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Abstract

We conceptualize the process of understand-
ing as information compression, and propose
a method for ranking large language mod-
els (LLMs) based on lossless data compression.
We demonstrate the equivalence of compres-
sion length under arithmetic coding with cumu-
lative negative log probabilities when using a
large language model as a prior, that is, the pre-
training phase of the model is essentially the
process of learning the optimal coding length.
At the same time, the evaluation metric com-
pression ratio can be obtained without actual
compression, which greatly saves overhead. In
this paper, we use five large language models as
priors for compression, then compare their per-
formance on challenging natural language pro-
cessing tasks, including sentence completion,
question answering, and coreference resolution.
Experimental results show that compression
ratio and model performance are positively cor-
related, so it can be used as a general metric to
evaluate large language models.

1 Introduction

In recent years, the rapid development of LLMs
has brought earth-shaking changes to the field of
natural language processing (NLP) (Radford et al.,
2019; Zhao et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023). LLMs are
advanced language models pretrained on tens of gi-
gabytes of data without tuning on data for specific
tasks. These large models can directly complete
various NLP tasks, and even become a milestone
technology towards general artificial intelligence
(AGI). Currently, LLMs are being studied more
and more widely in various fields, such as educa-
tion and research (Rahman and Watanobe, 2023),
medicine and healthcare (Thirunavukarasu et al.,
2023; Cascella et al., 2023), etc., and their perfor-
mance evaluation methods are becoming more and
more important.

Chang et al. (2024) showed that researchers al-
ways scrutinize the capabilities of AI models or

algorithms through evaluation using specific and
challenging tasks, so the evaluation metrics are out-
lined from the perspective of the evaluation tasks.
The metrics are diverse, such as Exact Match (EM),
F1-score, ROUGE, etc., and many are set for spe-
cific tasks, making it difficult to uniformly evaluate
the performance of the model on different tasks. In
addition, contamination of training and test data
can also lead to biased evaluation results (Magar
and Schwartz, 2022), making it impossible to verify
whether NLP progress is achieved through better
language understanding or better data utilization.
Various limitations lead to the lack of a unified
LLMs evaluation standard.

Therefore, we consider the process of model
training and learning itself and prove the equiva-
lence of the model pre-training goal and the com-
pression length under arithmetic coding, indicating
that compression is closely related to model per-
formance, and then use the compression ratio as a
general metric to measure the model’s generaliza-
tion ability in different scenarios.

2 Related Work

2.1 Language Models Evaluation

Currently, performance evaluation of LLMs is
mainly achieved through benchmark tests, includ-
ing diverse tasks, standardized datasets and com-
prehensive evaluation metrics. The purpose is to
establish a systematic and standardized evaluation
framework.

In 2019, Wang et al. (2019) introduced the Gen-
eral Language Understanding Evaluation Bench-
mark (GLUE), a multi-task evaluation platform
for measuring the performance of natural language
understanding models. It contains nine tasks, cov-
ering various types such as text classification, text
similarity evaluation, natural language Inference,
question answering, etc. A recent study Laskar et al.
(2023) evaluated ChatGPT across 140 tasks and an-
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alyze 255K responses it generates in these datasets,
laying the foundation for deploying ChatGPT-like
LLMs in real-world applications. More recently,
OpenAI et al. (2024) tested GPT-4 on a diverse
set of benchmarks, including 34 simulating exams
that were originally designed for humans. Bench-
mark test is very important for evaluating the perfor-
mance of language models and promoting research
progress, but limited coverage tasks, data contam-
ination (Brown et al., 2020; Li, 2023), and huge
overhead are all challenges and limitations faced in
this process. In order to solve these problems, we
propose compression ratio based on lossless data
compression, a general evaluation metric.

2.2 Neural Compression

The goal of data compression is to reduce the rep-
resentation size while retaining valid information.
Our LLMs-based compressor uses neural networks
for data compression and belongs to the neural
compression category. Current research in neural
compression largely benefits from advances in deep
generative modeling (Yang et al., 2023), such as
GANs (Goodfellow et al., 2014), VAEs (Rezende
and Mohamed, 2015), and autoregressive mod-
els (Van Den Oord et al., 2016). With the develop-
ment of deep neural networks, lossless text com-
pression has also ushered in new progress. Goyal
et al. (2018) proposed DeepZip, a lossless com-
pressor based on neural networks, consisting of
two main modules: RNN and arithmetic coding.
It achieves higher compression ratio than GZIP.
Bellard (2019) proposed a lossless compressor
based on LSTM, which is simple to describe and
has reasonable memory consumption compared to
compressors that provide a similar compression ra-
tio. Recent advancements, such as TRACE, a fast
transformer-based general-purpose lossless com-
pressor (Mao et al., 2022), achieves an overall
speedup of approximately 3x while maintaining
a compression ratio comparable to state-of-the-art
compressors.

3 Method

3.1 LLMs based Arithmetic Coding for
Compression

Shannon’s fundamental theorem of coding states
that (Shannon, 1948), given messages randomly
generated from a model, it is impossible to en-
code them into less bits (on average) than the en-
tropy of that model, thus defining a lower bound

Algorithm 1 Arithmetic Coding
1: Input: t0:n := t0t1 · · · tn ∈ Tn+1.
2: I0low = 0, I0high = 1

3: for ti, i = 1, 2, · · · , n, n+ 1 do
4: range = Ii−1

high − Ii−1
low

5: Iilow ← Ii−1
low + range ∗ Fi(ti)

6: Iihigh ← Ii−1
low + range ∗ (Fi(ti) + Pi(ti))

7: end for
8: Output: [In+1

low , In+1
high).

for lossless compression. Arithmetic coding is an
entropy coding algorithm. Huang et al. (2023) pro-
posed an entropy-based compressor that integrated
generative pre-trained transformer into adaptive
arithmetic coding, highlighting the potential of pre-
trained LLMs as powerful priors in compression.
In this paper, we integrate LLMs into adaptive arith-
metic coding for compression, with the aim of rep-
resenting data according to the probability of output
to reduce its overall size.

LLMs as Entropy Models
Considering text data, first use a tokenizer to con-

vert the text into a data stream t1:n := t1t2 · · · tn ∈
Tn of length n, where T is LLM vocabulary, a fi-
nite set of tokens. The empty sequence is denoted
as ε. Let ϕ represents LLM, where ϕ(t1:(i−1)) =
Pi(ti|t1, t2, · · · , ti−1), i ≥ 2 means modeling the
next token ti through the previous i − 1 tokens
t1:(i−1), and we get its probability distribution Pi.
In order to obtain the distribution for P1, add an
EOS (End of Sentence) token at the beginning of
the text as t0. For each token ti, the associated Pi

acts as the entropy model, guiding the encoder to
allocate fewer bits to high-frequency tokens and
more bits to low-frequency tokens, thereby improv-
ing compression efficiency.

Coding Process
The range for the data stream is the interval

[0, 1) before anything is transmitted. As each to-
ken is processed, the cumulative distribution func-
tions Fi(ti) and Pi(ti) are calculated according to
ϕ(t0:(i−1)). Then narrow the interval to the part
assigned to that token:

Iilow = Ii−1
low + (Ii−1

high − Ii−1
low ) ∗ Fi(ti),

Iihigh = Ii−1
low + (Ii−1

high − Ii−1
low ) ∗ (Fi(ti) + Pi(ti))

Adaptive arithmetic coding using LLM is shown
in Algorithm 1.



3.2 Equivalence of Model Pre-training Goal
and Compression Length

It is well established that compression and pre-
diction are essentially equivalent (Delétang et al.,
2023). In this way, compression and LLMs are
closely linked. We mathematically prove the equiv-
alence of model pre-training goal and compression
length. Then we present a novel method for evalu-
ating LLMS based on lossless compression.

Pre-training Optimization Goals for LLMs
The loss function, also known as the objective

function, measures the difference between the prob-
ability distribution predicted by the model and the
true distribution. Model training is to reduce the
loss function through continuous iteration, thereby
optimizing model performance.

We continue to consider the data stream above
t1:n := t1t2 · · · tn ∈ Tn. The true distribution of
data Q is the sequence of probability mass func-
tions Qn : Tn → (0, 1], for all n ∈ N , satisfy-
ing the constraint Qn(t1:n) =

∑
s∈T Qn+1(t1:ns),

where Q0(ε) := 1. The meaning can be clearly
seen from the parameters of Q, so we omit the
subscript of Q.

Now we have the true distribution Q of the data
and the probability distribution P predicted by the
LLMs. The pre-training Optimization Goals for
LLMs is to make P closer to Q, which can elicit
the definition of relative entropy, that is, Kullback-
Leibler Divergence:

DKL(Q||P ) =
n∑

i=1

(Qi log2Qi)−
n∑

i=1

(Qi log2 Pi)

The previous term
∑n

i=1(Qi · log2Qi) is the
inverse of the entropy of the true distribu-
tion Q, which is constant. The last term
−
∑n

i=1(Qi · log2 Pi) is the definition of cross en-
tropy, represented by H(Q,P ). Gibbs inequality
states that (Gibbs, 1878): DKL(Q||P ) ≥ 0, the
equality sign is true if and only if Qi = Pi,∀i.
Therefore, in order to make the probability distri-
bution P closer to the true distribution Q, that is,
to minimize the value of cross entropy. It further
illustrates that cross entropy can be used as the loss
function, and minimizing cross entropy is the goal
of optimizing the model.

Negative Log Probability as Compression
Length

The goal of lossless compression is to encode a
data stream t1:n sampled from a true distribution Q
into a minimum length bit stream, while ensuring

that the original sequence can be recovered through
decoding. In practice, Q is usually unknown, so
we approximate Q through the probability distri-
bution P predicted by the LLMs ϕ. During arith-
metic coding, the length of the interval Ii is equal
to Ii−1 ∗ Pi(ti). For the sequence t1:n, starting
from the initial interval of length 1, the final en-
coded interval length is

∏n
i=1Pi(ti), so the number

of bits required to represent this final interval (i.e.
message t1:n) is

∑n
i=1−log2Pi(ti). This reveals a

direct way to approximate the compression length
without having to perform the compression method
exactly. So the expected number of bits we get
is Et∼Q [

∑n
i=1− log2 Pi(ti)], that is the cross en-

tropy H(Q,P ).
Therefore, in the process of achieving lossless

compression, minimizing the expected length of
the encoded data stream is equivalent to minimiz-
ing cross entropy. At this point, the equivalence
of model pre-training goal and compression length
has been proven. Furthermore, we can use com-
pression ratio as a unified criterion for evaluating
LLMs.

4 Experiments

The experiment consists of four key parts: the cal-
culation of the compression ratio and three natural
language processing tasks, namely sentence com-
pletion, question answering and coreference reso-
lution. We use a total of five LLMs as compressor
priors, but the proposed method is not limited to
these models. This method can be applied to more
advanced LLMs as long as the predicted probabili-
ties can be obtained.

4.1 The Calculation of Compression Ratio

First, we select the Text8 dataset to calculate the
compression ratio of the compressor. The Text8
dataset is a large corpus extracted from the English
Wikipedia. After some simple preprocessing, the
text content covers various topics and fields. It is a
general dataset for language modeling.

We split the read Text8 file by spaces and ob-
tain a list containing all words. Then every 200
words are divided into a sublist, and the 200-length
word fragment are converted into strings. The list
of the first 10,000 strings is passed to the LLMs
compressor as a parameter. The compression ratio
calculation formula is as follows (in bits):

compression ratio =
original text length

compressed text length
.



Compressor Compression Ratio
LLaMA 2 7B 8.663
Mistral 7B 9.266
OPT-IML 1.3B 6.938
GPT-2-XL 1.5B 7.095
GPT-2 774M 6.864

Table 1: Compression ratios of different compressors.

LLM Accuracy(%)
Mistral 7B 81.3 (Jiang et al., 2023)
LLaMA 2 7B 77.2 (Touvron et al., 2023)
GPT-2-XL 1.5B 50.9 (Wu et al., 2023)

Table 2: Performance on sentence completion .

The LLM compressors involved include
LLaMA 2 7B released by Meta, Mistral 7B
released by the Mistral AI team, OPT-IML 1.3B
released by Facebook, and GPT-2-XL 1.5B and
GPT-2 774M released by OpenAI. Their calculated
compression ratios are shown in Table 1.

4.2 Sentence Completion

Sentence completion is designed to allow the com-
puter to predict the missing parts based on the given
context, so that the sentence becomes coherent and
complete. We compare the performance of three
large models, LLaMA 2 7B, Mistral 7B and GPT-2-
XL 1.5B on the HellaSwag dataset, using accuracy
as a metric. The results are shown in Table 2.

4.3 Question Answering

The goal of question answering is to enable the
computer to understand the questions raised by
users through semantic understanding and syntax
analysis, and then generate answers that meet the
requirements of the questions. Because any form
of LLM evaluation can be seen as question answer-
ing or switch to this format, so it is a very impor-
tant means for LLMs evaluation(Guo et al., 2023).
We compare the performance of two large models,
LLaMA 2 7B and OPT-IML 1.3B on the BoolQ
dataset, using accuracy as a metric. The results are
shown in Table 3.

LLM Accuracy(%)
LLaMA 2 7B 77.4 (Touvron et al., 2023)
OPT-IML 1.3B 61.5 (Iyer et al., 2023)

Table 3: Performance on question answering.

LLM Accuracy(%)
GPT-2-XL 1.5B 73.3 (Wu et al., 2023)
GPT-2 774M 69.2 (Trichelair et al., 2018)

Table 4: Performance on coreference resolution.

4.4 Coreference Resolution

Coreference resolution is to identify the entities
referred to by pronouns and noun phrases in the
text. It has many practical applications in natural
language processing, such as information extrac-
tion, text summarization, etc. Correct parsing of
reference relationships can help computers better
understand text. We compares the performance
of two large models, GPT-2-XL 1.5B and GPT-
2 774M on the Winograd Schema Challenge data
set, using accuracy as a metric. The results are
shown in Table 4.

4.5 Result Analysis

From the above experiments, it can be concluded
that: the better data compression effect of LLM, the
better its performance in natural language process-
ing tasks. That is, there is a positive correlation be-
tween compression ratio and model performance.

When we can effectively compress data, it means
that we have captured the key characteristics and
patterns of the data. This is similar to finding pat-
terns and redundancies in the data during the model
learning process. So we can say that if a large lan-
guage model achieves the best lossless compression
on a dataset, it will often achieve the best general-
ization on other datasets.

Therefore, the experimental results further ver-
ify the theoretical conclusion of this paper: com-
pression ratio can be used as a general metric to
measure the performance of LLMs.

5 Conclusion

We proposed to rank LLMs through lossless data
compression in this paper. Our method measures
compression ratios as a metric for generalization.
We demonstrate the equivalence of compression
length under arithmetic coding and LLMs pre-
training goal, saving the overhead of actual com-
pression. This further illustrates that understanding
is compression, demonstrated by our experiments
across challenging downstream NLP tasks.



6 Limitations

For NLP tasks, the experiments in this paper only
used the open source version of the pre-trained lan-
guage model, which was subject to computational
constraints and scale limitations. Furthermore eval-
uation is not the end goal but the starting point. A
mature evaluation system should not only provide
conclusions about performance, but also provide
analysis and guidance for future research and devel-
opment, which is also our future research direction.
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