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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) often strug-
gle with temporal reasoning, crucial for tasks
like historical event analysis and time-sensitive
information retrieval. Despite advancements,
state-of-the-art models falter in handling tempo-
ral information, especially when faced with ir-
relevant or noisy contexts. This paper addresses
this gap by empirically examining the robust-
ness of temporal question-answering (TQA)
systems trained on various context types, in-
cluding relevant, irrelevant, slightly altered,
and no context. Our findings indicate that
training with a mix of these contexts enhances
model robustness and accuracy. Additionally,
we show that the position of context relative
to the question significantly impacts perfor-
mance, with question-first positioning yielding
better results. We introduce two new context-
rich TQA datasets, ContextAQA and Context-
TQE, and provide comprehensive evaluations
and guidelines for training robust TQA models.
Our work lays the foundation for developing
reliable and context-aware temporal QA sys-
tems, with broader implications for enhancing
LLM robustness against diverse and potentially
adversarial information.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) often face chal-
lenges in temporal reasoning (Beniwal et al., 2024;
Liu et al., 2024; Gade and Jetcheva, 2024), which
involves understanding and processing time-related
information within text. Temporal reasoning is cru-
cial for many applications, such as historical event
analysis (Lorenzini et al., 2022), time-sensitive in-
formation retrieval, journalism, and real-time data
analysis, where precise temporal understanding is
key.

Numerous methods have been proposed for tem-
poral question answering, from traditional fine-
tuning-based (Tan et al., 2023) to prompt-based
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Figure 1: Illustration of non-robust temporal QA. Mod-
els trained on relevant contexts will not be robust to
irrelevant contexts, causing the model to assume it is
correct. Also, training only on irrelevant contexts will
result in models ignoring relevant contexts at test time.

solutions (Chen et al., 2023b). Yet, several papers
have pointed out the limitations of these methods.
For instance, Wallat et al. (2024) identified “tempo-
ral blind spots” through comprehensive evaluations
across multiple temporal QA datasets, i.e., under-
standing whether LLMs favor certain time periods
or more recent events. Dhingra et al. (2022) sug-
gested a pretraining approach incorporating tem-
poral data, improving LLMs’ recall of facts from
different periods. In general, LLMs may be able to
answer a question based on their parametric knowl-
edge, e.g., if they saw the information during the
pretraining phase. If not, the knowledge must be
passed as additional context. Hence, Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG) Lewis et al. (2020)
is being used to retrieve information to support
the internal parametric knowledge of the models.
Given that contextual knowledge can be irrelevant,
Shaier et al. (2024) highlighted gaps in evaluating
how QA systems that use context, such as robust-
ness to noisy contexts, but they did not explore
substantial training paradigms.

In addition to TQA, relevant to our paper is the
improvement of general QA systems in their han-
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dling of irrelevant and noisy contexts (Cheng et al.,
2024; Yoran et al., 2024). For example, Yoran et al.
(2024) evaluate using filters (e.g., natural language
inference) to filter out noisy context. They also ex-
plore training LLMs for question-answering using
relevant and incorrect contextual information. De-
spite recent advancements, state-of-the-art models
still face challenges in handling temporal informa-
tion effectively (Wallat et al., 2024).

While Yoran et al. (2024) shows that training on
a mix of relevant and irrelevant contexts improves
performance, it is unknown why this would work.
Further understanding on the matter may lead to
even more drastic improvements. Intuitively, train-
ing with both contexts may allows the model to use
its parametric knowledge instead of the context if
it determines it is irrelevant. This would imply that
training on irrelevant contexts alone would cause
models to ignore the context completely (relevant
or not) at test time. If this is possible, the impli-
cation is that LLMs can be trained to ignore infor-
mation that matches specific patterns, such as hate
speech, offensive language, or potentially adversar-
ial examples. We illustrate this idea in Figure 1. If
a model can be trained to ignore context, and the
information is not within the model’s parametric
knowledge, the performance would be low even if
the correct context is provided as input for all test
instances. Likewise, there are other unknown ques-
tions, such as what would happen if models were
trained with no context or slightly altered context?
Will the model learn to identify the alterations and
return a correct answer? Is context needed at all
during the training process? What would happen if
models were fine-tuned using only question-answer
pairs but passed relevant or irrelevant context at test
time? We explore these questions in this paper.

To do so, we empirically examine Temporal
Question Answering robustness, with the aim of
training models to provide accurate responses to
queries involving time-related information accom-
panied by a variety of contexts. For instance, ques-
tions like “Which college’s freshmen won the Tem-
ple Challenge Cup in 2001?” and “Which country
signed an international treaty to halt the spread of
nuclear weapons in 1985?” require models to un-
derstand the temporal context and historical facts.

Another distinction between our work and Yoran
et al. (2024) is that we explore where the context
should be positioned in relation to the question
during input to the LLM. It turns out that the po-
sition of the context can have a major impact on

model performance, particularly if the context is
irrelevant. Finally, rather than general QA, we ex-
clusively focus on temporal question answering,
which is highly context-driven, e.g., “Who was the
president of the United States in 1994?” Hence, we
better understand how LLMs retrieve and answer
questions in the presence of altered or irrelevant
contextual information for temporal questions.

We focus on explicit temporal question answer-
ing, which can be highly sensitive to contextual
information. Moreover, focusing on explicit ques-
tions with direct answers allows us to control for
unknown reasoning processes that may impact an-
swer quality. Our experiments on two temporal
QA datasets show that training with a mixture of
diverse context types can improve the robustness
of LLMs in handling temporal questions. Our ap-
proach shows a 7.5% increase in accuracy when
comparing purely relevant-trained to our mixture
approach when prompted with a combination of
contexts during evaluation. This highlights the im-
portance of context-aware temporal reasoning for
reliable temporal QA systems.

Overall, we make the following contributions:
(i) We investigate the need and procedures to inte-
grate context during the training and testing phases.
We explore scenarios with no context, slightly al-
tered context, irrelevant context, relevant context,
and context provided at different positions relative
to the question. (ii) We specifically target tempo-
ral questions, providing insights into how LLMs
handle temporally-related information and their ro-
bustness to noisy or incorrect contexts. Because
of the absence of explicit temporal QA datasets
with contexts, we created two new temporal QA
datasets, ContextAQA and ContextTQE, where we
have added relevant, irrelevant, and slightly-altered
contextual information to existing datasets (Wang
et al., 2021, 2022). (iii) We comprehensively eval-
uate many state-of-the-art 2b, 7b, and 8b (see ap-
pendix for all numbers) models and GPT-3.5 to
various noisy context setups and provide general
guidelines for training more robust temporal QA
models. Moreover, we perform a comprehensive
error analysis, which helps us understand when
and why certain training procedures perform well
or poorly.

2 Related Work

Temporal QA. Temporal QA encompasses un-
derstanding temporal relationships in text, video,



or knowledge bases (Xiao et al., 2021; Jang et al.,
2017; Saxena et al., 2021; Zhao and Rios, 2024),
including ordering event mentions about specific
medications in clinical notes (Zhao and Rios, 2024).
This paper focuses on traditional temporal factoid-
based QA, e.g., "Who was the president in 1998?"
Many datasets have been curated for temporal QA.
A common dataset, called TQE, is by Wang et al.
(2021) containing both explicit and implicit tem-
poral questions. Prior work curated datasets to
address the unique challenges of TQA. For ex-
ample, Dhingra et al. (2022) created a diagnostic
dataset designed to evaluate the temporal knowl-
edge of LLMs, Beniwal et al. (2024) introduced
TempUN, a study with state-of-the-art models to
reveal LLMs’ limitations in handling temporal in-
formation. Wang et al. (2022) developed Archival
QA, a large-scale open-domain QA dataset based
on news archives, expanded upon in this study. Gru-
ber et al. (2024) introduced COMPLEXTEMPQA,
a Wikipedia-based dataset similar to TQE.

Recent studies highlighted LLMs’ limitations in
temporal reasoning (Qiu et al., 2023) and proposed
frameworks combining LLMs’ extraction capabil-
ities with logical reasoning (Li et al., 2023), tem-
poral span extraction, and time-sensitive reinforce-
ment learning (Tan et al., 2023). Gao et al. (2024)
introduced a two-stage generative framework for
temporal knowledge graph QA using LLMs. Dhin-
gra et al. (2022) propose TEMPLAMA, a dataset
of temporally-scoped knowledge probes, and sug-
gested pretraining modifications to facilitate tem-
poral knowledge acquisition. To address TQA lim-
itations, Dhingra et al. (2022) proposed two ap-
proaches: training separate models per year and a
single model using temporal prefixes.

Our work expands on prior research in two ma-
jor ways. First, to the best of our knowledge, this
is the first study that explicitly explores 1) quanti-
fying the robustness of large language models for
temporal question answering with regard to irrele-
vant context and 2) methods to train more robust
temporal QA systems. Second, most other explicit
temporal QA datasets do not have valid contexts
to match each question-answer pair. This paper is
releasing two new context-matched datasets called
ContextTQE and ContextAQA, allowing future re-
searchers to build on our study.

Robust LLM. There has been substantial re-
search focused on measuring and training robust
LLMs based on various definitions of “robustness”,

such as robustness to adversarial examples (Raina
et al., 2024; Yuan et al., 2024; Kumar et al., 2023;
Andriushchenko et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2023a).
For example, Raina et al. (2024) show that adver-
sarial attacks can generalize to different LLMs to
mitigate safety features. In this paper, we are pri-
marily focused on robustness to slightly altered or
completely irrelevant contexts. Shi et al. (2023)
investigated how LLMs handle irrelevant context
and created the Grade-School Math with Irrelevant
Context (GSM-IC) dataset to evaluate this aspect.
Their results showed a significant drop in perfor-
mance when irrelevant information was included.
Kannen et al. (2023) explored knowledge base QA
limitations by addressing incomplete knowledge
bases using temporal fact extraction for bad links
and relationship errors. Li et al. (2022) increased
model robustness by using knowledge-aware fine-
tuning, incorporating counterfactuals during train-
ing. Similarly, Cheng et al. (2024) finds that using
noisy labels during in-context learning can improve
robustness.

Shaier et al. (2024) describes an optimal re-
sponse to context-based QA systems. Models
should: 1) Answer correctly with original con-
text; 2) Answer correctly with noisy or irrelevant
context if the knowledge is available within the
model’s parametric knowledge; 3) Change the an-
swer with conflicting context; 4) Answer correctly
with no context and irrelevant context; and 5) An-
swer ’unanswerable’ if you can’t answer without
context. Yoran et al. (2024) explore how models
can be robust to noisy and incorrect contexts. But,
they did not explore substantial training paradigms
for improvement. Zhang et al. (2024) evaluate
fusion of parametric knowledge with retrieved con-
texts to make new inferences.

Our paper extends on prior work in two major
ways. First, our focus is on temporal QA instead
of general QA. Temporal QA can be more sen-
sitive to the underlying context and provides a
unique testbed to understand context robustness.
Second, many assumptions are made in prior work
that are speculative without substantial evaluation.
Yoran et al. (2024) speculated that the model learns
to ignore irrelevant context when trained on rel-
evant/irrelevant contexts, implying training only
on irrelevant context would make it incapable of
using context. These aspects were not measured be-
fore: What happens if we do not use context while
training? Likewise, what if the relevant context is
slightly altered? Would the model perform simi-



larly to training in relevant and irrelevant contexts?
Moreover, what about context location? Should
the context be placed before or after the question?
Which results in better performance. We address
all these questions in this paper.

3 Methodology

At a high level, we perform comprehensive training
and evaluation setups to understand and improve
the robustness of LLMs for temporal QA. We pro-
vide an intuitive figure of our setup in Figure 2.
Formally, let Q denote a temporal question, and C
denote the context provided to answer the question.
We define the LLM as a function M parameter-
ized by θ. The LLM takes Q and C as input and
generates an answer A

A = Mθ(Q,C)

where Q = {q1, q2, . . . , qn} is a sequence of to-
kens representing the temporal question, C =
{c1, c2, . . . , cm} is a sequence of tokens represent-
ing the context, A = {a1, a2, . . . , ak} is a se-
quence of tokens representing the answer. To assess
the robustness of the LLM, we evaluate the model
under different context conditions. Let Cr repre-
sent the relevant context, Ci the irrelevant context,
Ca the slightly altered context, and C0 the absence
of context. Furthermore, the context on which the
model was trained will impact the predicted answer.
Therefore, let Mθ,r represent a model trained on
relevant context, Mθ,i represent a model trained on
irrelevant context, Mθ,a represent a model trained
on slightly altered context, and Mθ,0 represent a
model trained in the absence of context. Finally,
we will let Mθ,m represent a model trained on a
mixture of all the other contexts mentioned. To
list a few examples of answers that will be gener-
ated under these conditions Ar,r = Mθ,r(Q,Cr),
Ai,0 = Mθ,i(Q,C0), Aa,i = Mθ,a(Q,Ci), and
A0,a = Mθ,0(Q,Ca), respectively.

Intuitively, a model can access a temporal ques-
tion’s answer in the context Ci or its parametric
knowledge stored in θ. Hence, a robust temporal
question answering LLM should answer a ques-
tion correctly if it knows an answer in its paramet-
ric knowledge, even if the context Ci is incorrect.
To improve the robustness of temporal QA LLMs,
we explore two approaches. First, explore where
the context should go in the prompt, beginning or
end. Specifically, the input to Mθ() can process
the question and context as [Q;C] or [C;Q]. The

impact of location can potentially depend on its
location during training; it may also depend on the
underlying LLM used, or there may be a framework
that generalizes across multiple LLMs. Second, we
explore how the LLM should be trained. Specifi-
cally, should the model Mθ() be trained only with
relevant context Cr, or should it be some mixture of
all contexts Cr, Ci, Ca, and C0. Again, there may
be a setup that works best across multiple models,
or it may vary from model to model. We describe
the different setups in more detail below.

3.1 Context Location

We evaluate two context location setups, putting the
context before or after the question. When putting
the context before the question, we use the prompt

Given the following context, answer the
question.
Here is the context: {context}
Here is the question: {question}
The answer is:

where {question} represents a specific temporal
question and {context} is a variable representing
the context. For the context after the question, we
use the prompt

You must answer the following question
given subsequent context.
Here is the question: {question}
Here is the context: {context}
The answer is:

where we only slightly modify the initial instruc-
tion provided to the LLM.

3.2 Context Generation

Most TQA datasets do not contain contextual in-
formation. In our study, the context must generally
contain the answer if it is relevant. Hence, simply
retrieving similar passages on Wikipedia may not
be robust. Instead, we use GPT3.5 to generate the
contexts. Specifically, to generate relevant context,
we used a few-shot prompting method using gpt-
3.5. By passing each question-answer pair into
GPT-3.5, we retrieved contexts to help the user an-
swer the questions. The format of the prompt is
defined as

Question: {Question Example}
Answer: {Answer Example}
Generated Context: {Context}



RELEVANT Context
COVID-19 caused a global

pandemic in 2020.

Question
What caused a global

pandemic in 2020?

LLM

Relevant Training

ALTERED Context
COVID-19 caused a global

pandemic in 1950.

Question
What caused a global

pandemic in 2020?

LLM

Altered Training

IRRELEVANT Context
Die Hard is a christmas

movie released in July 1988.

Question
What caused a global

pandemic in 2020?

LLM

Irrelevant Training 

NO Context
.

Question
What caused a global

pandemic in 2020?

LLM

No Conetext Training

RELEVANT, ALTERED,
IRRELEVANT, and

NO Context

Question
What caused a global

pandemic in 2020?

LLM

Mixed Training 

Training Scenarios

Test set with irrelevant context.Test set with altered context. Test set with no context.Test set with relevant context.

Evaluation Scenarios

Question First: Answer the following quetion given the provided context. Here is the question {Question} Here is the context: {Context}
Context First: Given the following context, answer the provided question. Here is the context {Context} Here is the question: {Question}

Context Position:

Figure 2: This figure illustrates our overall methodology, including training with different context types and
evaluating different context types and locations.

Question: {New Question}
Answer: {New Answer}
Generated Context:

where each of the context examples {Context} was
manually curated.

To evaluate the robustness of our models against
temporally altered data, we implemented a method
to generate falsified date contexts. This process
transforms the relevant context into a slightly-
altered version by extracting all dates and replacing
them with falsified days, months, and years. We
exclude the actual date info from the generations
when changing the dates. For example, for years,
we have used a predefined range of 1850 to 2024
to randomly replace each date and exclude the year
in the context from the random sample. The days
and months are generated completely at random.

Overall, we add context to two existing datasets:
Temporal Question (TQE) Answering (Wang
et al., 2021) and Archival Question Answering
(AQA) (Wang et al., 2022), to create the versions
ContextTQE and ContextAQA, respectively. Con-
textTQE has two sub-datasets: one with implicit
questions where the date information must be in-
ferred by the reader and the other with explicit date
information. We use the latter. Of the meager 500
total rows in the dataset, we use 75 rows for de-
velopment and testing and the remaining 350 for
training. AQA, by comparison, is a much larger
dataset with 60,000 observations, of which 7,500
are reserved for development and 7,500 for test-
ing. In comparing the two datasets, we believe that
the AQA dataset presents much tougher questions.
Due to the substantial size difference, ContextAQA
will be the focus of this paper, but our ContextTQE
results can be found in the appendix.

To confirm the validity of our GPT-generated
context, we manually reviewed a sample of 100
contexts. Only three examples were not entirely
correct. A full example of our prompt can be found
in the appendix.

4 Experiments

This section describes our evaluation metrics, re-
sults, implications, and error analysis.

4.1 Evaluation Metrics.

We used the same metrics as Wallat et al. (2024)
to evaluate our models. Specifically, the evaluation
uses three main metrics: 1. Standard F1 Score,
which measures how well the model’s answers
match the correct answers, taking into account both
precision and recall; 2. Contains Accuracy, which
checks if the correct answer is contained within
the model’s generated text; and 3. BERT-based
Answer Equivalence Metric (BEM), which uses
a BERT model to detect if the model’s answer is
semantically equivalent to the correct answer. Be-
cause of limited space, for detailed BEM scores
and analysis, please see Appendix D.

4.2 Results.

For our experiments, we address important research
questions, such as “How do different training se-
tups impact model robustness?” and “Does context
location matter?” For space considerations, we
focus on the results of the ContextAQA dataset,
which is much larger than ContextTQE. See the
appendix for ContextTQE numbers.

First, how do different training setups impact
TQA model robustness? When fine-tuning a model
with only questions and answers—without any



Model No Test Set Rel Test Set SA Test Set Irr Test Set Average Scores
Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Average Acc Average F1

Baselines

GPT-3.5 .292 .089 .857 .243 .745 .179 .247 .075 .535 .147
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 .138 .119 .640 .353 .476 .236 .370 .039 .406 .187
gemma-1.1-7b-it .135 .048 .766 .288 .150 .408 .000 .016 .263 .190
llama-3-8b-Instruct .189 .201 .644 .595 .561 .466 .160 .161 .389 .356

Fine-tuned Models

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + No .273 .143 .678 .342 .626 .315 .221 .133 .450 .233
gemma-1.1-7b-it + No .108 .052 .739 .592 .696 .568 .158 .174 .425 .347
llama-3-8b-Instruct + No .226 .295 .326 .396 .285 .350 .101 .156 .235 .299

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Rel .226 .231 .832 .379 .800 .382 .012 .024 .468 .254
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Rel .081 .043 .815 .714 .768 .671 .076 .094 .435 .381
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Rel .216 .284 .807 .870 .725 .788 .013 .027 .440 .492

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + SA .226 .244 .825 .387 .822 .386 .012 .024 .471 .260
gemma-1.1-7b-it + SA .098 .046 .830 .741 .820 .729 .008 .023 .439 .385
llama-3-8b-Instruct + SA .211 .278 .799 .867 .797 .865 .015 .032 .456 .511

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Irr .257 .140 .222 .129 .207 .122 .259 .140 .236 .133
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Irr .078 .044 .552 .615 .403 .467 .172 .258 .301 .346
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Irr .239 .308 .195 .256 .197 .260 .240 .310 .218 .284

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Mixed .259 .141 .821 .360 .813 .357 .252 .139 .536 .249
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Mixed .210 .270 .790 .840 .770 .830 .200 .270 .493 .553
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Mixed .240 .310 .797 .861 .787 .853 .230 .301 .514 .581

Table 1: ContextAQA Question-first performance of different model configurations on temporal QA across four
context types: no context (No), relevant (Rel), slightly-altered (SA), irrelevant (Irr). Models include base LLMs
(Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2, llama-3-8b-Instruct) and fine-tuned variants trained on various context setups (+No, +Rel,
+SA, +Irr, +Mixed). Results highlight the impact of context types and fine-tuning strategies on model robustness
and accuracy.

context—we see that the effectiveness of training
depends on the fine-tuned model. For example, in
Table 1, when the Llama baseline is evaluated on
relevant context, it scores an accuracy of .644 (F1
.595), however after fine-tuning on no-context, the
accuracy is cut in half to .326 (F1 .396). These
results are juxtaposed by the small boost that Mis-
tral gets after training on no context. In that case,
we can see the accuracy increase from .640 (F1
.353) up to .678 (F1 .342). Overall, it seems that
fine-tuning without any context—again, only QA
pairs—does not seem to be too useful and, in some
scenarios, can adversely affect results, assuming
the context is related to the question. We do want
to point out that our results show that even if mod-
els are trained without context, they can still take
advantage of relevant context at training time. Ex-
amine gemma + No evaluated on no context with
an accuracy of .081 (F1 .043) to the same model
evaluated on relevant context with an accuracy of
.815 (F1 .714). So, if you train without the con-
text, the model does not completely lose that ability,
though it is diminished compared to the baseline
(non-fine-tuned) scores for each model.

Next, training on relevant context significantly
boosts performance when evaluating Relevant and
slightly-altered contexts. Looking at the Relevant

trained and Relevant evaluated results in Table 1,
we can see that all of our models are at or above
an accuracy of .800. Likewise, the slightly-altered
evaluations are up by at least .200 (20%) higher
than their baseline counterparts. This result is in-
tuitive, meaning that the models learn to rely on
the contextual information better, extracting the
results precisely. However, models trained on rel-
evant contexts alone result in worse performance
when evaluated on irrelevant data, when compared
to both the models trained on no context and most
of the baseline models (except for gemma, yet it is
still low). This result suggests that relevant-trained
models will generally result in non-robust perfor-
mance, and should be limited if possible.

Due to slightly-altered context being a child of
relevant context (the only change being the fabrica-
tion of the dates), the slightly-altered trained results
are very similar to the relevant context trained re-
sults, with some minor differences. For instance,
the relevant trained models’ average accuracy of
.468, .435, and .440 increases to .471, .439, and
.456, showing that adding some noise to the context
can allow models to become robust, particularly
when evaluated on context that is also partially cor-
rect. In Table 1, we see a very similar performance
when comparing the relevant trained models (.832,



.815, .807) to the slightly-altered trained models
(. 825, .830, .799). When comparing the slightly-
altered evaluations, however, the difference in re-
sults isn’t so subtle. To highlight this, compare
llama + Rel results of .807 (F1 .870) with the llama
+ SA results of .799 (F1 .867). This demonstrates
that including noise in training data does not di-
minish the accuracy of a model when it encounters
data without noise.

Models trained on irrelevant context perform
worse when evaluated on relevant context com-
pared to baseline and all other trained models. This
reduction is perhaps most striking when compar-
ing the relevant evaluations in Table 1 of Llama3-
8b baseline (.644) to its Irrelevant trained ver-
sion (.195). We see that the irrelevant-trained and
relevant-evaluated results for Mistral accuracy of
.222 (F1 .129) and Llama accuracy of .195 (F1
.256) have been reduced down to the magnitude of
the accuracy of .259 (F1 .14) and .240 (F1 .310), re-
spectively. The Gemma + Irr model has a relatively
high accuracy of .552 (F1 .615) compared to the
other models’ results. However, this score is still
Gemma’s lowest relevant context evaluated score.
These results support our hypothesis that training
on Irrelevant context can teach a model to ignore
the context in which it is presented.

Finally, Training with mixed context improves
model performance, especially if your goal is to
produce a robust model. Notably, models trained
on mixed context handle irrelevant context on par
with models trained on Irrelevant context. Looking
at Table1, In the case of gemma-1.1-7b-it, training
on irrelevant and evaluating on Irrelevant reaches
an accuracy of .172 (F1 .258), which is not quite as
good as when trained on mixed and evaluated on
irrelevant context accuracy .200 (F1 .270). Another
case that highlights the effectiveness of mixed con-
text training is the difference in mistral-7b + Rel
score of .012 on Irrelevant context, whereas mistral-
7b+ mixed scored almost three times higher with
a .252. Finally, the average accuracy of our mixed
context-trained models dominates the average accu-
racy for all models, with scores of .536, .493, and
.514. for Mistral, Gemma, and LlaMa, respectively.
Notably, no baseline or trained models’ average
accuracy passes the .500 mark except for mixed
models.

Second, Does context location matter? Yes, con-
text location matters. To our surprise, we find that
placing the question first allows the model to ig-
nore irrelevant context more easily, enhancing its

Model Context Location Average Scores

Average Acc Average F1

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Mixed C-Last/ Q-First .536 .249
C-First/ Q-Last .492 .229

llama-3-8b-Instruct + Mixed C-Last/ Q-First .514 .581
C-First/ Q-Last .453 .518

gemma1.1-7b-it + Mixed C-Last/ Q-First .493 .553
C-First/ Q-Last .460 .520

gemma1.1-2b-it + Mixed C-Last/ Q-First .455 .485
C-First/ Q-Last .420 .455

Table 2: The table shows results for two experimental
setups: context first and question last (C-First/Q-Last)
and context last and question first (C-Last/Q-First). The
average accuracy and F1 score across all four context
types are reported for each configuration.

robustness. In Table2, we see that Q-First always
outperforms C-First when comparing the context
location pairs.

4.3 Implications

There are several implications of our study. First,
training with mixed contexts does improve model
performance. This confirms some of the findings of
Yoran et al. (2024) for general question answering.
However, our work extends this study to understand
that 1) model performance improves across models
of different types (they only tested LlaMa-2 13B);
and 2) this works for temporal question answering.
Second, training on random data can makes the
model learn to ignore the information. For context,
we even find that if the model is trained with a ques-
tion first and the context is added first instead, the
model can still completely ignore it (see appendix
for all numbers). This is an implicit assumption
in many papers (Yoran et al., 2024) when training
on mixed context, but we are the first to quantify
it to the best of our knowledge. This can have im-
plications for future work that may want to train
models to ignore certain types of information, e.g.,
offensive language or hate speech.

4.4 Error Analysis

We conducted a qualitative analysis on the llama-3-
8B model to examine error patterns in our best-
performing relevant-tuned model and how the
mixed-tuned model addresses these errors across
various contexts. Our analysis involved carefully
examining individual instances to identify recur-
ring error types. We observed similar error patterns
across different models used in our study. Specifi-
cally, we first gathered instances where the mixed
model answered correctly, but the relevant-tuned
model, our best-fine-tuned model for another base



LLMs, responded incorrectly. From there, we sam-
pled 200 instances and analyzed the causes of er-
rors for the relevant-tuned model.

Incorrect Entity/Fact Identification. A prominent
issue we observed with the relevant-tuned model
was the incorrect identification of entities or facts
mentioned in the questions, mostly when the con-
text is irrelevant. Here is an example:

Q: What college did Tom Hein-
sohn lead to a National Invitation
Tournament title in 1954?
Context: James B. Longley, a
businessman and politician, ran
for governor of Maine in 1974.
He was a successful candidate
and became the 69th Governor
of Maine, serving from 1975 to
1979 ...
Relevant-tuned Model Answer:
fordham
Mixed-tuned Model Answer:
holy cross
Correct Answer: holy cross

Interestingly, the incorrect answer “fordham” is
not completely random. Tom Heinsohn frequently
mentioned his high school coach, who played bas-
ketball for Fordham, suggesting the model does
have some parametric knowledge about Tom Hein-
sohn.

Incorrect Contextual Understanding. Instances
where the model lacked factual understanding led
to incorrect answer (e.g., when no context is pro-
vided). For instance, the example below is from a
model with now context passed to it:

Q: What country’s troops did
General Waller argue were not
ready to fight by the Jan. 15,
1991, deadline?
Relevant Answer: iraqi
Mixed Answer: american
Correct: american

Since no context was provided in this setting, the
error can be attributed to the model’s inability to
access and effectively use the appropriate factual
knowledge needed to answer the question accu-
rately.

Misidentification of Specific Entities. In some
instances, the relevant-tuned model demonstrated
difficulties in precisely identifying specific entities.
For example, when asked about which country the
1988 Free Trade Agreement favored, the relevant-
tuned model answered “american” instead of the
more specific “the united states,” despite the con-
text indicating the latter as the correct entity. This
error type highlights the model’s need for improved
entity resolution capabilities.

Our qualitative analysis highlights that the
mixed-tuned model consistently outperformed the
relevant-tuned model by providing more accurate,
complete, and contextually aligned answers. The
mixed model’s superior performance can be at-
tributed to its enhanced ability to effectively un-
derstand and integrate diverse contexts, accurately
recognize entities, and reason over temporal and
historical information. These findings underscore
the effectiveness of our mixed-tuned model, which
leverages contextual information, thereby confirm-
ing our hypothesis that integrating diverse contexts
is crucial for temporal question-answering systems.

5 Conclusion

This study examined how contextual information
impacts the performance of temporal question-
answering (TQA) systems. Our experiments
showed that integrating and fine-tuning contextual
information significantly improves the accuracy
and reliability of these systems. The most effective
strategy was training on a mixture of relevant and
slightly noisy contexts, resulting in robust perfor-
mance across various context types during testing.

The superior performance of our fine-tuned mod-
els underscores the crucial role of context-aware
training in enhancing temporal QA capabilities.
By effectively utilizing diverse contextual infor-
mation, our models demonstrated improved en-
tity grounding, a better understanding of tempo-
ral relations, and more accurate, context-aligned
responses. Training with different context types
also appeared to enhance the model’s ability to ig-
nore irrelevant context when answering questions,
thereby increasing robustness.

Future research should explore advanced meth-
ods for generating and integrating context and fur-
ther investigate the effects of context placement
on model performance. Understanding how con-
textual information impacts temporal reasoning is
essential for developing more sophisticated and pre-



cise QA systems capable of effectively answering
complex temporal questions. Moreover, there are
natural extensions to other tasks in this work. For
instance, we find it possible to target specific types
of information during training to make the model
ignore it. This can have implications in other areas,
e.g., hate speech or offensive language.

6 Limitations

While our study provides valuable insights into
the robustness of temporal question-answering sys-
tems, several limitations should be acknowledged.
Our experiments are constrained by the quality and
variety of the datasets used. Although we intro-
duced two new datasets, ContextAQA and Context-
TQE, these datasets may not encompass the full
range of temporal question types and contextual
variations encountered in real-world applications.
Additionally, the contexts generated by GPT-3.5,
while generally accurate, may not perfectly reflect
the complexity and diversity of naturally occurring
contexts.

The context generation process relied on GPT-
3.5, which can introduce biases and inaccuracies. A
manual review of the contexts revealed a small per-
centage of errors, which could impact model train-
ing and evaluation. Future work should consider
using more robust methods for context generation
or augmenting generated contexts with human ver-
ification to ensure higher accuracy and relevance.

While more than prior research, our findings
are based on limited models, including various
GEMMA, Mistral, and LLaMA versions. While
these models represent a range of state-of-the-art
architectures, the conclusions drawn may not gener-
alize to all large language models (LLMs). Further
research is needed to validate the robustness of our
findings across a broader array of models, includ-
ing those with different architectures and training
paradigms.

While we used standard metrics such as F1 score,
accuracy, and BERT-based Answer Equivalence
Metric (BEM), these metrics may not fully capture
the nuances of temporal reasoning and contextual
understanding. Developing more nuanced evalu-
ation metrics that better reflect the complexity of
temporal question answering would provide a more
comprehensive assessment of model performance.

Our study found that training in a mix of rele-
vant and irrelevant contexts improves robustness.
However, the effectiveness of this approach may

vary depending on the context’s nature and degree
of irrelevance. Further exploration is needed to
understand the boundaries of this robustness and
to identify the optimal mix of context types for
training.

Finally, the training and evaluation of large lan-
guage models require substantial computational
resources. This limitation may restrict the ability
to conduct more extensive experiments and test
additional hypotheses. Moreover, it restricts our
use of larger models, which is why we focused on
2b, 7b, and 8b models because of this. Future re-
search could benefit from more efficient training
techniques and the availability of greater computa-
tional power.
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A Appendix

B Model Training Details

We train eight total models, including gemma-
2b (Team et al., 2024), gemma-1.1-2b-it (Team
et al., 2024), Mistral-7B-v0.1 (Jiang et al.,
2023), Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 (Jiang et al., 2023),
llama-3-8b (AI@Meta, 2024), and llama-3-8b-
Instruct (AI@Meta, 2024). These models are fine-
tuned on five types of context: no context, relevant
context, Irrelevant context, slightly-altered (con-
text with falsified dates), and mixed context. This
process gives us a total of 40 fine-tuned models.

All models are fine-tuned using Low-Rank Adapta-
tion (LoRA) (Hu et al., 2021). For Mistral models,
a HuggingFace trainer is utilized, while for other
models, we used a Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT)
trainer from HuggingFace (Wolf et al., 2019) to
adapt the base models for the respective context
types. Furthermore, for LLaMA3 models, the Un-
sloth framework, a technique designed to optimize
fine-tuning efficiency for large language models, is
utilized. All models are trained for one epoch using
the 8-bit Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2014)
with a learning rate 2e-5. After manual experimen-
tation on the validation datasets, we found these
parameters work well across different models.

Overall, for each of the 40 fine-tuned models,
answers are generated for the four context types:
no context, relevant context, Irrelevant context, and
slightly-altered context. On our test set, this results
in 160 generated outputs for evaluation. The con-
text is used by placing it after the input question
during generation. Additionally, an experiment is
conducted where the context is placed before the
question instead to investigate whether providing
the context before the question improves generated
answers.

C Generation Parameters

To obtain high-quality responses, we carefully
tuned the generation parameters for our fine-tuned
and and base models separately. The parameters
were optimized to achieve a balance between co-
herence, diversity, and relevance of the generated
outputs. The key parameters include the maximum
number of tokens to generate (max_new_tokens),
sampling technique (do_sample, temperature),
repetition penalty (repetition_penalty), search
settings (num_beams, top_p, top_k), and length
penalty (length_penalty). The specific parame-
ter values are as follows:

• max_new_tokens: Set to 16 due to the short
nature of answers our dataset.

• do_sample: Determines whether to use sam-
pling or greedy decoding.

• temperature: Controls randomness in sam-
pling.

• repetition_penalty: Discourages token
repetition.

• num_beams: Utilized beam search with mul-
tiple beams, especially for the more complex
ContextAQA dataset.



• top_p: Cumulative probability mass for top-p
sampling.

• top_k: Limits the number of highest proba-
bility tokens considered.

• length_penalty: Adjusted to handle the typ-
ically short answers.

Initially, we set these parameters based on our
knowledge of the models, and then iteratively re-
fined them to determine the optimal configuration
for each dataset. They are optimized for every
model.

D Prompt used to make relevant context

Here is the prompt we used for generating relevant
context:

You will be provided with a question and
an answer. Let’s play a game where you
pretend that all of the answers are cor-
rect. Your job is to output a *Generated
Context* section. In this section, gen-
erate some relevant context that would
help answer the question. The context
should be in the same style and format
as a wikipedia article.

Question: What Movie won seven Os-
cars in 1994?

Answer: Schindler’s List

Generated Context: Schindler’s List pre-
miered on November 30, 1993, in Wash-
ington, D.C., and was released on De-
cember 15, 1993, in the United States.
Often listed among the greatest films
ever made, the film received widespread
critical acclaim for its tone, acting (par-
ticularly Neeson, Fiennes, and Kings-
ley), atmosphere, score, cinematography,
and Spielberg’s direction; it was also a
box office success, earning$322.2 mil-
lion worldwide on a $22 million bud-
get. It was nominated for twelve awards
at the 66th Academy Awards, and won
seven, including Best Picture, Best Direc-
tor (for Spielberg), Best Adapted Screen-
play, and Best Original Score. The film
won numerous other awards, including
seven BAFTAs and three Golden Globe
Awards. In 2007, the American Film
Institute ranked Schindler’s List 8th on
its list of the 100 best American films

of all time. The film was designated as
"culturally, historically or aesthetically
significant" by the Library of Congress
in 2004 and selected for preservation in
the United States National Film Registry.

Question: *plug in question*

Answer: *plug in answer*

Generated Context: *GPT starts gener-
ation here*

E Additional Results

Table 3 shows the BERT-based Answer Equiva-
lence Metric (BEM). We found this metric to be
more correlated with the length of the answer rather
than its semantic meaning, which is why it was not
included in our main findings. Additionally, the
BEM scores never fall below 0.6, which can be
misleading.

Table 4 presents our focused results for the
question-first ContextTQE. This table is in the
same format as Table 1, allowing readers to com-
pare our findings across multiple datasets easily.
Table 6 expands upon Table 1 by including all our
results on the ContextTQE dataset. It is impor-
tant to note that the ContextTQE dataset is much
smaller than the AQA dataset, so not all aspects can
easily be learned (e.g., with the mixed data), but we
still see many of the important findings show up.
Adding some noise with a slightly altered context
improves performance. Moreover, training on ir-
relevant context causes poor performance because
the model still can learn to ignore it, though not at
the magnitude of the AQA dataset because of the
limited size. Table 7 provides a focused look at
ContextAQA, similar to Table 1, but with a context-
first approach rather than question-first.



Model No Test Set Rel Test Set WD Test Set Irr Test Set Average BEM

BEM BEM BEM BEM BEM

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + No .743 .772 .769 .739 .756
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Rel .788 .779 .777 .676 .755
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + SA .796 .782 .781 .674 .758
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Irr .743 .743 .741 .743 .743
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Mixed .744 .773 .774 .744 .759

Llama-3-8B-Instruct + No .822 .836 .832 .767 .814
Llama-3-8B-Instruct + Rel .818 .955 .929 .692 .849
Llama-3-8B-Instruct + SA .817 .955 .955 .693 .855
Llama-3-8B-Instruct + Irr .823 .816 .816 .825 .820
Llama-3-8B-Instruct + Mixed .824 .952 .951 .824 .888

Mistral-7B + No .741 .786 .782 .750 .765
Mistral-7B + Rel .814 .869 .832 .689 .801
Mistral-7B + SA .814 .814 .814 .685 .782
Mistral-7B + Irr .769 .765 .767 .772 .768
Mistral-7B + Mixed .775 .796 .795 .763 .782

Llama-3-8B + No .822 .798 .797 .742 .790
Llama-3-8B + Rel .818 .955 .915 .688 .844
Llama-3-8B + SA .817 .955 .955 .689 .854
Llama-3-8B + Irr .822 .817 .817 .826 .821
Llama-3-8B + Mixed .823 .953 .952 .823 .888

Table 3: Performance of mixed models on various test sets. The table shows BEM scores for different context types
and their averages across four test sets. "Average BEM" represents the average of all BEM scores for each model
configuration.

Model No Test Set Rel Test Set SA Test Set Irr Test Set Average Scores
Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Average Acc Average F1

Baselines

GPT-3.5 .760 .153 .890 .147 .850 .119 .640 .097 .785 .129
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 .413 .329 .880 .592 .666 .333 .186 .157 .536 .353
gemma-1.1-7b-it .360 .231 .867 .555 .613 .376 .080 .060 .480 .306
llama-3-8b-Instruct .560 .505 .866 .868 .786 .707 .493 .477 .676 .639

Fine-tuned Models

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + No .480 .510 .720 .754 .546 .556 .386 .417 .533 .559
gemma-1.1-7b-it + No .387 .245 .853 .524 .533 .283 .053 .049 .457 .275
llama-3-8b-Instruct + No .560 .617 .813 .892 .786 .841 .493 .566 .663 .729

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Rel .520 .530 .840 .886 .826 .787 .240 .249 .607 .613
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Rel .373 .242 .840 .478 .453 .223 .040 .039 .427 .245
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Rel .573 .629 .880 .945 .840 .918 .346 .402 .660 .724

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + SA .573 .623 .880 .916 .880 .927 .373 .439 .677 .726
gemma-1.1-7b-it + SA .400 .258 .867 .518 .773 .455 .107 .077 .537 .327
llama-3-8b-Instruct + SA .573 .650 .880 .948 .880 .949 .400 .457 .683 .751

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Rand .480 .502 .386 .344 .306 .293 .453 .456 .406 .399
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Irr .387 .258 .867 .572 .707 .413 .333 .220 .573 .366
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Irr .560 .625 .666 .719 .666 .719 .546 .607 .610 .668

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Mixed .506 .538 .866 .802 .773 .720 .426 .452 .643 .628
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Mixed .400 .259 .867 .538 .747 .438 .280 .179 .573 .354
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Mixed .540 .610 .840 .920 .840 .920 .600 .660 .705 .778

Table 4: ContextTQE performance of different model configurations on temporal QA across four context types: no
context (No), relevant (Rel), slightly-altered (SA), irrelevant (Irr). Models include base LLMs (Mistral-7B-Instruct-
v0.2, llama-3-8b-Instruct) and fine-tuned variants trained on various context setups (+No, +Rel, +SA, +Irr, +Mixed).
Results highlight the impact of context types and fine-tuning strategies on model robustness and accuracy.



Model No Test Set Rel Test Set SA Test Set Irr Test Set Average Scores

Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Average Acc Average F1

Baselines

GPT-3.5 .760 .153 .890 .147 .850 .119 .640 .097 .785 .129
gemma-2b .320 .220 .707 .554 .680 .531 .080 .084 .447 .347
gemma-1.1-2b-it .200 .110 .747 .458 .680 .386 .040 .024 .417 .244
gemma-7b .453 .298 .827 .682 .747 .611 .387 .321 .603 .478
gemma-1.1-7b-it .360 .231 .867 .555 .613 .376 .080 .060 .480 .306
Mistral-7B-v0.1 .533 .571 .293 .237 .173 .131 .253 .223 .313 .291
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 .413 .329 .880 .592 .666 .333 .186 .157 .536 .353
llama-3-8b .493 .485 .786 .785 .786 .794 .333 .371 .600 .609
llama-3-8b-Instruct .560 .505 .866 .868 .786 .707 .493 .477 .676 .639

Fine-tuned Models

gemma-2b + No .333 .244 .760 .625 .693 .561 .133 .124 .480 .389
gemma1.1-2b-it + No .227 .161 .787 .473 .720 .432 .040 .026 .443 .273
gemma-7b + No .440 .305 .827 .687 .773 .627 .413 .357 .613 .494
gemma1.1-7b-it + No .387 .245 .853 .524 .533 .283 .053 .049 .457 .275
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + No .560 .622 .733 .762 .626 .664 .386 .449 .576 .624
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + No .480 .510 .720 .754 .546 .556 .386 .417 .533 .559
llama-3-8b + No .546 .633 .826 .896 .800 .862 .480 .533 .663 .731
llama-3-8b-Instruct + No .560 .617 .813 .892 .786 .841 .493 .566 .663 .729

gemma-2b + Rel .307 .213 .747 .587 .747 .589 .133 .128 .483 .379
gemma1.1-2b-it + Rel .187 .104 .733 .421 .653 .366 .040 .023 .403 .228
gemma-7b + Rel .507 .368 .840 .700 .800 .679 .387 .314 .633 .515
gemma1.1-7b-it + Rel .373 .242 .840 .478 .453 .223 .040 .039 .427 .245
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + Rel .560 .574 .853 .918 .840 .905 .426 .492 .670 .722
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Rel .520 .530 .840 .886 .826 .787 .240 .249 .607 .613
llama-3-8b + Rel .546 .606 .880 .949 .866 .935 .306 .347 .650 .709
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Rel .573 .629 .880 .945 .840 .918 .346 .402 .660 .724

gemma-2b + Irr .293 .232 .733 .586 .707 .563 .173 .149 .477 .383
gemma1.1-2b-it + Irr .213 .152 .787 .479 .760 .424 .080 .036 .460 .273
gemma-7b + Irr .493 .344 .840 .702 .813 .668 .480 .404 .657 .529
gemma1.1-7b-it + Irr .387 .258 .867 .572 .707 .413 .333 .220 .573 .366
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + Irr .586 .640 .333 .399 .346 .402 .533 .590 .450 .508
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Irr .480 .502 .386 .344 .306 .293 .453 .456 .406 .399
llama-3-8b + Irr .600 .662 .506 .573 .520 .585 .613 .669 .560 .622
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Irr .560 .625 .666 .719 .666 .719 .546 .607 .610 .668

gemma-2b + SA .320 .224 .773 .621 .747 .589 .147 .122 .497 .389
gemma1.1-2b-it + SA .200 .108 .733 .421 .693 .391 .040 .023 .417 .236
gemma-7b + SA .533 .358 .840 .705 .800 .682 .387 .320 .640 .516
gemma1.1-7b-it + SA .400 .258 .867 .518 .773 .455 .107 .077 .537 .327
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + SA .573 .623 .880 .916 .880 .927 .373 .439 .677 .726
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + SA .533 .548 .853 .882 .813 .831 .253 .260 .613 .630
llama-3-8b + SA .520 .586 .840 .925 .853 .927 .280 .322 .623 .690
llama-3-8b-Instfruct + SA .573 .650 .880 .948 .880 .949 .400 .457 .683 .751

gemma-2b + Mixed .333 .226 .760 .618 .733 .576 .147 .136 .493 .389
gemma1.1-2b-it + Mixed .227 .141 .760 .451 .733 .417 .080 .041 .450 .262
gemma-7b + Mixed .507 .354 .827 .698 .773 .698 .453 .355 .640 .526
gemma1.1-7b-it + Mixed .400 .259 .867 .538 .747 .438 .280 .179 .573 .354
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + Mixed .400 .259 .867 .538 .747 .438 .280 .179 .573 .354
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Mixed .600 .656 .826 .891 .800 .876 .506 .570 .683 .748
llama-3-8b + Mixed .506 .538 .866 .802 .773 .720 .426 .452 .643 .628
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Mixed .546 .616 .840 .926 .840 .926 .600 .666 .707 .784

Table 5: ContextTQE Performance of different model configurations on various context types: no context (No),
relevant (Rel), slightly-altered (SA), Irrelevant (Irr). Models include base LLMs (Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2, llama-
3-8b-Instruct) and fine-tuned variants trained on various context setups (+No, +Rel, +SA, +Irr, +Mixed). Results
highlight the impact of context types and fine-tuning strategies on model robustness and accuracy.



Model No Test Set Rel Test Set SA Test Set Irr Test Set Average Scores

Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Average Acc Average F1

Baselines

GPT-3.5 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
gemma-2b .110 .048 .703 .338 .610 .278 .091 .069 .378 .183
gemma-1.1-2b-it .008 .020 .744 .579 .466 .307 .001 .022 .305 .232
gemma-7b .178 .062 .740 .454 .610 .338 .166 .112 .424 .242
gemma-1.1-7b-it .041 .028 .760 .584 .555 .310 .009 .028 .341 .238
Mistral-7B-v0.1 .158 .178 .618 .574 .524 .488 .140 .163 .360 .351
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 .138 .119 .688 .401 .485 .242 .062 .059 .343 .205
llama-3-8b .140 .164 .565 .565 .449 .426 .113 .133 .317 .322
llama-3-8b-Instruct .183 .196 .714 .643 .551 .440 .139 .143 .397 .356

Fine-tuned Models

gemma-2b + No .091 .049 .544 .405 .433 .328 .066 .083 .259 .131
gemma1.1-2b-it + No .117 .154 .747 .586 .465 .387 .089 .122 .227 .251
gemma-7b + No .125 .055 .510 .419 .398 .336 .085 .100 .165 .128
gemma1.1-7b-it + No .210 .280 .720 .790 .600 .680 .170 .230 .426 .419
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + No .263 .199 .730 .489 .643 .437 .221 .180 .079 .076
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + No .273 .143 .752 .349 .592 .274 .230 .130 .286 .151
llama-3-8b + No .231 .301 .621 .698 .452 .525 .200 .270 .215 .275
llama-3-8b-Instruct + No .227 .297 .584 .668 .425 .500 .198 .263 .175 .234

gemma-2b + Rel .116 .052 .647 .364 .502 .244 .059 .053 .331 .178
gemma1.1-2b-it + Rel .109 .096 .745 .748 .697 .710 .038 .087 .397 .410
gemma-7b + Rel .110 .052 .568 .354 .431 .260 .058 .059 .292 .181
gemma1.1-7b-it + Rel .173 .054 .815 .770 .681 .671 .076 .094 .436 .397
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + Rel .214 .275 .716 .713 .690 .627 .112 .137 .433 .438
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Rel .226 .231 .757 .370 .712 .338 .154 .108 .462 .262
llama-3-8b + Rel .219 .286 .772 .826 .728 .782 .134 .184 .463 .520
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Rel .217 .283 .746 .803 .664 .721 .097 .143 .431 .488

gemma-2b + Irr .114 .048 .515 .247 .330 .166 .077 .062 .259 .131
gemma1.1-2b-it + Irr .118 .116 .444 .440 .278 .319 .069 .129 .227 .251
gemma-7b + Irr .072 .045 .333 .238 .198 .156 .057 .071 .165 .128
gemma1.1-7b-it + Irr .189 .058 .800 .793 .543 .583 .172 .243 .426 .419
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + Irr .235 .214 .032 .033 .038 .037 .011 .019 .079 .076
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Irr .257 .140 .485 .237 .360 .188 .041 .039 .286 .151
llama-3-8b + Irr .237 .307 .285 .347 .237 .295 .100 .151 .215 .275
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Irr .240 .308 .203 .261 .168 .227 .088 .138 .175 .234

gemma-2b + SA .115 .051 .593 .311 .539 .269 .044 .045 .323 .169
gemma1.1-2b-it + SA .105 .096 .743 .654 .737 .660 .027 .071 .403 .370
gemma-7b + SA .149 .059 .540 .243 .549 .245 .071 .065 .327 .153
gemma1.1-7b-it + SA .181 .055 .838 .800 .824 .793 .075 .116 .480 .441
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + Sa .215 .274 .718 .625 .720 .613 .096 .110 .437 .406
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + SA .226 .244 .751 .388 .743 .370 .158 .112 .470 .279
llama-3-8b + SA .220 .288 .762 .822 .755 .815 .084 .124 .455 .512
llama-3-8b-Instruct + SA .215 .281 .749 .810 .737 .798 .085 .127 .447 .504

gemma-2b + Mixed .170 .120 .800 .320 .790 .320 .160 .100 .480 .215
gemma1.1-2b-it + Mixed .140 .200 .700 .770 .690 .750 .150 .100 .420 .455
gemma-7b + Mixed .250 .150 .810 .370 .810 .370 .240 .180 .528 .268
gemma1.1-7b-it + Mixed .210 .270 .750 .810 .730 .800 .150 .200 .460 .520
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + Mixed .221 .243 .752 .557 .744 .539 .190 .180 .477 .380
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Mixed .259 .141 .777 .342 .769 .340 .161 .092 .492 .229
llama-3-8b + Mixed .239 .310 .760 .829 .735 .806 .194 .257 .482 .551
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Mixed .237 .307 .732 .799 .711 .780 .133 .186 .453 .518

Table 6: ContextAQA Context-First Performance of different model configurations on various context types: no
context (No), relevant (Rel), wrong dates (WD), random (Rand). Models include base LLMs (Mistral-7B-Instruct-
v0.2, llama-3-8b-Instruct) and fine-tuned variants trained on various context setups (+No, +Rel, +WD, +Rand,
+Mixed). Results highlight the impact of context types and fine-tuning strategies on model robustness and accuracy.



Model No Test Set Rel Test Set SA Test Set Irr Test Set Average Scores

Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Average Acc Average F1

Baselines

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 .138 .119 .688 .401 .485 .242 .062 .059 .343 .205
gemma-1.1-7b-it .041 .028 .760 .584 .555 .310 .009 .028 .341 .238
llama-3-8b-Instruct .180 .190 .710 .640 .550 .440 .130 .140 .393 .353

Fine-tuned Models

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + No .270 .140 .750 .340 .590 .270 .230 .130 .460 .220
gemma-1.1-7b-it + No .210 .280 .720 .790 .600 .680 .170 .230 .425 .495
llama-3-8b-Instruct + No .220 .290 .580 .660 .420 .500 .190 .260 .353 .428

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Rel .220 .230 .750 .370 .710 .330 .150 .100 .458 .258
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Rel .173 .054 .815 .770 .681 .671 .076 .094 .436 .397
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Rel .210 .280 .740 .800 .660 .720 .090 .140 .425 .485

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + SA .220 .240 .750 .380 .740 .370 .150 .110 .465 .275
gemma-1.1-7b-it + SA .181 .055 .838 .800 .824 .793 .075 .116 .480 .441
llama-3-8b-Instruct + SA .210 .280 .740 .810 .730 .790 .080 .120 .440 .500

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Irr .250 .140 .480 .230 .360 .180 .040 .030 .283 .145
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Irr .189 .058 .800 .793 .543 .583 .172 .243 .426 .419
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Irr .300 .240 .200 .260 .160 .220 .080 .130 .185 .213

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 + Mixed .250 .140 .770 .340 .760 .340 .160 .090 .485 .228
gemma-1.1-7b-it + Mixed .210 .270 .750 .810 .730 .800 .150 .200 .460 .520
llama-3-8b-Instruct + Mixed .230 .300 .730 .790 .710 .780 .130 .180 .450 .513

Table 7: ContextAQA Context-first performance of different model configurations on temporal QA across four
context types: no context (No), relevant (Rel), slightly-altered (SA), irrelevant (Irr). Models include base LLMs
(Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2, llama-3-8b-Instruct) and fine-tuned variants trained on various context setups (+No, +Rel,
+SA, +Irr, +Mixed). Results highlight the impact of context types and fine-tuning strategies on model robustness
and accuracy.
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