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Abstract
While Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG)
has shown promise in enhancing long-term
conversations, the increasing memory load as
conversations progress degrades retrieval accu-
racy. Drawing on psychological insights, we
propose LUFY, a simple yet effective method
that focuses on emotionally arousing memories
and retains less than 10% of the conversation.
In the user experiment, participants interacted
with three types of RAG chatbots, each for 2
hours over 4 sessions, marking the most exten-
sive assessment of a chatbot’s long-term capa-
bilities to date—more than four times longer
than any existing benchmark. The results
demonstrate that prioritizing arousing memo-
ries while forgetting the majority of the conver-
sation significantly enhances user experience.
This study pushes the frontier of long-term
conversations and highlights the importance of
forgetting unimportant parts of conversations.
Code and Dataset: https://github.com/ryuichi-
sumida/LUFY

1 Introduction

In human conversations, what we remember re-
mains a mystery. Similarly, in the realm of chat-
bots, particularly Retrieval-Augmented Generation
(RAG) chatbots, the challenge lies not only in re-
taining long-term memory but also in deciding
what to forget.

RAG, a method that retrieves related memories
from past conversations and uses them to generate a
response, has been shown to be effective (Xu et al.,
2022). Compared to inputting the entire conversa-
tion history into a Large Language Model (LLM),
retrieving relevant information is not only efficient
and effective (Yu et al., 2024) but also enhances the
chatbot’s ability to remember and actively utilize
the user’s past information, improving the level of
engagement and contributing to long-term friend-
ships between the chatbot and the user (Campos
et al., 2018).

However, as highlighted in previous studies
(Choi et al., 2023), a challenge arises: as conversa-
tions progress, memory constantly increases. This
not only demands significant storage space but also
involves retaining a lot of unnecessary informa-
tion, which could lead to degrading retrieval perfor-
mance. A simple example would be that humans
do not remember every single meal they have had
in their entire lives; instead remember only their
favorites or particularly memorable ones.

This necessitates selective memory in chatbots,
much like the human cognitive process, where only
the essential elements of a conversation are remem-
bered. Studies have shown that humans typically
recall only about 10% of a conversation (Stafford
and Daly, 1984), making it crucial to determine
which 10% of memories are worth retaining. This
challenge raises the key question: how can chatbots
efficiently identify and prioritize these valuable
memories, while discarding irrelevant information?

To address this, we propose LUFY: Long-term
Understanding and identiFYing key exchanges in
one-on-one conversations. Building upon real-
world data and psychological insights, LUFY im-
proves existing models by calculating six distinct
memory metrics, whereas simpler models like
MemoryBank (Zhong et al., 2024) only account
for frequency and recency of memory recall. Addi-
tionally, LUFY does not merely sum these metrics
but uses learned weights to balance their impact.
These weighted scores are then used in both the
retrieval and forgetting modules, ensuring that the
chatbot effectively prioritizes relevant memories
while gradually forgetting less important ones.

To empirically validate our proposed model and
its effectiveness in enhancing long-term conversa-
tional memory, we conducted an experiment in-
volving human participants. In this experiment,
participants engaged in text-based conversations
with chatbots equipped with different forgetting
modules, each for at least two hours. This duration
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Dataset Avg. Turns Avg. Words Conv. Setting
Daily Dialog (Li et al., 2017) 7.9 115.3 Human-Human
SODA (Kim et al., 2023) 7.6 122.4 Chatbot-Chatbot
CareCall (Bae et al., 2022) 104.5 515.2 Human-Chatbot
Conversation Chronicles (Jang et al., 2023) 58.5 1,054.8 Chatbot-Chatbot
MSC (Xu et al., 2022) 53.3 1,225.9 Human-Human
LUFY-Dataset (Ours) 253.8 5,538.5 Human-Chatbot

Table 1: Average turns and words per conversation of LUFY-Dataset compared to existing text-to-text dialog
datasets. The average length of a conversation in ours is 4.5x that of MSC (Xu et al., 2022), distributed over 4.8x
more turns.

is at least 4.5 times longer than that of the most
extensive existing studies of conversational abili-
ties to date, as shown in Table 1. Our results show
that prioritizing arousing memories while discard-
ing most of the conversation content significantly
enhances user experience. This enhancement is ev-
idenced by human assessments, sentiment analysis
and GPT-4 evaluations. Furthermore, our method
improved the precision of information retrieval by
over 17% compared to the Naive RAG system with
no forgetting mechanism, highlighting its poten-
tial for more accurate and relevant conversational
responses.

We share this extensive human-chatbot conver-
sation dataset along with annotations for the im-
portant utterances. Our approach to data collection
is designed to uphold rigorous privacy and ethical
standards, with consenting participants and robust
de-identification procedures where relevant.

2 Psychology of Memorizing
Conversations

MemoryBank (Zhong et al., 2024) introduced the
idea of assessing the importance of a memory based
on the number of times a memory is used and the
elapsed time since the memory was last used. This
idea was inspired by the Ebbinghaus Forgetting
Curve theory (Ebbinghaus, 1885), a theory that the
more times information is reviewed or learned, the
slower the rate of forgetting. In this model, the
importance of a memory is represented as:

Importance = e−
∆t
S . (1)

Here, ∆t represents the time elapsed since the
memory was last retrieved, and S is the number of
times the memory is retrieved. In MemoryBank,
the initial value of S is set to 1 upon its first mention
in a conversation. When a memory item is recalled

during conversations, S is increased by 1 and ∆t is
reset to 0. Nevertheless, as acknowledged in their
study, this represents a preliminary and oversim-
plified model for memory’s importance updating.
Most importantly, their work did not include exper-
iments to validate their proposed concept.

Despite the innovative approach taken by Mem-
oryBank, the model’s simplicity overlooks critical
aspects of how memories are valued and retained.
This oversight becomes especially apparent when
considering the concept of flashbulb memories, as
described by (Brown and Kulik, 1977). These mem-
ories, such as the news of the 9/11 terrorist attacks,
maintain their vividness and strength regardless of
recall frequency. The current method of uniformly
updating S fails to reflect the intricate nature of
memory consolidation and the differential impact
of emotionally charged events.

In the following, we explain pivotal insights
from psychology that offer valuable perspectives
on conversations, particularly focusing on memory
consolidation and retention mechanisms. Addition-
ally, we demonstrate how these findings can be
applied to numerically score the importance of an
utterance.

First, emotional arousal significantly enhances
memory consolidation (Brown and Kulik, 1977;
Conway et al., 1994; McGaugh, 2003; Reisberg
and Hertel, 2003), a phenomenon well-documented
in studies like flashbulb memories (Brown and Ku-
lik, 1977). Emotionally charged events, such as
dramatic personal experiences like a breakup or
receiving college admissions, are more likely to be
remembered. We used RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019)
finetuned with EMOBANK (Buechel and Hahn,
2017), a 10k text corpus manually annotated with
emotion, to measure arousal in user’s utterance.

Second, the element of surprise plays a cru-



cial role in memory retention. Events that deviate
from expectations are more memorable (Breton-
Provencher et al., 2022). To quantify this element
of surprise, we assessed the rarity of sentences us-
ing perplexity, a measure of how predictable a piece
of text is. We employed the GPT2-Large model to
calculate the perplexity, using the chatbot’s utter-
ance as context.

Third, the concept of Retrieval-Induced Forget-
ting (RIF) suggests that selectively recalling certain
memories strengthens those memories while mak-
ing related but unmentioned memories more likely
to be forgotten (Hirst and Echterhoff, 2012). In line
with this, we specifically retrieve and use the two
most relevant memories for each conversational
turn. The memory ranked as the most relevant (R1)
is referenced directly to reinforce its strength, while
the second most relevant memory (R2) is recalled
but left unmentioned to encourage forgetting, in
accordance with RIF principles.

Fourth, approximately 70% of conversation time
is dedicated to the exchange of information about
contemporary events (Dunbar et al., 1997). There-
fore, we take the recency of the memory into ac-
count at the retrieval stage, as detailed in Sec-
tion 4.1.1.

Lastly, the capacity for immediate recall in social
interactions is surprisingly limited; studies show
that individuals typically remember only about 10%
of the content from a conversation (Stafford and
Daly, 1984).

3 Quantifying Memory Importance

3.1 Definition of Importance Score
Building upon the psychological principles of emo-
tional arousal, surprise, and retrieval-induced for-
getting, we propose new metrics for determining
the importance of memories. Specifically, we trans-
late these insights into quantifiable metrics:

• Emotional Arousal (A): Measured using
RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019) fine-tuned with
EMOBANK (Buechel and Hahn, 2017), cap-
turing the intensity of emotions in the user’s
utterance.

• Surprise Element (P ): Assessed via perplex-
ity using the GPT2-Large model, representing
the unpredictability of the utterance.

• LLM-Estimated Importance (L): Derived
from the language model’s estimation of the
importance of the user’s utterance.

Figure 1: Process of determining the importance of
a memory using various psychological metrics. The
weights wA, wP , wL, wR1, and wR2 are assigned based
on the relative impact of each metric, as detailed in
Section 3.

• Retrieval-Induced Forgetting (R1, R2):
The frequency with which a memory appears
in the top 2 relevant memories. The most
relevant memory is reinforced, while the sec-
ond most relevant memory is selectively un-
mentioned to encourage forgetting (Hirst and
Echterhoff, 2012).

To account for aspects of importance that might not
be fully captured by the aforementioned metrics in
Section 2, we also add the LLM-estimated impor-
tance score, which relies on the language model’s
interpretation of the conversational context. The
prompt given to estimate the importance is detailed
in the Appendix A. These five metrics are regu-
larized to ensure consistent scaling with the same
average, minimum, and maximum values. See the
Appendix B for further details.

As illustrated in Figure 1, the importance as-
signment process involves three key steps. Step
1: Metric Calculation—For each chatbot-user ut-
terance pair (defined as a memory), the psycholog-
ical metrics outlined above are calculated. Step
2: Strength Determination—Next, the strength
S is computed by summing the weighted metrics,
which reflects the composite significance of the
memory.

S = wA ·A+wP ·P+wL ·L+wR1 ·R1−wR2 ·R2
(2)



Variable Symbol Weight
Arousal wA 2.76
Perplexity wP -0.28
LLM Estimated Importance wL 0.44
Most Relevant Memory Count wR1 1.02
2nd Most Relevant Memory Count wR2 -0.012

Table 2: Fitted parameters for the Memory-related Psychological Metrics. Arousal has the highest weight relative to
other metrics.

Figure 2: Response Generation Figure 3: Forgetting Process

Step 3: Importance Calculation—Finally, using
the calculated strength, the overall importance of
the memory is determined via the forgetting curve
equation.

Importance = e−∆t/S (3)

3.2 Weight Estimation

We used real-world data to estimate the relative
importance of the five memory-related metrics. In
this study, to fit the three initial parameters (wA,
wP , wL), part of the CANDOR corpus (a total of
300 utterance pairs) was used. While keeping these
three parameters fixed, we used human-RAG chat-
bot conversations (a total of 200 utterance pairs),
which were collected prior to the user experiment
to fit the latter two parameters (wR1, wR2). The
CANDOR corpus was selected for its diverse set
of conversations, while the human-RAG conversa-
tions allowed for precise tracking of memory usage,
which is not available in the CANDOR corpus.

For both datasets, we tasked annotators with la-
beling the conversations on a binary scale of 1
and 0, where 10% of the conversations were la-
beled as 1 (important) to mimic human behavior
(Stafford and Daly, 1984). To guarantee the relia-
bility of our annotation process, we ensured that the

Fleiss’ kappa score for agreement among annota-
tors reached at least 0.4, with each utterance being
assessed by at least three annotators. Then, we used
the Levenberg–Marquardt algorithm and applied
L2-regularized squared loss as the loss function.
The training details are in Appendix C.

The results of the fitted parameters are given in
Table 2. Notably, Arousal (A) exhibits the highest
weight out of all metrics, suggesting that arousal
plays a significant role in determining the memora-
bility and importance of an utterance.

The negative value for Perplexity (P) suggests
that perplexity is not effective in measuring rarity
or unpredictability. This could be because what
is surprising to an individual, such as a car acci-
dent, might be considered an ’everyday event’ by a
language model.

4 System Overview

LUFY is composed of two main components:
(1) the response generation module and (2) the
forgetting module. The forgetting process occurs
after a session when the user is done talking.

4.1 Response Generation

As depicted in Figure 2, the response generation
process consists of two main parts: the retrieval



System Forgetting? Retrieval method
Naive RAG × Cos. Sim.
MemoryBank (Zhong et al., 2024) ✓ Cos. Sim.
LUFY ✓ Cos. Sim. + Importance

Table 3: Comparison of systems in terms of forgetting and retrieval methods. Naive RAG: a conventional RAG
chatbot model that exhibits no forgetting, MemoryBank: the model from previous work (Zhong et al., 2024), and
LUFY: our proposed model.

part and the concatenation of various information
to provide to the LLM. We provide a detailed ex-
planation of the retrieval method, as it is central to
the RAG chatbots.

4.1.1 Retrieval Method

Embedding We use a standard LLM embedding
(text-embedding-ada-002 from OpenAI).

Retrieval The foundation of the RAG system is
its retrieval method. This process is initiated upon
receiving input from a user, to retrieve the memory
most relevant to the current conversation.

There are two key aspects to the retrieval
method:

1. Cosine Similarity Threshold: During the
retrieval stage, we use cosine similarity to as-
sess the relevance between the embeddings
of recent conversations and the entries in the
memory database. To ensure a high level of
contextual relevance, we have set the thresh-
old at 0.8, consistent with commonly used
standards in popular RAG system frameworks
like LlamaIndex. This choice is further val-
idated by our analysis of Question and An-
swer pairs gathered from the user experiment.
More details are available in Section 5.4.

2. Final Retrieval Score: Our proposed method
distinguishes itself from previous works by in-
tegrating importance into the retrieval process.
The final retrieval score is computed using a
formula as follows:

score = Cos. Sim. + α · Importance (4)

This method not only reflects the memory’s
relevance to the current context but also its
recency and importance. In this study, α is set
to 0.1; however, future work should focus on
determining the optimal value.

4.1.2 Information Provided to the LLM for
Response Generation

The LLM is provided with three key pieces of in-
formation to generate responses: a summary of
past conversations, the context (recent five utter-
ances), and memory relevant to the current context.
The prompt given to the LLM is detailed in Ap-
pendix A.

4.2 Forgetting Process

As depicted in Figure 3, the forgetting process is
executed in two steps: ranking the memories ac-
cording to importance, and retaining the top 10%
important memories. We provide the actual reten-
tion rate in the Appendix D.

5 User Experiment

We compared three different RAG chatbots: Naive
RAG, MemoryBank, and LUFY. Naive RAG
stores all memories, while MemoryBank and
LUFY are equipped with a forgetting mechanism
that retains only 10% of memories. MemoryBank
assesses the importance of a memory based solely
on retrieval counts, whereas LUFY evaluates mem-
ory importance using six memory-related metrics,
as depicted in Figure 1. Additionally, although both
Naive RAG and MemoryBank use Cosine similar-
ity only to assess the relevance of a memory to
current conversations, LUFY also considers impor-
tance in this assessment. The differences between
the three systems are summarized in Table 3.

We conducted four rounds of dialogue, signifi-
cantly exceeding the interaction length of existing
benchmarks (Xu et al., 2022), as shown in Table 1.

5.1 Procedure

5.1.1 Interaction Phase
Seventeen participants engaged in a 30-minute con-
versation with each chatbot across 10 sessions
over 4 days. In the initial session, participants
interacted with a standard RAG chatbot. The
three chatbots—Naive RAG, MemoryBank, and



Personalization Flow of Conv. Overall
System S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg. S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg. S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg.

Naive RAG (3.94) 3.85 3.89 3.76 3.83 (3.86) 3.46 3.57 3.20 3.41 (3.82) 3.65 3.74 3.50 3.63
MemoryBank (3.87) 3.95 3.87 3.56 3.79 (3.69) 3.58 3.64 3.31 3.51 (3.85) 3.75 3.64 3.36 3.58
LUFY (3.94) 4.13 3.98 4.04 4.05 (3.78) 3.63 3.57 3.72 3.64 (3.80) 3.81 3.74 3.80 3.78

Table 4: Subjective Evaluation of three criteria: Personalization, Flow of Conversation and Overall, with ratings on
a scale from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest).

System S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg.

Naive RAG (0.58) 0.51 0.38 0.32 0.40
MemoryBank (0.58) 0.47 0.34 0.30 0.38
LUFY (0.58) 0.43 0.45 0.62 0.50

Table 5: Sentiment Analysis Results: Average rating of
user utterances (+1 = positive, 0 = neutral, -1 = nega-
tive).

System (S1) S2 S3 S4 Avg.

Naive RAG (3.71) 3.53 3.38 3.18 3.36
MemoryBank (3.71) 3.53 3.44 3.21 3.39
LUFY (3.71) 3.53 3.32 3.50 3.45

Table 6: Rating by GPT-4o, average of 30 ratings.

LUFY—were all equipped with identical memo-
ries for this first session.

5.1.2 Post-Interaction Phase
After each session, the participants were asked to
create three question-and-answer pairs. These ques-
tions contained information that the participants
wanted the chatbot to remember about them. Addi-
tionally, the questions were designed to be clearly
judged on a binary scale (1: correct, 0: incorrect)
and to ensure that the answers would remain con-
sistent in future questions. An example of such a
question is, ’Where is my hometown?’

5.2 LUFY-Dataset

We release the conversations collected between the
three models and the participants, which we refer
to as the LUFY-Dataset.

Similar to the annotation procedure described
in Section 3, at least three annotators reviewed
and labeled the conversations from the user exper-
iment using a binary scale: 1 for "important" and
0 for "unimportant." In addition to the annotation
of important memories, each conversation script

includes three QA pairs. For the de-identification
process, multiple reviewers examined the conver-
sations to ensure that all personally identifiable in-
formation (PII) was removed or modified. Further
details are provided in Appendix F.

We aim for the LUFY-Dataset to serve as a
benchmark for long-term conversations, given its
unique length, as shown in Table 1.

5.3 Main Results

Firstly, we evaluated the user experience using both
subjective and automatic methods.

Subjective Evaluations For subjective methods,
each conversation script was evaluated by three an-
notators based on three criteria: Personalization,
Flow of the Conversation, and Overall experience.
The results are shown in Table 4. LUFY outper-
formed the other two models in almost all sessions
across all criteria, with a notable difference in Ses-
sion 4. This highlights an improved user experi-
ence with LUFY, especially in Session 4, where
the difference becomes more pronounced in longer
conversations. The definitions and specific scoring
criteria are provided in Appendix G.

Sentiment Analysis As part of the automatic
method to score the user experience, we conducted
sentiment analysis using versions of RoBERTa fine-
tuned with sentiment datasets. As shown in Table 5,
participants had more positive conversations when
interacting with LUFY. Kindly refer to Appendix C
for more details.

Rating by LLM As part of the automatic method
to score the user experience, we assessed the user’s
overall satisfaction using GPT-4o. We used GPT-4o
as an evaluator because strong LLMs achieve per-
formance comparable to human evaluators (Zheng
et al., 2024). As shown in Table 6, there is a no-
table difference in Session 4, which aligns with the
findings from the subjective evaluations.



Figure 4: Percentage of correct memories for different
thresholds. Thresholds below 0.75 are omitted as they
consistently resulted in 0%.

Figure 5: F1 Score, Recall, and Precision at various
thresholds. Minimal change in F1 Score between 0.75
to 0.795, with a significant decline beyond 0.8.

Top-k Memory Ratio (%)

Top 1 52.5
Top 2 61.8
Top 3 71.6
Top 4 79.9
Top 5 84.8
Top 6 85.6
Top 7 88.2
Top 8 88.2
Top 9 90.6
Top 10 91.2
(Not in Top 10) 8.8

Table 7: Ratio of the correct memory being in various
top-k memories. The correct memory is included in the
top-5 memories 84.8% of the time.

Both subjective and automatic methods demon-
strate a clear improvement in user experience with
LUFY.

5.4 In-depth Analysis
Cosine Similarity Threshold We used the de-
fault value of 0.8 for the cosine similarity threshold.
Using the LUFY-Dataset, we conducted experi-
ments to verify whether this choice was optimal.

We used the LUFY-Dataset, which consists of
612 QA pairs. For each pair, we retrieved ten rel-
evant memories with a cosine similarity threshold
of at least 0.6 and annotated whether the retrieved
memory was correct for answering the question.
Figure 4 shows the percentage of correct memo-
ries for each cosine similarity threshold range. Our
findings include:

• Memories with a cosine similarity of less than
0.75 were always irrelevant or incorrect.

• There is a positive correlation between higher
cosine similarity and the likelihood of the
memory correctly answering the question, al-
though fewer cases are retrieved when the co-
sine similarity is over 0.85.

Based on these findings, we tested various cosine
similarity thresholds between 0.75 to 0.83 to de-
termine the threshold that would yield the highest
F1 Score, representing the balance between retriev-
ing relevant information and filtering out irrelevant
content.

As shown in Figure 5, we found that

• F1 Score remains constant between 0.75 and
0.8, with a significant decline beyond 0.8.

In summary, our experiments show that a cosine
similarity threshold between 0.75 and 0.8 provides
the best balance between precision and recall. Thus,
our choice of 0.8 is optimal, as it maximizes per-
formance without sacrificing too much recall, en-
suring the retrieval of the most relevant memories
while maintaining precision.

Top-k Retrieval Using the same 612 QA pairs
from the LUFY-Dataset, we retrieved the top 10
memories for each question and analyzed the po-
sition of the correct memory among them. The
results are shown in Table 7. Notably, we found
that 85% of the correct memories appear within
the top 5, with only marginal improvement when
increasing k. This suggests that selecting the top
5 memories is effective for conversational RAG
chatbots, aligning with previous studies on RAG
systems in non-conversational settings (Li et al.,
2024). Aligning our method with the concept of
RIF (Hirst and Echterhoff, 2012), we retrieved the
top 2 memories despite the higher effectiveness
observed with the top 5.



Precision Recall F1 Score
System S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg. S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg. S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg.

Naive RAG 75.6 69.6 74.2 69.9 72.3 60.8 51.0 51.6 46.6 52.5 67.4 58.9 60.9 55.9 60.8
MemoryBank 63.6 50.7 57.4 64.6 59.1 41.2 29.4 30.7 31.9 33.3 50.0 37.2 40.0 42.7 42.5
LUFY 80.0 86.9 86.8 86.6 85.1 54.9 51.0 38.6 35.3 44.9 65.1 64.3 53.4 50.2 58.3

Table 8: Comparison of Precision, Recall, and F1 Score for different systems and sessions. Recall in S3 represents
its average accuracy on questions across sessions 1 to 3.

Important Memories
System S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg.

MemoryBank 18.3 11.8 15.7 13.7 14.9
LUFY 20.9 12.4 11.8 14.4 14.9
(Random) 13.1 10.0 10.6 11.1 11.2
(Annotators) 18.3 26.1 23.5 24.2 23.0

Table 9: Agreement probability with other annotators
on whether a memory is important.

Precision, Recall, F1 Score We assessed the
models’ ability to remember using the QA pairs col-
lected in the User Experiment. After each session,
we asked each model the questions and calculated
three scores: Precision, Recall, and F1 Score. The
results are shown in Table 8.

A sharp decline of more than 14% in recall was
observed for Naive RAG, indicating that without
a forgetting mechanism, recall performance de-
grades as the conversation progresses. LUFY out-
performed Naive RAG in Precision and surpassed
MemoryBank across all metrics in all sessions.

Memory matching rate To numerically analyze
how closely the remaining memories align with
human annotators, we calculated the agreement
probability with annotators on whether a memory
is important. As shown in Table 9, LUFY outper-
forms MemoryBank in all sessions except for S3.
However, it is not yet on par with human perfor-
mance.

Case Analysis We further provide examples that
vividly illustrate LUFY’s ability to remember and
bring up important topics. In example (a), although
this conversation was not mentioned in later ses-
sions, LUFY judged the memory as important due
to its high arousal score, which aligns with the an-
notators’ assessment. This memory would have
been forgotten in MemoryBank, as MemoryBank
only evaluates importance based on the number of

(a) An example of LUFY correctly judging a memory as
important, even though the memory was not used in later
conversations.

(b) An example of LUFY bringing up the most recent and
important topic from the last session.

Figure 6: Examples showing LUFY’s ability to remem-
ber and bring up important topics.

times the memory is retrieved. In example (b), we
demonstrate LUFY’s ability to recall recent and
significant topics from the last session. We con-
sider this an essential capability of chatbots since
humans discuss recent events 70% of the time (Dun-
bar et al., 1997).

6 Conclusion

This study introduced LUFY, a RAG chatbot that
retains only the most important 10% of memories.
By leveraging findings from psychology and real-
world data, we developed a more precise method
for defining the importance of a memory. We con-
ducted a human experiment that is 4.5 times longer
than the most extensive test to date, resulting in
notable improvements in both user experience and
precision. We also publicly release this long-term
conversation dataset. Overall, this study demon-
strates the potential of forgetting unimportant mem-
ories.



Limitations

This study has demonstrated the potential advan-
tages of the proposed method in enhancing chatbot
interactions through improved objective and sub-
jective evaluations. However, it is important to
acknowledge its limitations.

Firstly, our investigation focused solely on the
impact of memory-related psychological metrics in
conversations between strangers. Future research
should aim to diversify the dataset by including
interactions among friends, family members, and
other relationships to comprehensively understand
these metrics’ influence across different conversa-
tional contexts.

Second, this study only looked at text-based con-
versations. In text, indicators like exclamation
marks play a role in detecting arousal. For ex-
ample, when a user said, "I’m going to Hong Kong
with my friends next month," our system calcu-
lated a low arousal level, missing the excitement.
Future work should explore multimodal settings to
improve the accuracy of emotional detection.

7 Ethical Considerations

This work focuses on models with long-term mem-
ory and open-domain conversations where people
might share their personal interests. During con-
versations with our systems, the systems will store
information they learn from the exchange. We as-
sure that whatever is remembered is kept private,
only related to that specific user, and is not shared
with anyone else without de-identification process.
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A Prompts

Here is the prompt given to the LLM to generate
a response. These prompts were made in order
for the LLM to smoothly woven related previous
memory’s information to the current context.

"You will be provided with 3 pieces of information:

1. Key Summary: A summary of past conversations .
2. Recent Utterances: The latest exchanges between you and the user.
3. Relevant Memory: The memory most pertinent to the current conversation.

Using these details, you are tasked with generating an effective response.
Ensure that your reply maintains a casual tone to mimic a genuine interaction with a friend.

Here's the information:

- Key Summary of Past Conversations: {key_summary}
- Recent Utterances: {recent_utterances}
- Memory Relevant to Current Conversation: {related_memory}"

Figure 7: Prompt for generating chatbot responses.

"Based on the following dialogue, \
please evaluate and score how engaging the user({user_name})'s conversation is.\

Evaluate how engaging the user's utterances are, considering factors like
1. the relevance of responses,
2. ability to sustain a conversation, and
3. interest generated through their responses.\

Here are the conversation script:{conversation_script}\

The score should be on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is the lowest and 10 is the highest. \
Provide a list in the following format:\
[Score(1-10), Very briefly explain why you gave this score]"

Figure 8: Prompt for estimation of User Experience.



B Regularization of the five metrics

Out of the five metrics—A, P, L, R1, and R2—only
P, which stands for perplexity, can have a sub-
stantially large value. Therefore, we set a thresh-
old of 160 for any case where perplexity exceeds
this value. We chose this threshold because more
than 95% of the memories had a value below 160.
However, future work should focus on determin-
ing an optimal threshold for detecting unusually
large perplexity values. Additionally, using the
human-RAG chatbot conversations (a total of 200
utterance pairs) in Section 3, we regularized the
five metrics to have the same average, minimum,
and maximum values."

C Training Details

Importance Weights of Memory Metrics Given
that the lag time is one session—since annotation
occurs after the session (at t = 2) and the last time
the memory is used is during the session (at t =
1)—we employ the following function to model
the probability p of an utterance being memorable
based on Equation 1.

pretention = e−1/S

Using the annotated data, we used the Lev-
enberg–Marquardt algorithm and utilized L2-
regularized squared loss as the loss function, with
p0 (initial guesses) to be [1, 1, 1], although we did
not find the initial guesses to affect the outcome of
the learned parameters.

Arousal Detection We used RoBERTa (Liu et al.,
2019) finetuned with EMOBANK (Buechel and
Hahn, 2017) to detect arousal. We provide some
hyper parameters for the training: (model name =
roberta-large, batch size = 16, learning rate = 2e-5,
number of epochs = 10). We used 2 RTX A6000
for training.

Sentiment Analysis We used fine-tuned models
of DistilRoBERTa (Sanh, 2019) and RoBERTa (Liu
et al., 2019) for Sentiment Analysis.

DistilRoBERTa is fine-tuned with polar senti-
ment dataset of sentences from financial news, con-
sisting of 4840 sentences from English language
financial news categorised by sentiment. Table 10
shows the hyperparameters.

We used TimeLMs (Loureiro et al., 2022) as
the fine-tuned RoBERTa model. This RoBERTa is
trained on 124M tweets from January 2018 to De-
cember 2021, and finetuned for sentiment analysis

with the TweetEval benchmark (Mohammad et al.,
2018).

Parameter Value

Learning Rate 2e-05
Train Batch Size 8
Eval Batch Size 8
Seed 42
Optimizer Adam
β1, β2 0.9, 0.999
Epsilon 1e-08

LR Scheduler Type Linear
Number of Epochs 5

Table 10: Hyperparameters Used in the Experiment

D Retention Rate

Retention Rate As shown in Table 11, Memory-
Bank and LUFY remembered a very tiny portion
of the conversations, mostly less then 10% of the
conversations.

System S1 S2 S3 S4
Naive RAG 100 100 100 100
MemoryBank 13.3 7.8 5.9 5.7
LUFY 12.7 8.6 6.9 5.7

Table 11: Comparison of Retention Rate for different
systems across sessions.



E Examples of the LUFY-Dataset

Figure 9: Example of conversations along with annota-
tion for whether the utterance is important or not.

Figure 10: Example of QA pairs.

F De-identification

Removal of Direct Identifiers This involves
eliminating information that can directly identify
an individual, such as names, social security num-
bers, and addresses.

Generalization Specific data points are replaced
with broader categories. For example, exact ages
might be replaced with age ranges, or specific dates
might be replaced with just the year.

Some studies, such as DeID-GPT (Liu et al.,
2023), explore the use of LLMs for de-
identification. Other studies, such as the Ego4D
dataset (Grauman et al., 2022), which consists of
3,000 hours of video, use commercial software like
Brighter.ai and Primloc’s Secure Redact. However,
we manually executed the process to ensure proper
de-identification.



G Scoring Criteria

We provide the specific instructions for the three
criteria given to annotators.

Did the chatbot’s personalization appear
appropriate in the conversation?

1. 1/5 (Very Poor): Responses feel generic and
lack personalization.

2. 2/5 (Poor): Limited personalization attempts
are often off-target or superficial. Responses
only occasionally reflect the user’s context.

3. 3/5 (Average): The chatbot shows moderate
personalization. Responses are relevant but
may not fully address specific user needs.

4. 4/5 (Good): The chatbot consistently person-
alizes well, matching responses to the user’s
context and needs effectively.

5. 5/5 (Excellent): Outstanding personalization.
Responses are highly relevant, context-aware,
and perfectly meet the user’s needs, enhancing
engagement and satisfaction.

How well did the conversation flow without
feeling disjointed or out of context?

• 1/5 (Very Poor): The conversation feels bro-
ken and illogical, with responses often out of
context.

• 2/5 (Poor): The conversation has frequent
awkward transitions or non-sequiturs that dis-
rupt the flow.

• 3/5 (Average): The conversation flows reason-
ably well, with some disjointed moments that
slightly distract from the overall experience.

• 4/5 (Good): The conversation flows well, with
only minor issues that do not significantly im-
pact the user’s experience.

• 5/5 (Excellent): The conversation flows seam-
lessly and logically, feeling completely natu-
ral and coherent throughout.

Overall, how would you rate the user’s
experience with the chatbot?

1. 1/5 (Very Poor): The user found the conversa-
tion frustrating and unhelpful, strongly feeling
they would not want to use the chatbot again.

2. 2/5 (Poor): The user was somewhat disap-
pointed with the conversation, finding little
value in it and is unlikely to use the chatbot
again soon.

3. 3/5 (Average): The conversation met the
user’s basic expectations. They would con-
sider using the chatbot again if needed.

4. 4/5 (Good): The user was pleased with the
conversation and found it helpful, expressing
a clear interest in using the chatbot again.

5. 5/5 (Excellent): The user was highly satisfied
with the conversation, finding it exceptionally
useful and engaging, and is eager to use the
chatbot again.

H Extra Results

H.1 Complete table for recall, precision and
F1 Score.

Here we provide the complete results for recall,
precision and F1 Score.

H.2 Ablation Study
We conducted an ablation study for the agreement
probability with other annotators and precision, re-
call and F1 Score. We found A (Arousal), L (LLM
estimated importance), R1 (the number of times the
memory is retrieved) to be of particular importance.



S1 S2 S3 S4
System Q1 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Naive RAG 60.8 58.8 43.1 52.9 37.3 64.7 49.0 35.3 64.7 37.3
MemoryBank 41.2 33.3 25.5 35.3 17.6 39.2 37.3 19.6 27.5 43.1
LUFY 54.9 53.0 49.0 47.1 27.5 41.2 45.1 31.4 19.6 45.1

Table 12: Recall of responses to questions from various sessions. Q1 denotes Questions about session1, Q2 denotes
Questions about session2 and so on. S2 denotes that the questions are answered right before session2 and so on.

S1 S2 S3 S4
System Q1 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Naive RAG 75.6 68.2 71.0 64.3 61.3 97.1 62.5 62.1 91.7 63.3
MemoryBank 63.6 56.7 44.8 60.0 40.9 71.4 63.3 43.5 63.6 88.0
LUFY 80.0 81.3 92.6 82.8 77.8 100.0 82.1 88.9 83.3 92.0

Table 13: Precision Table of responses to questions from various sessions. Q1 denotes Questions about session1, Q2
denotes Questions about session2 and so on. S2 denotes that the questions are answered right before session2 and
so on.

Precision Recall F1 Score
System S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg. S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg. S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg.

LUFY 80.0 86.9 86.8 86.6 85.1 54.9 51.0 38.6 35.3 45.0 65.1 64.3 53.4 50.2 58.3
−A 64.3 84.3 81.4 82.2 78.1 37.3 52.0 33.4 32.9 38.9 47.2 64.3 47.4 47.0 51.5
−P 79.0 84.3 77.3 80.2 80.2 45.1 45.1 32.1 29.4 38.0 57.4 58.8 45.4 43.0 51.7
−L 74.8 83.8 83.2 77.1 79.7 49.0 44.1 32.8 28.9 38.7 59.2 57.8 47.1 42.0 51.5
−R1 68.6 82.0 82.3 87.0 80.0 47.1 47.1 38.0 38.7 42.7 55.9 59.8 52.0 53.6 55.3
−R2 80.0 86.9 86.8 86.6 85.1 54.9 51.0 38.6 35.3 45.0 65.1 64.3 53.4 50.2 58.3

Table 14: Ablation Study for Precision, Recall, and F1 Score. −A indicates that wA is set to 0. The largest drop in
performance is highlighted in bold.

Important Memories
System S1 S2 S3 S4 Avg.

LUFY 20.9 12.4 11.8 14.4 14.9
−A 21.5 11.8 9.1 14.4 14.2
−P 23.5 11.8 10.4 13.7 14.9
−L 20.2 11.8 9.8 15.0 14.2
−R1 21.5 10.4 11.1 13.7 14.2
−R2 20.9 12.4 11.8 14.4 14.9

Table 15: Ablation Study for the Agreement probability
with other annotators on whether memories are impor-
tant.
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