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Abstract

Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) excel in various domains but face chal-
lenges in providing accurate uncertainty estimates, which are crucial for
high-stakes applications. Large Language Models (LLMs) have recently
emerged as powerful tools, demonstrating exceptional performance in lan-
guage tasks. However, traditional calibration metrics such as Expected
Calibration Error (ECE) and classwise-ECE (cw-ECE) are inadequate for
LLMs due to their vast vocabularies, data complexity, and distributional
focus. To address this, we propose a novel calibration concept called full
calibration and introduce its corresponding metric, Full-ECE. Full-ECE eval-
uates the entire predicted probability distribution, offering a more accurate
and robust measure of calibration for LLMs.

1 Introduction

Deep Neural Networks(DNNs) have achieved remarkable success across various domains,
demonstrating superior performance in many tasks. Despite these impressive achievements,
a critical challenge remains: the calibration of these models’ predictions. Calibration refers to
the model’s ability to provide uncertainty estimates that accurately reflect the true likelihood
of its predictions being correct. In many high-stakes applications such as healthcare Leibig
et al. (2017); Dolezal et al. (2022), self-driving Michelmore et al. (2020), and protein engi-
neering Greenman et al. (2023), it is not sufficient for a model to be highly accurate; it must
also provide reliable estimates of uncertainty to ensure safety and robustness.

Large Language Models Achiam et al. (2023); Touvron et al. (2023); Brown et al. (2020)
have recently emerged as powerful tools in the DNN area, demonstrating exceptional
performance in a wide array of language tasks. It is essential to ensure that these models
are well-calibrated at the token level. Token-level calibration refers to the alignment of
the predicted probability distribution for each token with the true distribution observed
in the corpus. This ensures that the probabilities assigned to each token reflect their actual
occurrence likelihoods. Token-level calibration differs from traditional classification task
calibration in several aspects:

1. Vocabulary Size: Token-level calibration deals with a vast number of classes, typi-
cally in the hundreds of thousands according to the vocabulary size, vastly surpass-
ing traditional classification tasks.

∗Equal contribution
†Corresponding author, daniel@baichuan-inc.com, xlhu@tsinghua.edu.cn

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

11
34

5v
1 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 1

7 
Ju

n 
20

24



0.20

0.28

0.21

0.31

0.76

0.05

0.11

0.08

0.04

0.18

0.50

0.28

…
A

B
C

D

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0.20

0.28

0.21

0.31

0.76

0.05

0.11

0.08

0.04

0.18

0.50

0.28

…
A

B
C

D

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(a) ECE

(c) Full-ECE (b) classwise-ECE

…A 0.20 0.76 0.04

…B 0.28 0.05 0.18

…C 0.21 0.11 0.50

…D 0.31 0.08 0.28… …

Figure 1: (a), (b), and (c) demonstrate how ECE, cw-ECE, and Full-ECE aggregate statistics per bin
for a 4-class classification task. Red numbers represent maximum probability values, and blue dashed
boxes indicate ground truth label categories. ECE considers only these red maximum values, cw-ECE
computes ECE for each class individually, while Full-ECE enhances cw-ECE by combining bins across
different classes for statistical analysis.

2. Data Complexity and Imbalance: LLMs are trained on datasets containing tens of
billions of tokens, introducing significant complexity and diversity compared to
standard datasets. Moreover, token-level calibration grapples with highly imbal-
anced token distributions, posing additional challenges.

3. Distribution Focus: Traditional calibration methods focus on the top-1 prediction.
In contrast, token-level calibration for LLMs must account for the entire probability
distribution across all tokens, as inference involves sampling from this distribution,
making every token’s probability significant.

These distinctions underscore the inadequacy of traditional calibration metrics like Expected
Calibration Error (ECE) Naeini et al. (2015) and classwise-ECE (cw-ECE) Kull et al. (2019)
when applied to LLMs. ECE primarily considers the probability of the most likely token,
which, although suitable for traditional classification tasks, fails to capture the nuances
of the token distribution in LLMs. In contrast, cw-ECE evaluates calibration across each
class but struggles with the extreme class imbalance and the sheer number of classes in
LLMs. As the vocabulary size increases, the frequency of many tokens diminishes, making
it challenging to obtain reliable calibration metrics based on these rare tokens.

To address these challenges, we propose a novel calibration concept called full calibration
and introduce its corresponding metric, Full-ECE. Full-ECE evaluates the calibration of the
entire predicted probability distribution, encompassing all tokens rather than focusing on
the top-1 prediction. This comprehensive approach ensures that the calibration metric is
robust to imbalances and vast class count of LLMs, providing a more accurate measure of
LLMs’ calibration.

2 Background

Calibration refers to the process of adjusting the predictive probabilities of a model so that
they reflect the true likelihood of outcomes. For example, if a model predicts an event with
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a probability of 70%, that event should occur approximately 70% of the time in the long
run. The existing concepts of calibration can mainly be divided into two types: confidence
calibration and classwise calibration.

To introduce these two types of calibration, we first need to explain some fundamental
concepts. Let Pdata denote the probability distribution of data. A dataset consists of finite
(x, y) pairs where x ∼ Pdata is a data instance and y ∈ Y = {1, 2, ..., K} is the ground-truth
class label of x. A model takes in the instance x and output its prediction vector p ∈ RK. Let
p(k) denote the k-th dimension of p.

2.1 Confidence Calibration

In confidence calibration, the index corresponding to the maximum value in the model’s pre-
dicted probability distribution ŷ = argmaxk∈Y{p(k)} is taken as the model’s prediction, and
the associated probability value p̂ = maxk∈Y{p(k)} is considered as the model’s confidence.
A model is confidence-calibrated if for any confidence c ∈ [0, 1],

P(ŷ = y| p̂ = c) = c. (1)

A widely used metric for evaluating confidence calibration is the ECE Naeini et al. (2015),
which is defined as the expected absolute difference between the model’s confidence and its
accuracy:

ECE = Ep̂|P(ŷ = y| p̂)− p̂|. (2)
Since we only have finite samples, ECE cannot be directly calculated using the definition
provided above. In practical calculations, we replace the above definition with a discretized
version of ECE in which the interval [0, 1] is divided into M equispaced bins. Let Bm denote
the indices of samples with confidences belonging to the m-th bin (i.e. (m−1

M , m
M ]). The

accuracy of this bin is Am = 1
|Bm | ∑i∈Bm 1(ŷi = yi). The average confidence of this bin is

Cm = 1
|Bm | ∑i∈Bm p̂i. The discretized version of ECE is defined as

ECE =
M

∑
m=1

|Bm|
N

|Am − Cm|, (3)

where N is the number of samples in the dataset.

2.2 Classwise Calibration

Classwise calibration is concerned with calibrating the predicted probabilities for each indi-
vidual class in a multi-class classification problem. It ensures that the predicted probabilities
across different classes are accurate and properly calibrated. A model is classwise-calibrated
if for any class k and any probability q,

P(y = k|p(k) = q) = q. (4)

Similar to ECE for confidence calibration, the cw-ECE Kull et al. (2019) for classwise calibra-
tion is defined as

cw-ECE =
1
K

K

∑
k=1

class-k-ECE, (5)

where class-k-ECE is computed on the k-th class:

class-k-ECE = Ep(k) |P(y = k|p(k))− p(k)|. (6)

The discretized version of cw-ECE is defined as

cw-ECE =
K

∑
k=1

M

∑
m=1

|Bm,k|
NK

|Am,k − Cm,k|, (7)

where Bm,k denotes the set of indices of samples whose predicted probabilities of the k-th

class lie in the m-th bin, Am,k =
1

|Bm,k | ∑i∈Bm,k
1(yi = k) and Cm,k =

1
|Bm,k | ∑i∈Bm,k

p(k)i .
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3 Full Calibration: Calibrating the Whole Distribution Predicted by
LLMs

As mentioned earlier, ECE considers only the calibration of the most probable class in the
probability distribution, while classwise-ECE (cw-ECE) takes into account the calibration of
all classes in the probability distribution. However, as shown in Equations (5) and (7), for
each class k, cw-ECE requires calculating its corresponding ECE metric. ECE is a statistical
metric that requires a sufficient number of samples for each class to be calculated accurately.
In token-level calibration, it is impossible to ensure that each token appears frequently
enough in the test set. We analyzed the distribution of token occurrences in a test set
containing 5000 sentences and found that 30% of the tokens do not appear in the dataset
at all, and 41% of the tokens appear only 1-10 times. This indicates that 71% of the tokens
appear fewer than 10 times, making cw-ECE evaluation inaccurate.

To address the issues of existing calibration metrics, ECE and cw-ECE, in token-level
calibration, we propose a new and more suitable calibration concept: full calibration, along
with its corresponding calibration metric, Full-ECE.

Unlike confidence calibration, where the index corresponding to the maximum value
in the model’s predicted probability distribution is taken as the model’s prediction, full
calibration views the model’s output as a process of sampling from the predicted probability
distribution. The sampled index y∗ is taken as the output token, and its corresponding
probability value p∗ is considered as its confidence. A model is full-calibrated if for any
q ∈ [0, 1], the following holds:

P(y∗ = y|p∗ = q) = q. (8)

Naturally, similar to the definition of ECE, we can define the metric corresponding to full
calibration as Full-ECE:

Full-ECE = Ep∗ |P(y∗ = y|p∗)− p∗|. (9)

According to Bayes’ theorem and the law of total probability,

P(y∗ = y|p∗) = P(y∗ = y, p∗)
P(p∗)

=
∑K

k=1 P(y∗ = y = k, p∗)

∑K
k=1 P(y∗ = k, p∗)

.
(10)

Similar to the previously defined discrete ECE and cw-ECE, we divide the probability
interval [0,1] of each class k into M equally spaced bins. Each bin Bm,k represents the
set of indices of samples whose predicted probabilities of the k-th class lie in the m-th
bin. Let |B∗

m| represent the sum of the quantities in the m-th bin Bm,k for all classes k, i.e.
|B∗

m| = ∑K
k=1 |Bm,k|. Base on (9) and (10), Full-ECE can be discretized and represented as

Full-ECE =
M

∑
m=1

|B∗
m|

N
|A∗

m − C∗
m|, (11)

where

A∗
m =

∑K
k=1 ∑i∈Bm,k

1(yi = k)

|B∗
m|

, (12)

and

C∗
m =

∑K
k=1 ∑i∈Bm,k

p(k)i

|B∗
m|

. (13)

Figures 1 depicts the aggregation methods of ECE, cw-ECE, and Full-ECE for each bin. ECE
focuses solely on the highest probability value within each distribution, whereas cw-ECE
considers the distribution across all classes k, while Full-ECE combines the statistics of
different classes within the same bin. This approach addresses the issue in token-level
calibration where cw-ECE faces the challenge of having too few samples for many classes.
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2B params 7B params
RSD of cw-ECE 40.93% 44.90%
RSD of Full-ECE 7.56% 8.36%

Table 1: The RSD of Full-ECE and cw-ECE for different models as M varies.

4 The Robustness of Full-ECE

Both Full-ECE and cw-ECE are metrics designed to evaluate the calibration of the entire
predicted distribution. From their definitions in the discrete case, it can be observed that
both of them require the probability interval [0,1] to be divided into M equal-length bins.
A robust metric should exhibit lower relative variation as the value of M changes. We
evaluated the relative standard deviation (RSD) of Full-ECE and cw-ECE for different values
of M in the set {5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500}. Our experiments were conducted on two models:
a 2-billion parameter GPT model and a 7-billion parameter GPT model trained on 1 trillion
tokens. The lower the RSD, the more stable the metric is. The experimental results, shown in
Table 1, demonstrate that for both models, the RSD of Full-ECE as M varies is significantly
lower than that of cw-ECE. Therefore, Full-ECE is more stable across different values of M
compared to cw-ECE, highlighting its advantage in evaluating token-level calibration in
large language models.

5 Continuous Improvement of Full-ECE during LLM Training

Figure 2: Full-ECE with varying training data

Previously, we demonstrated across different dimensions that Full-ECE is a more suitable
metric than ECE and cw-ECE for evaluating uncertainty in LLMs. Another criterion for
effective model evaluation is reliability and discriminability, where metrics should consis-
tently improve with model capability. We tested the Full-ECE metric (M = 10) at different
training stages of the Baichuan-2 7BYang et al. (2023) model and observed a consistent
downward trend (shown in Figure 2), indicating a continuous improvement in token-level
calibration throughout training.

6 Conclusion

We introduce the concept of full calibration and propose its corresponding metric, Full-ECE,
to address the challenges in calibrating LLMs. Unlike traditional metrics such as ECE and
cw-ECE, Full-ECE evaluates the entire predicted probability distribution across all tokens,
From both experimental and theoretical perspectives, we have demonstrated that Full-ECE
provides a more robust calibration measure for LLMs operating with vast vocabularies and
complex data distributions.
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