4 44.0
MPT-7B 27.4 41.7 76.1 68.6 33.4 74.1 79.1 41.8
OpenLLaMA-7B 28.6 38.7 71.8 67.0 35.2 70.6 76.0 39.0
Redpajama-7B 25.8 39.1 70.3 63.8 33.3 69.3 76.9 40.0
GPT-neox-20B 24.5 41.1 70.5 66.1 31.4 64.9 76.7 38.8
OPT-13B 24.4 35.8 69.9 64.7 33.9 65.0 75.7 39.8
GPT-J-6B 25.7 36.3 66.2 64.5 36.0 65.4 75.4 38.2
Dolly-v2-12B 25.4 39.6 70.8 61.8 34.4 56.3 75.4 39.2
Cerebras-GPT-13B 24.6 32.4 59.4 60.8 39.2 61.1 73.5 35.8
StableLM-alpha-7B 24.4 27.0 40.7 51.5 41.7 59.0 65.8 32.4
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Table 7: Natural language to code generation results in pass@1 on the HumanEval benchmark.
For OpenLLaMA-7B-v2, we note that Starcoder data occupies 30% of their pre-training data.
∗Consecutive whitespaces are treated as one, breaking Python syntax. ∗∗Model could not generate
meaningful code.

Models pass@1
XGen-7B 14.20
MPT-7B 15.90
OpenLLaMA-7B-v2 14.83
LLaMA-2-7B 13.55
LLaMA-7B 10.38
Redpajama-7B 5.24
OpenLLaMA-7B 0∗

Falcon-7B 0∗∗

5.1.2 Code Generation

To evaluate XGen-7B’s code generation capability from natural language instructions (i.e., docstrings),
we evaluate the model on HumanEval benchmark [4]. HumanEval evaluates LLMs’ Python code-
writing capabilities at the function level by assessing functional correctness. We report performance
using the pass@1 metric [4]. A generated code is considered correct if it passes all the unit tests.
Following [4], we set the sampling temperature to 0.2, p = 0.95 for top-p sampling, and generate
n = 200 samples for each problem in the benchmark to report an unbiased pass@1 score. As we can
notice in Table 7, our XGen-7B achieves comparable results to state-of-the-art 7B LLMs.

Considering the size and results in both text and code tasks, XGen-7B can be a good general-purpose
model that can be served both on standard-sized GPUs (e.g., 16 GB memory) and mobile devices.

5.2 Instruction Model Evaluation

5.2.1 AlpacaEval

AlpacaEval10 [16] is a newly proposed automated evaluation platform that employs an LLM as an
evaluator. It utilizes the AlpacaFarm [11] evaluation dataset, which has been crafted to evaluate a
model’s ability to understand and follow a wide range of user instructions. The responses generated
by the models under evaluation are then contrasted with the reference responses from text-davinci-003
[25], with GPT-4 [24] serving as the evaluator. The win rate against text-davinci-003is employed as
the performance metric.

As shown in Table 8, our instruction-tuned model, XGen-7B-InstwizardLM (fine-tuned on WizardLM
[39]), generally achieves better performance than other models of similar sizes, notably the WizardLM-
7B, which uses the same repository of distilled instructions. Our model performs slightly worse
than Vicuna-7B-v1.3, which utilizes more ShareGPT data comprising human-authored prompts. The
XGen-7B-Instgeneral model performs worse than XGen-7B-InstwizardLM but still significantly better
than text-davinci-003 and other open-source alternatives like Falcon-40B-instruct and MPT-7B-chat.

5.2.2 MT-Bench

Similar to AlpacaEval, MT-Bench11 [43] is a new benchmark for evaluating LLM-based chat assis-
tants. It also uses an LLM as a judge (e.g., GPT-4) to assess the models on open-ended questions.
The model evaluation is performed in two ways:

Single answer grading. In this evaluation setting, the judge LLM assigns a score directly to each
of the model-generated responses. As shown in Table 9, XGen-7B-InstwizardLM outperforms other
models of similar sizes (except Vicuna-7B-v1.3), especially the WizardLM-7B-Inst model which
uses a similar instruction set. It even surpasses larger models, such as the Falcon-40B-instruct or
MPT-30B-instruct.

10https://tatsu-lab.github.io/alpaca_eval/
11https://huggingface.co/spaces/lmsys/mt-bench
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Table 8: Results on the AlpacaEval leaderboard [16] with GPT-4 as an evaluator.

Model Win Rate vs. text-davinci-003
GPT-4 95.3
Claude 88.4
ChatGPT 86.1
Vicuna-7B-V1.3 76.8
WizardLM-13B 75.3
Guanaco-65B 71.8
Vicuna-13B 70.4
XGen-7B-InstwizardLM 68.8
WizardLM-7B 65.2
OAsst-RLHF-LLaMA-33B 66.5
Vicuna-7B 64.4
XGen-7B-Instgeneral 57.3
text-davinci-003 50.0
Falcon-40B-instruct 45.7
MPT-7B-chat 45.0
Alpaca-farm-PPO-human 41.2
Alpaca-7B 26.5
text-davinci-001 15.2

Pairwise comparison. In this setting, the judge LLM is given a question along with two model
responses from two competing models. The judge is tasked to determine which answer is superior, or
to declare that both answers are equally good. From the results in Table 10, we see that here also
XGen-7B-Inst models outperform other models of similar sizes and they surpass some larger models.

5.3 Long Sequence Tasks

In addition to public benchmarks AlpacaEval and MT-Bench, we also evaluate XGen-7B and other
competitive open source models on long sequence modeling tasks.

5.3.1 Long-form QA

In order to evaluate the reasoning capabilities of open source LLMs on long context, we design a
long-form QA task in-house with two settings. Given a long input document, (1) we first prompt
ChatGPT (GPT-3.5-turbo) to generate questions with explicit instructions such that answers are not
directly retrievable from the context with few words. We call this setting QG-passage. (2) In order to
generate more abstract questions that would require synthesizing different elements from different
parts of the input document, we first summarize the document and then generate questions on the
summary using ChatGPT similar to (1). We call this setting QG-summary. We provide examples of
the prompts in Appendix A.1.

Next, we prompt the models to answer the questions generated from ChatGPT on the two settings
mentioned above. Note that we know the ground-truth answers in the two settings. We set a maximum
of 512 tokens for generation. We use GPT-4 for evaluating the responses on the generated answers
and rate them on a scale of 0-3 for the following dimensions: coherence, relevance, and accuracy.

As shown in Table 11, we find that XGen-7B-Instgeneral outperforms all the other models compared.
Specifically, we find that the rates for XGen-7B-Inst models are higher for generated responses in
terms of coherence and relevance. In general, we find that questions generated from summary are
often more difficult to generate response which shows the difficulty of the overall setting (Table 12).
These improvements can be partially attributed to XGen’s long-sequence modeling capability.

5.3.2 Dialogue Summarization

In order to evaluate the long dialogue understanding and summarization capabilities, we perform
experiments on three dialogue summarization tasks: AMI meeting summarization [3], screenplay

8



Table 9: Evaluation on MT Bench [43] – Single answer grading by GPT-4.

Model Score

GPT-4 8.99
ChatGPT(GPT-3.5-turbo) 7.94
Claude-v1 7.90
Claude-instant-v1 7.85

Vicuna-33B-v1.3 7.12
WizardLM-30B 7.01
Guanaco-33B 6.53
Tulu-30B 6.43
Guanaco-65B 6.41
OAsst-SFT-7-LLaMA-30B 6.41
PaLM-2-chat-bison-001 6.40
MPT-30B-chat 6.39
Vicuna-13B-v1.3 6.39
WizardLM-13B 6.35
Vicuna-7B-v1.3 6.00
Baize-v2-13B 5.75
XGen-7B-InstwizardLM 5.69
XGen-7B-Instgeneral 5.54
Nous-Hermes-13B 5.51
MPT-7B-chat 5.42
GPT4All-13B-snoozy 5.41
Koala-13B 5.35
WizardLM-7B 5.29
MPT-30B-instruct 5.22
Falcon-40B-instruct 5.17
H2OGPT-OAsst-Open-LLaMA-13B 4.63
Alpaca-13B 4.53
ChatGLM-6B 4.50
OAsst-SFT-4-pythia-12B 4.32
RWKV-4-raven-14B 3.98
Dolly-v2-12B 3.28
Fastchat-T5-3B 3.04
StableLM-tuned-alpha-7B 2.75
LLaMA-13B 2.61

summarization from ForeverDreaming (FD) and TVMegaSite (TMS) datasets [5]. The average source
lengths for these datasets are 5570, 6466, and 7653 tokens, respectively.

For evaluation shown in Table 13, we focus on samples with lengths less than 8K and consider the
same instruction-tuned models as above. It is worth noting that both MPT-7B-inst and Alpaca-7B
models performed poorly in this setting when input truncation was not applied. In contrast, our model
(XGen-7B-Inst) achieved the highest ROUGE scores across all metrics.

6 Carbon Footprint

To estimate the energy consumption and the resulting emission of carbon dioxide for training XGen-
7B, we follow [38]. Specifically, we compute Mega-watt-hour (MWh) as follows:

MWh = TPU-hours × (TPU power consumption) × PUE (1)
= 270, 336× 192× 1.10 (2)
= 57 (3)

where we set the Power Usage Effectiveness (PUE) to 1.10 following the standard. The re-
sulting carbon emission depends on the data center location. For XGen-7B, this amounts to:
tCO2eq = MWh (57)× 0.079 = 4.5. In Figure 3, we show this in comparison with other LLMs.
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Table 10: MT Bench Evaluation [43] – Pairwise Comparison by GPT-4.

Model Win Loss Tie Win Rate Loss Rate Win Rate Adjusted
GPT-4 111 7 42 69.4 43.8 82.5
Claude-v1 75 27 58 46.9 16.9 65.0
Vicuna-33B-v1.3 70 42 48 43.8 26.3 58.8
Claude-instant-v1 64 40 56 40.0 25.0 57.5
WizardLM-30B 37 63 60 23.1 39.4 41.9
Guanaco-33B 42 72 46 26.3 45.0 40.6
Guanaco-65B 38 68 54 23.8 42.5 40.6
Vicuna-13B-v1.3 33 73 54 20.6 45.6 37.5
MPT-30B-chat 29 78 53 18.1 48.8 34.7
Vicuna-7B-v1.3 60 165 95 18.8 51.6 33.6
WizardLM-13B 27 81 52 16.9 50.6 33.1
Tulu-30B 29 92 39 18.1 57.5 30.3
OAsst-SFT-7-LLaMA-30B 23 88 49 14.4 55.0 29.7
XGen-7B-InstwizardLM 22 91 47 13.8 56.9 28.4
Baize-v2-13B 21 101 38 13.1 63.1 25.0
PaLM-2-chat-bison-001 18 102 40 11.3 63.8 23.8
XGen-7B-Instgeneral 17 108 35 10.6 67.5 21.6
Nous-Hermes-13B 12 104 44 7.5 65.0 21.3
GPT4All-13B-snoozy 14 108 38 8.8 67.5 20.6
MPT-7B-chat 18 214 88 5.6 66.9 19.4
H2OGPT-OAsst-Open-LLaMA-13B 19 118 23 11.9 73.8 19.1
Koala-13B 10 110 40 6.3 68.8 18.8
Falcon-40B-instruct 10 116 34 6.3 72.5 16.9
MPT-30B-instruct 7 120 33 4.4 75.0 14.7
ChatGLM-6B 6 124 30 3.8 77.5 13.1
OAsst-SFT-4-pythia-12B 8 128 24 5.0 80.0 12.5
RWKV-4-raven-14B 6 128 26 3.8 80.0 11.9
Alpaca-13B 13 265 42 4.1 82.8 10.6
Fastchat-T5-3B 5 132 23 3.1 82.5 10.3
Dolly-v2-12B 5 138 17 3.1 86.3 8.4

Table 11: Overall performance of different models based on GPT-4 evaluation on long-form QA. The
table shows individual and average ratings across all metrics: coherence, relevance and accuracy.

Model Coherence Relevance Accuracy Avg.
XGen-7B-Instgeneral 2.81 2.72 2.70 2.74
Vicuna-7B-v1.3 2.77 2.64 2.58 2.66
XGen-7B-InstwizardLM 2.78 2.68 2.50 2.65
WizardLM-7B 2.79 2.74 2.40 2.63
MPT-7B-instruct 2.55 2.48 2.30 2.43
Falcon-7B-instruct 2.28 2.22 1.75 2.08
Alpaca-7B 1.65 1.91 1.58 1.71

7 Note on Potential Risks

Finally, despite our efforts in addressing the risks of bias, toxicity, and hallucinations both in pre-
training and fine-tuning stages, like other LLMs, XGen-7B models are not free from such limitations.
We hope our open-sourced codebase will help other researchers better understand these challenges
and improve on these key limitations for making AI beneficial for everyone.

8 Conclusion

In this report, we have presented our newly developed XGen-7B models that support up to 8K tokens
as input context. We described its effective stage-wise pre-training process with different sequence
lengths (2K → 4K → 8K) and data mixtures (mostly text → 50% text - 50% code). We have shown
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Table 12: Performance breakdown of different models in the two settings based on GPT-4 evaluation.
The table shows average ratings across all metrics for questions generated from passage (QG-passage)
and summary (QG-summary).

Model QG-passage QG-summary
XGen-7B-Instgeneral 2.79 2.68
Vicuna-7B-v1.3 2.71 2.61
XGen-7B-InstwizardLM 2.71 2.60
WizardLM-7B 2.71 2.55
MPT-7B-instruct 2.50 2.35
Falcon-7B-instruct 2.22 1.95
Alpaca-7B 2.04 1.64

Table 13: ROUGE scores of different models on long dialogue summarization task.

Model AMI FD TMS
R-1 R-2 R-L R-1 R-2 R-L R-1 R-2 R-L

XGen-7B-Instgeneral 31.34 8.25 17.00 29.34 5.39 16.43 26.39 3.94 13.71
XGen-7B-InstwizardLM 25.56 6.71 16.84 8.97 0.90 5.49 19.15 1.86 9.53
Vicuna-7B-v1.3 14.23 2.01 9.05 16.49 1.00 9.99 17.06 1.49 8.85
Falcon-7B-instruct 14.89 1.97 9.28 18.90 1.80 9.37 18.90 1.80 9.37
MPT-7B-instruct 11.95 1.88 8.10 14.27 1.40 8.89 19.80 2.39 10.23
Alpaca-7B 9.69 1.77 6.43 16.26 1.56 10.66 12.26 1.15 7.30
WizardLM-7B 18.97 2.65 10.32 14.13 1.11 8.07 19.16 1.87 9.51

that the resulting model achieves comparable or better results on standard text and code generation
benchmarks compared to state-of-the-art open-source LLMs.

We have also described the finetuning process of the XGen-7B model on two different public-
domain instructional datasets, creating the XGen-7B-Inst counterparts. The results on two popular
benchmarks show that our models often outperform existing models of similar sizes and sometimes
even much larger models. We then evaluated the models on long sequence modeling tasks, which
validates the superiority of our 8K-sequence model over the existing 2K-sequence LLMs. Finally,
we hope that the open-sourcing of our models will contribute to open science in understanding the
strengths and limitations of LLMs and will have significant impacts on business and commerce.
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A Appendix

A.1 Long form QA - Prompts used for Question Generation

We formulate our question generation method as a two-step process: (1) Summarization and (2) Question
generation from summary. In the first step, we design a prompt for generating a summary as shown below:

Summarize the paragraphs below in the context of {title} in {domain}.

In the next step, we ask ChatGPT to generate questions from summary as shown below:

Using the context below, come up with follow-up questions such that answers are beyond few words or a couple
of phrases. Rank the generated questions in the order of decreasing complexity to answer and display only the
top 3. {context}

To demonstrate the usefulness of our question generation process, we also establish a baseline with the same
instructions where questions are directly generated from the passage. The prompt used for the baseline is:

Using the context below, come up with follow-up questions such that answers are beyond few words or a couple
of phrases. Rank the generated questions in the order of decreasing complexity to answer and display only the
top 3. {context}
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