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Abstract

At face value, this essay is about understanding a fairly esoteric governance tool called
compute thresholds. However, in order to grapple with whether these thresholds will achieve
anything, we must first understand how they came to be. This requires engaging with a
decades-old debate at the heart of computer science progress, namely, is “bigger always
better?” Hence, this essay may be of interest not only to policymakers and the wider public
but also to computer scientists interested in understanding the role of compute in unlocking
breakthroughs. Does a certain inflection point of compute result in changes to the risk profile
of a model? This discussion is increasingly urgent given the wide adoption of governance
approaches that suggest greater compute equates with higher propensity for harm. Several
leading frontier AI companies have released responsible scaling policies. Both the White
House Executive Orders on AI Safety (EO) and the EU AI Act encode the use of FLOP
or “floating-point operations” as a way to identify more powerful systems. What is striking
about the choice of compute thresholds to-date is that no models currently deployed in
the wild fulfill the current criteria set by the EO. This implies that the emphasis is often
not on auditing the risks and harms incurred by currently deployed models – but rather
is based upon the belief that future levels of compute will introduce unforeseen new risks.
A key conclusion of this essay is that compute thresholds as currently implemented are
shortsighted and likely to fail to mitigate risk. Governance that is overly reliant
on compute fails to understand that the relationship between compute and risk is highly
uncertain and rapidly changing. It also overestimates our ability to predict what abilities
emerge at different scales. This essay ends with recommendations for a better way forward.

1 Understanding Risk

It’s hard to predict — especially the future.

Niels Bohr

Inherent to the human experience is our desire to limit
risk. We avoid walking down dark streets at night; we
wear sunscreen to reduce the risk of skin damage; we use
seatbelts when driving. Seeking to proactively control
risk is one of the key differentiators of modern society.
As the historian Peter Bernstein said, “The ability to
define what may happen in the future and to choose
among alternatives lies at the heart of contemporary

societies.”

Risk is a particularly challenging concept to formulate
an effective governance response to, because it requires
both 1) a successful estimate of the level and origins
of risk to society and 2) aligning on a proportionate
response. History is replete with examples where one
or both requirements fail. For example, the large hu-
man toll incurred by the black death is a good example
of the difficulty of estimating what vectors amplify risk,
where inadequate medical knowledge in the 1300s led to
a failure to identify rats as one of the main carriers of
the disease (Benedictow, 2004). In other cases, the risk
is well known yet the response is inadequate. In 1966,
the famous London fire swept through the city and dev-
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(a) The plague. An example where lack of
medical knowledge precluded an understand-
ing of what levers amplified risk.

(b) The great fire of London. An example where the
sources of risk were known, but the proportional response
was inadequate.

Figure 1: Effective governance requires both 1) estimating the level and origins of risk to society (see Right) and 2)
aligning on a proportionate response (see Left). History is replete with examples where one or both of these stages
fail. This note applies this lens to understand the viability of policies aimed at mitigating the risks introduced by a
new era of Generative AI models. We ask whether 1) we have correctly estimated the role of compute in amplifying
generative AI model risk, and 2) are hard-coded compute thresholds a meaningful tool for mitigating risk?

astated over half of all buildings. This risk was well
known by authorities, as London had experienced sev-
eral major fires before 1666. However, hesitation from
authorities to act quickly to contain the blaze doomed
the city (Peter, 2002).

Few areas pose as significant a headache to policymak-
ers as new technological breakthroughs. The historian
Arthur Schlesinger aptly said, “Science and technology
revolutionize our lives, but memory, tradition and myth
frame our response.” Arthur’s point is that new technol-
ogy must interact with the social fabric of our past and
present, and be shaped by our humanity. Policymakers
are often the first to grapple with what this means in
practice. Here, the two-pronged objective of estimating
and mitigating risks introduced by new technology is
particularly tricky because breakthroughs are by defini-
tion hard to predict, so our response is almost always
reactionary.

This is almost certainly true for Generative AI, where a
combination of deep neural networks, transformers, and
ever-larger amounts of compute and data have changed
overnight the realm of what is possible. Most language
models prior to 2017 were focused on mastering narrow
tasks that tested whether a model could learn linguis-

tic properties such as logic or entailment (Wang et al.,
2019; Winograd, 1980). These models couldn’t generate
long, fluid sequences and were rarely used outside of the
realm of research conferences. In contrast, we now have
machines that produce text indistinguishable from that
produced by humans. Our current models can produce
usable code, reason about the steps involved in solving
a math problem, amuse humans with creativity, and
accelerate productivity.

With more powerful tools comes more possibility for
misuse. This includes known harms including propen-
sity for hallucinations (HAI, 2023; Economist, 2023;
Kossen et al., 2024), disinformation and misinformation
(Zhou et al., 2023; Zellers et al., 2019; Goldstein et al.,
2023; Musser, 2023; Buchanan et al., 2021), bias (Wig-
gers, 2023; Hao, 2024) and toxicity (Pozzobon et al.,
2023a; Üstün et al., 2024; Gehman et al., 2020). How-
ever, it also includes unknown risks incurred by further
developing this technology, with researchers concerned
by national security risks like biorisk (AISI, 2024; Mou-
ton et al., 2024; OpenAI, 2024), cybersecurity threats
(NCSC, 2024; Barrett et al., 2024; Fang et al., 2024a;
Lohn & Musser, 2022) and loss of control (UK Govern-
ment, 2021). Partly, the difficulty we face is how to
balance this portfolio of risks and how to allocate lim-
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ited resources between mitigation of both present and
future possible harms.

A surprisingly popular approach to target and mitigate
risk has been to equate the amount of compute used to
train a model with its propensity for harm. The implica-
tion that scale is a key lever for estimating risk pervades
frameworks like responsible scaling policies released by
key industry players like Anthropic (Anthropic, 2023)
and Open AI (OpenAI, 2023). It is also core to the mo-
tivation of compute thresholds which have influenced
some of the first national and transnational policy gov-
erning Generative AI systems such as the White House
Executive Order (The White House, 2023) (EO) and
the EU AI Act (European Union, 2024) as well as on-
going legislation in China (Linghan et al., 2024), Cali-
fornia (Senate, 2024) and Bills focused on export con-
trols (on Foreign Affairs, 2024; Reuters, 2024). Both the
White House Executive Order and the EU AI Act dif-
ferentiate models into different tiers of risk based upon
a hard coded threshold; models above the threshold are
considered more risky and require additional reporting
steps and scrutiny. Namely, both use a static total
number of FLOP or floating-point operations to iden-
tify highly performant systems that require additional
scrutiny. For the White House Executive Order this is
set as any model that was trained using a quantity of
computing power greater than 1026 integer or floating-
point operations, whereas in the EU AI Act a more strin-
gent threshold is chosen as any model trained with more
than 1025 FLOP.

In this essay, we will ask what at first glance is a series
of straightforward questions: 1) is compute as measured
by FLOP a meaningful metric to estimate model risk?
and 2) are hard-coded thresholds an effective response
to mitigate this risk? A key conclusion of this work is
that compute thresholds as currently implemented are
shortsighted and likely to fail to mitigate risk.
Governance that relies on compute fails to understand
that the relationship between compute and risk is highly
uncertain and rapidly changing. We are observing a
bifurcation in compute trends. On the one hand, at
least in the short term systems are likely to continue to
get bigger. On the other hand, the relationship between
compute and performance is increasingly strained and
hard to predict (Niu et al., 2024). While the trend over
the last 10 years involves more and more compute, a

Figure 2: Bytes Magazine Cover, Volume 2, 1977.
A key characteristic of modern societies is our ability to
choose amongst future alternatives by controlling for
risk. One of the challenges is how to balance future un-
known risks and risks of harm presented today. Com-
pute thresholds as currently implemented are an exam-
ple of precautionary policy – few models currently de-
ployed in the wild fulfill the current criteria. This im-
plies that the emphasis is not on auditing risks incurred
by current models – but rather based upon the belief
that future levels of compute will introduce new unfore-
seen risks.

clear counter-trend has emerged with smaller models
showcasing extremely high levels of performance.

There is not a clear justification for any of the compute
thresholds proposed to date. Indeed, the choice of 1026

and 1025 rather than a number smaller or larger has not
been justified in any of the policies implementing com-
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pute thresholds as a governance strategy. We do know
that model scale amplifies certain risks – larger models
tend to produce more toxic text and harmful associa-
tions (Birhane et al., 2023) and increases privacy risk
because the propensity to memorize rare artifacts can
increase the likelihood of data leakage (Panda et al.,
2024; Kandpal et al., 2022; Carlini et al., 2023). How-
ever, these relationships hold in compute settings far be-
low 1025 or 1026 FLOP and are present in many models
far smaller than the current threshold. What is strik-
ing about the choice of compute thresholds to date is
that many are examples of precautionary policy (Ricci
& Zhang, 2011) – no models currently deployed in the
wild fulfill the current criteria set by US Executive or-
der. Only a handful of models will be impacted by the
EU AI Act when it comes into effect (Epoch AI, 2023).
This implies that the emphasis is not on auditing the
risks incurred by currently deployed models in the wild
but rather is based upon the belief that future levels
of compute will introduce unforeseen new risks that de-
mand a higher level of scrutiny. Across this essay, sev-
eral recommendations will emerge from our deep dive
into the relationship between compute and risk:

1. The relationship between compute and risk
is rapidly changing While the last decade has
involved ever larger amounts of compute, increas-
ingly smaller models are more performant due to
optimization which happens outside of traditional
training. Training compute fails to account for
“inference-time compute” enhancements which can
dramatically change risk profile of the model. In
Section 2 we explore what is known about the re-
lationship between compute and performance and
find that much of the gains in risk over the last
few years can be attributed to optimization strate-
gies and high quality data, rather than pure FLOP.
Year over year, smaller models are showcasing ex-
tremely high levels of performance.

2. Evidence to-date suggests we are not good at
predicting what abilities emerge at different
scales. The choice of where compute thresholds
are set will have far-ranging implications – too low
and too many models will be selected for additional
scrutiny and reporting each year. In contrast, if it
is set too high, not enough models will subject to

reporting requirements, and the threshold risks be-
come decorative rather than a meaningful indica-
tor of risk. In Section 4 we take stock of our track
record predicting performance at different levels of
compute and find that our track record to date is
wanting. Put simply, we are not good at predict-
ing the relationship between scale and downstream
metrics. Despite considerable effort and a large
body of literature, our ability to predict the emer-
gence of specific downstream capabilities with scale
remains elusive (Schaeffer et al., 2024a). This calls
into question the viability of any choice of training
compute threshold – it is hard to tell if we have set
the number of FLOP correctly.

3. FLOP has to be better specified as a metric
to be meaningful. Existing policies do not spec-
ify key details around FLOP measurement that are
necessary to ensure fair reporting. In Section 3, we
show how an under-specified threshold on FLOP
presents many loopholes that are easy to exploit.
As currently detailed, the lack of specification is a
lesson in Goodhart’s Law : “When a measure be-
comes a target, it ceases to be a good measure.”
Preventing FLOP from becoming merely decora-
tive requires clear and consistent guidance across
jurisdictions. Using compute thresholds should be
done with caution, and having clear understand-
ing of the limitations and standardized reporting is
critical for avoiding manipulation of the metric.

4. Governments should be transparent about
what risks they are concerned about and
where they are allocating limited resources.
Current compute thresholds do not apply to al-
most all models currently deployed in the wild.
However, currently deployed models present con-
siderable risk. Governments should articulate what
future risks motivate a focus on forward-looking
scrutiny. There is currently a severe shortage of
technical staff with AI experience within govern-
ment (Zakrzewski, 2024; Aitken et al., 2022; En-
gstrom et al., 2020) and capacity issues which
might limit the ability of governments to implement
effective policies (Marchant, 2011; Reuel et al.,
2024). With limited resources, it is even more
paramount that governance goals are transparent
with the public. Without being explicit about the
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risks compute thresholds hope to mitigate, it is
hard to weigh the likelihood of successful mitiga-
tion.

5. Applying hard coded thresholds to a quickly
changing distribution is likely to fail. We
show throughout this essay that one of the most
misbehaved and rapidly changing distributions
is the relationship between compute and perfor-
mance. When a data distribution is rapidly chang-
ing, it is risky to use a hard-coded threshold pre-
cisely because it is hard to know exactly where to
place it. In Section 5.1, we recommend instead us-
ing a dynamic threshold which automatically self-
adjusts to a percentile of the distribution of model
properties released that year. We also recommend
moving away from using compute as a sole indi-
cate to tier models, and instead using a risk index
composed of several measures of performance. This
avoids putting all eggs in one basket.

To first understand how thresholds came to be, we need
to delve into a decades-old debate at the heart of com-
pute science progress, namely, is scaling always better.
For the last decade, computer science progress has been
caught by our own Moore’s law (Schaller, 1997) of a
painfully simple formula for innovation by adding more
model parameters and data. Yet, this essay will posit it
is far from clear that future innovation or indeed am-
plified levels of risk will come from compute alone. As
we will see in the next section, the relationship between
compute and performance is far from straightforward
and far from settled. Compute is changing rapidly, as
fast as the technology that it serves.

2 The Uncertain Relationship
Between Compute and Risk.

“Well Babbage what are you dreaming about?”
to which I replied, “I am thinking that all these
tables might be calculated by machinery.”

Charles Babbage

Many inventions are re-purposed for means unintended
by their designers. Initially, the magnetron tube was

developed for radar technology during World War II. In
1945, a self-taught American engineer, Percy Spencer,
noticed that a chocolate bar melted in his pocket when-
ever he was close to a radar set. This innocuous dis-
covery resulted in the patent for the first microwave
(Zhang, 2017). In a similar vein, deep neural networks
only began to work when an existing technology was
unexpectedly re-purposed. A graphical processing unit
(GPU) was originally introduced in the 1970s as a spe-
cialized accelerator for video games and for develop-
ing graphics for movies and animation. In the 2000s,
like the magnetron tube, GPUs were re-purposed for
an entirely unimagined use case – to train deep neural
networks (Chellapilla et al., 2006; Hooker, 2021; Oh &
Jung, 2004; Payne et al., 2005). GPUs had one critical
advantage over CPUs - they were far better at paralleliz-
ing matrix multiples (Brodtkorb et al., 2013; Dettmers,
2023), a mathemetical operation which dominates the
definition of deep neural network layers (Fawzi et al.,
2022; Davies et al., 2024). This higher number of float-
ing operation points per second (FLOP/s) combined
with the clever distribution of training between GPUs
unblocked the training of deeper networks. The depth
of the network turned out to be critical. Performance
on ImageNet jumped with ever deeper networks in 2011
(Ciresan et al., 2011), 2012 (Krizhevsky et al., 2012)
and 2015 (Szegedy et al., 2014). A striking example of
this jump in compute is a comparison of the now fa-
mous 2012 Google paper which used 16,000 CPU cores
to classify cats (Le et al., 2012) to a paper published a
mere year later that solved the same task with only two
CPU cores and four GPUs (Coates et al., 2013).

This would ignite a rush for compute which has led to
a bigger-is-better race in the number of model parame-
ters over the last decade (Canziani et al., 2016; Strubell
et al., 2019b; Rae et al., 2021; Raffel et al., 2020; Bom-
masani et al., 2021; Bender et al., 2021). The computer
scientist Ken Thompson famously said “When in doubt,
use brute force.” This was formalized as the “bitter les-
son” by Rich Sutton who posited that computer sci-
ence history tells us that throwing more compute at a
problem has consistently outperformed all attempts to
leverage human knowledge of a domain to teach a model
(Sutton, 2019). In a punch to the ego of every computer
scientist out there, what Sutton is saying is that sym-
bolic methods that codify human knowledge have not
worked as well as letting a model learn patterns for itself
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(a) Open Leaderboard Scores For Small Models (<13B) Over
Time

(b) Open Leaderboard Scores for large models (>13B) that
perform worse Small Models (<13B) Over Time.

Figure 3: The changing relationship between compute and performance. Smaller models are becoming increasingly
performant and routinely now outperform much larger models. Right: Plot of the best daily 13B or smaller model
submitted to the Open LLM leaderboard over time. Even amongst comparable small sized models, performance
has been growing rapidly. Left: The best small models submitted to the Open LLM leaderboard easily outperform
far larger models. We observe that over time there have been more and more large models which are easily out-
competed by small <13B models. In the left plot, scatter plot is sized by number of parameters to give a sense of
proportion of each model submitted.

coupled with ever-vaster amounts of compute.

Is Sutton right? Certainly, he is correct that scaling
has been a widely favored formula because it has pro-
vided persuasive gains in overall performance – size is
the most de-risked tool we have to unlock new gains.
As the computer scientist Michael Jordan quipped “To-
day we can’t think without holding a piece of metal.”
Increasing compute also conveniently fits into the ca-
dence of quarterly industry planning, it is less risky to
propose training a bigger model than it is to propose an
alternative optimization technique. However, relying on
compute alone misses a critical shift that is underway
in the relationship between compute and performance.
It is not always the case that bigger models result in
better performance. The bitter lesson doesn’t explain
why Falcon 180B (Almazrouei et al., 2023) is easily out-
performed by far smaller open weights models such as
Llama-3 8B (AI@Meta, 2024), Command R 35B (Co-
here & Team, 2024), Gemma 27B (Team, 2024). It also
doesn’t explain why Aya 23 8B (Aryabumi et al., 2024)

easily outperforms BLOOM 176 B (Workshop et al.,
2023) despite having only 4.5% of the parameters.

These are not isolated examples, but rather indicative
of an overall trend where there is no guarantee larger
models consistently outperform smaller models. Figure
3b plots the scores of models submitted to the Open
LLM Leaderboard over the last two years. Here, we
plot large models with more than 13 billion parameters
whose leaderboard score is less than the top performing
small model with less than 13 billion parameters. We
observe that over time, more and more large models
have been submitted that are outperformed by the best
small model daily submission. To understand why this
is the case, we must understand what key variables have
been driving gains in performance over the last decade.
In an era where there are diminishing returns for the
amount of compute available (Lohn & Musser, 2022;
Thompson et al., 2020), optimization and architecture
breakthroughs define the rate of return for a given unit
of compute. It is this rate of return which is most
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critical to the pace of progress and to the level
of risk incurred by additional compute.

2.1 A shift in the relationship between
compute and performance

The world has changed less since Jesus Christ
than it has in the last 30 years.

Charles Peguy, 1913

In complex systems, it is challenging to manipulate
one variable in isolation and foresee all implications.
Throughout the 20th century doctors recommended re-
moving tonsils in response to any swelling or infection,
but research has recently shown the removal may lead
to higher incidence of throat cancer (Liang et al., 2023).
Early televised drug prevention advertisements in the
2000s led to increased drug use (Terry-McElrath et al.,
2011). In a similar vein, the belief that more compute
equates with more risk belies a far more complex pic-
ture that requires re-examining the relationship between
performance and compute. A key limitation of simply
throwing more scale at a task is that the relationship
between additional compute and generalization remains
poorly understood. A growing body of research suggests
that the relationship between compute and performance
is far more complex. Empirical evidence suggests that
small models are rapidly becoming more performant
and riskier.

Data quality reduces reliance on compute. Mod-
els trained on better data do not require as much com-
pute. A large body of work has emerged which shows
that efforts to better curate training corpus, including
de-duping (Taylor et al., 2022; Kocetkov et al., 2022),
data pruning (Marion et al., 2023; Singh et al., 2024a;
Sorscher et al., 2023; Albalak et al., 2024; Tirumala
et al., 2023; Chimoto et al., 2024) or data prioritization
(Boubdir et al., 2023; Thakkar et al., 2023) can com-
pensate for more weights. This suggests that the num-
ber of learnable parameters is not definitively the con-
straint on improving performance; investments in better
data quality mitigate the need for more weights (Singh
et al., 2024a; Penedo et al., 2023; Raffel et al., 2020;
Lee et al., 2022). If the size of a training dataset can be

reduced without impacting performance (Marion et al.,
2023), training time is reduced. This directly impacts
the number of training FLOP and means less compute
is needed.

Figure 4: Bytes Magazine Cover, Volume 5,
1980. Compute is rarely the only determinant
of progress. Data quality (Marion et al., 2023),
instruction-finetuning (Singh et al., 2024a), preference
training (Dang et al., 2024), retrieval augmented net-
works (Pozzobon et al., 2023b), enabled tool use (Qin
et al., 2023), chain-of-thought reasoning (Wei et al.,
2023), increased context-length (Xiong et al., 2023) are
all examples of optimization techniques which add little
or no training FLOP but result in significant gains in
performance.

Optimization breakthroughs compensate for
compute. Progress over the last few years has been
as much due to optimization improvements as it has
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been due to compute. This includes extending pre-
training with instruction finetuning to teach models in-
struction following (Singh et al., 2024b), model distilla-
tion using synthetic data from larger more performant
"teachers" to train highly capable, smaller "students"
(Team et al., 2024b; Aryabumi et al., 2024), chain-of-
thought reasoning (Wei et al., 2023; Hsieh et al., 2023),
increased context-length (Xiong et al., 2023), enabled
tool-use (Qin et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023a), retrieval
augmented generation (Pozzobon et al., 2023b; Lewis
et al., 2020), and preference training to align models
with human feedback (Dang et al., 2024; Ahmadian
et al., 2024; Ouyang et al., 2022; Bai et al., 2022; Lee
et al., 2023; Tunstall et al., 2023; Khalifa et al., 2021;
Rafailov et al., 2023; Azar et al., 2023). All these tech-
niques compensate for the need for weights or expen-
sive prolonged training (Ho et al., 2024b). All things
equal, these have been shown to dramatically improve
model performance relative to a model trained without
these optimization tricks given the same level of com-
pute (Davidson et al., 2023; Hernandez & Brown, 2020;
Erdil & Besiroglu, 2023; METR Team; Liu et al., 2024).
In Figure 3a, we plot the best daily 13B or smaller
model submitted to the Open LLM Leaderboard over
time. In a mere span of 2 years, the best-performing
daily scores from small model went from an average of
38.59% across to an average of 77.15% across 2024 sub-
missions. The takeaway is clear – smaller models with
the same amount of capacity are becoming more and
more performant.

Architecture plays a significant role in determin-
ing scalability The introduction of a new architec-
ture design can fundamentally change the relationship
between compute and performance (Tay et al., 2022;
Sevilla et al., 2022a; Ho et al., 2024a) and render any
compute threshold that is set irrelevant. For example,
the key breakthroughs in AI adoption around the world
were the introduction of architectures like convolutional
neural networks (CNNs) for vision (Ciresan et al., 2011;
Krizhevsky et al., 2012; Szegedy et al., 2014) and Trans-
formers for language modeling (Vaswani et al., 2023).

While deep neural networks represent a huge step for-
ward in performance for a given level of compute, what
is often missed is that our architectures also represent
the ceiling in what is achievable through scaling. While
progress has revolved around deep neural networks for

the last decade, there is much to suggest that the next
significant gain in efficiency will require an entirely dif-
ferent architecture. Deep neural networks remain very
inefficient as an algorithm. Our typical training regimes
require that all examples are shown the same number of
times during the training (Xue et al., 2023). All modern
networks are trained based upon minimization of aver-
age error (Goodfellow et al., 2016). This means that
learning rare artifacts requires far more training time
or capacity due to the diluted signal of infrequent at-
tributes relative to the most frequent patterns in the
dataset (Achille et al., 2017; Jiang et al., 2020; Man-
galam & Prabhu, 2019; Faghri et al., 2020; Frankle et al.,
2020; Arpit et al., 2017). Small models are already
good at learning the most frequent features, and most
easy features and common patterns are learned early on
training with much harder rare features learned in later
stages (Agarwal & Hooker, 2020; Paul et al., 2021; Man-
galam & Prabhu, 2019; Siddiqui et al., 2022; Abbe et al.,
2021). When we radically scale the size of a model, we
show the most gains in performance on are rare and un-
derrepresented attributes in the dataset – the long-tail
(Hooker et al., 2019; 2020). Put differently, scaling is
being used to inefficiently learn a very small fraction of
the overall training dataset. Our reliance on global up-
dates also results in catastrophic forgetting, where per-
formance deteriorates on the original task because the
new information interferes with previously learned be-
havior (Mcclelland et al., 1995; Pozzobon et al., 2023b).
All this suggests that our current architecture choices
are probably not final and key disruptions lie ahead.
This is likely to radically change any scaling relation-
ships, in the same way it has done in the last decade.
For example, it is unlikely any prediction of how com-
pute scales based upon architectures before deep neural
networks holds true post-2012 after the introduction of
convolutional neural networks.

3 Avoiding a FLOP FLOP

Any statistical relationship will break down when
used for policy purposes.

Jon Danielsson

Are FLOP a reliable proxy for overall compute? Even
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if the relationship between compute and generaliza-
tion were stable – there are difficulties operationaliz-
ing FLOP as a metric. FLOP (Goldberg, 1991) refers
to floating-point operations, and has a fairly straightfor-
ward definition: sum up all the math operations in float-
ing point (such as addition, subtraction, multiplication,
and division). In the 1950s and 1960s, as computers
were becoming more prevalent, the need for a standard
measure of performance arose. FLOP are particularly
useful in fields that require floating-point calculations,
such as scientific computations, advanced analytics, and
3D graphics processing. This is because all these areas
are dominated by simple primitive mathematical opera-
tions – for example, FLOP tend to be closely associated
with the size of models because deep neural network lay-
ers are dominated by a single operation – matrix mul-
tiplies – which can be decomposed into a set of floating
point operations (Fawzi et al., 2022; Davies et al., 2024).

We first begin by noting there are some reasons
FLOP are attractive as a policy measure. The pri-
mary one is that FLOP provides a standardized way to
compare across different hardware and software stacks.
FLOP counts don’t change across hardware – the num-
ber of mathematical operations is the same no matter
what hardware you train a model on. In a world where
hardware is increasingly heterogeneous (Hooker, 2021)
and it is hard to replicate the exact training setting due
to a lack of software portability (Mince et al., 2023),
it is attractive to use a metric that doesn’t depend on
replicating exact infrastructure. It also neatly sidesteps
reporting issues that could occur if relying only on the
number of hardware devices used to train a model. The
rapidly increasing performance of new hardware gener-
ations (Hobbhahn et al., 2023), as well as engineering
investments in training infrastructure (Yoo et al., 2022;
Lepikhin et al., 2020), mean that over time much larger
models will be trained using the same number of de-
vices. FLOP is also a metric which could potentially be
inferred by cloud providers. Given most machine learn-
ing workloads are run by a few key cloud providers, this
may make administering such a measure effectively eas-
ier (Heim et al., 2024).

A key conundrum posed by FLOP thresholds is that
policymakers are using FLOP as a proxy for risk, but
FLOP doesn’t say anything about end performance of a
model — only about the number of operations applied

to the data. For example, if you compare two models
trained for the same number of FLOP but one has had
safety alignment during post-training (Aakanksha et al.,
2024; Bai et al., 2022) and the other has none – these
two models will still be accorded the same level of risk
according to number of FLOP but one will present a far
lower risk to society because of safety alignment.

Another key hurdle governance which adopts compute
threshold will have to overcome is the lack of clear guid-
ance in all the policy to-date about how FLOP will ac-
tually be measured in practice. This ambiguity risks
FLOP as a metric being irrelevant or at the very least
easy to manipulate. Developing principled standards for
measuring any metric of interest is essential for ensuring
that safety measures are applied in a proportionate and
appropriate way. In the followings Section, we specify
some of the key ways in which it is easy to manipulate
FLOP if it is left underspecified as a metric.

3.1 Challenges of using FLOP as a metric

If you cannot measure it, you cannot improve it.

Lord Kelvin

Training FLOP doesn’t account for post-training
leaps in performance Applying scrutiny and regula-
tion based upon training FLOP ignores that a lot of
compute can be spent outside of training to improve
performance of a model. This can be grouped under
“inference-time compute” and can result in large perfor-
mance gains that dramatically increase the risk profile
of a model. The limited work to-date which has evalu-
ated a subset of ‘inference-time compute” improvements
estimates these can impart gains between 5x and 20x of
base level post-training performance (Davidson et al.,
2023).“Inference-time compute” includes best-of-n sam-
pling techniques (Team et al., 2024a), chain-of-thought
reasoning (Wei et al., 2023; Hsieh et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023c) and model distillation using synthetic data
(Aryabumi et al., 2024; Shimabucoro et al., 2024; Üstün
et al., 2024; Team et al., 2024a). All these techniques
require more compute at test-time because of the need
to perform more forward passes of the model to gen-
erate additional samples. However, these are not re-
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flected in training time costs and indeed can often re-
duce the compute needed during training. For example,
smaller, more performant models are often trained on
smaller amounts of synthetic data from a highly per-
formant teacher (Villalobos & Atkinson, 2023; Huang
et al., 2022). These improvements dramatically improve
performance but are currently completely ignored by
compute thresholds since they don’t contribute to train-
ing FLOP.

Increasing the context-length (Xiong et al., 2023) and
retrieval augmented systems (Lee et al., 2024; Pozzobon
et al., 2023b; Lewis et al., 2020) are additional exam-
ples of introducing additional computational overhead
at test-time by increasing the number of tokens to pro-
cess. Retrieval augmented models (RAG) have become
a mainstay of state-of-art models yet are often intro-
duced after training. Most RAG systems are critical
for keeping models up-to-date with knowledge yet con-
tribute minimal or no FLOP. Retrieval augmented mod-
els are particularly good at supplementing models with
search capabilities or external knowledge, which can
enhances risks which depend on up-to-date knowledge
such as biorisk and cybersecurity threats.

Additionally increasing the context length often requires
minimal FLOP but can dramatically increase perfor-
mance of a model. Entire books can be passed in at test
time dramatically improving model performance on spe-
cialized tasks (Gemini has 2M context window) (Xiong
et al., 2023). This can make the number of FLOP irrel-
evant if sensitive biological data can be passed at infer-
ence time in a long-context window.

Difficulty Tracking FLOP across model lifecycle.
Increasingly, training a model falls into distinct stages
that all confer different properties. For example, unsu-
pervised pre-training dominates compute costs because
the volume of data is typically in the trillions of tokens
(Cottier, 2023; Heim, 2023). Following this, there is in-
struction finetuning, which confers the model the abil-
ity to follow instructions (Singh et al., 2024a) and then
preference training (Aakanksha et al., 2024; Ahmadian
et al., 2024; Bai et al., 2022; Ouyang et al., 2022; Lee
et al., 2023; Tunstall et al., 2023; Khalifa et al., 2021;
Rafailov et al., 2023; Azar et al., 2023), which aligns
model performance with human values. Between each
of these steps models are often released publicly (Üstün

Figure 5: Bytes Magazine Cover, Volume 10,
1985. A key difficulty setting compute thresholds is
that different domains and downstream tasks (language,
vision, biology) demand very different levels of training
compute, and so one compute threshold is not suitable
to rule them all. This imposes more technical over-
head on governments who must correctly set a hard-
coded benchmark for each area. Only one domain spe-
cific compute threshold has been set to-date, by the
EO for biological models. However, it has already been
surpassed by several models who do not present very
different profiles of risk from previous generations so
may have been set too low. Setting different compute
thresholds across domains can also invite gamification.
For example, one loophole to avoid the lower EO com-
pute threshold for biological models is to preserve biol-
ogy specific training data at less than 50%. This would
avoid classification as a biological model.

et al., 2024; Touvron et al., 2023; Aryabumi et al., 2024),
meaning that developers can take a model from a dif-
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ferent developer and continue optimizing. The models
with the most downloads on platforms like HuggingFace
are base models which are most conducive for continued
pre-training. As sharing of models at different stages of
the life-cycle becomes more common, so will difficulties
in tallying FLOP across the entire model life-cycle. Fur-
thermore, it may simply be infeasible to trace federated,
decentralized training of models where hardware often
belongs to many different participants and training is
conducted in a privacy-preserving manner (Don-Yehiya
et al., 2023; Borzunov et al., 2023; Yuan et al., 2023;
Qin et al., 2024).

How to handle Mixture of Experts (MoEs) and
classic ensembling? MoEs (Zadouri et al., 2023;
Shazeer et al., 2018; Riquelme et al., 2021; Du et al.,
2022; Fedus et al., 2022; Tan et al., 2024) are exam-
ples of adaptive compute – where examples are routed
to different parts of a model. This type of architec-
ture can often provide powerful efficiency gains, as de-
spite a much larger overall architecture, only a subset
of weights are activated for a given example. Current
policy frameworks do clearly not specify how to handle
Mixture of Experts (MoEs), which constitute some of
the most highly performant systems currently deployed,
such as Mixtral (Jiang et al., 2024) and the Gemini fam-
ily of models (Team et al., 2024a). However, this raises
important questions – should the compute for each ex-
pert be counted towards total FLOP, or only the FLOP
used to train the subset of experts that are active at
inference time? Given final performance depends on all
experts in an MoE, a recommendation should be to in-
clude all FLOP in the final consideration, but this is
currently under-specified. It also raises the question of
how to treat new hybrid techniques which train several
specialized experts and then both average parameters
and utilize routing (Sukhbaatar et al., 2024).

Classical simple ensembling techniques dominate pro-
duction systems in the real world (Ko et al., 2023; Li
et al., 2024) and have been shown to heavily outper-
form a single model. Unlike MoEs which are jointly
optimized or trained using a router, classic ensembles
are often only combined at inference time using sim-
ple averaging of weights. Given the ensemble is never
trained together, it is unclear whether FLOP should re-
flect the compute of the single final model or the sum
of all the training compute across models that were av-

eraged. If it only reflects the FLOP of the final model,
this may underestimate risk given ensembling is known
to improve performance.

FLOP only accounts for a single model, but does
not capture risk of the overall system. The em-
phasis on compute thresholds as an indicator of risk
also implies that risk is the property of a single model
rather than the system in which it is deployed. In the
real-world, impact and risk are rarely attributable to a
single model but are a facet of the entire system a model
sits in and the way it interacts with its environment (Za-
haria et al., 2024; Sculley et al., 2015; Jatho et al., 2023;
Raji et al., 2020). Many real-world production systems
are made up of cascading models where the final out-
put is produced as a results of inputs being processed
by multiple algorithms in sequence (Paleyes et al., 2022;
Forum, 2023; Sculley et al., 2015; Shankar et al., 2022).
There has yet to be guidance on whether the FLOP
threshold is specific to a single model or whether all
models that constitute an end-to-end system contribute
to the final tally. This has significant implications for
model providers – a cascade system is often made up
of models which are not individually very powerful or
risky – yet the overall system may exceed the FLOP
threshold.

There is also no specification as to how to treat model
agents which may interact with both each other and/or
use tools. End performance of the agents is undoubtedly
due to the interactions with other agents and access to
tools (Li et al., 2024), yet is unlikely to be considered
a single model. It has already been shown that models
which are enabled with tool use, or can interact with
a wider environment outperform a single model on its
own (Wang et al., 2023b; Anwar et al., 2024a; Mialon
et al., 2023). These are far from edge cases; the reality
is that most technology deployed in the wild is rarely
just an algorithm is isolation. Typically, interdependent
models feed into a user experience and interact with a
set of choices about design and delivery that impact the
overall level of risk.

FLOP varies dramatically for different modal-
ities. In Figure 6, we plot the FLOP requirements
over time of models grouped according to modality and
downstream use case (model FLOP data from Epoch
AI (2024)). It is easy to observe that the compute re-
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(a) All ML Models 2010-24 (b) Notable ML Models 2010-24

Figure 6: Different modalities have very different compute requirements Right: A plot of all models tracked in
the Epoch AI database. While model size has grown overall, some domains are far more prone to scaling such as
language. Left: We also plot the boxplot distribution for systems that Epoch AI classifies as notable for the same
period of time (2010-24) and see pronounced differences in the distributions between modalities. Language models
have many training compute outliers, whereas notable systems from vision, biology, and image generation models
tend to be characterized by models that require far fewer training FLOP (Epoch AI, 2024)

.

quirements have not increased at the same rate across
modalities. For example, code models typically require
less compute (Lin et al., 2024b), as do biological models
(Maug et al., 2024). Multilingual models (Üstün et al.,
2024; Aryabumi et al., 2024) tend to require more com-
pute for each additional language covered. This is of-
ten referred to as the curse of multilinguality (Üstün
et al., 2024; Arivazhagan et al., 2019; Conneau et al.,
2019; Pfeiffer et al., 2022), where capacity is split be-
tween more languages such that performance on any
given language suffers relative to a monolingual (single
language) model of the same size. These differing com-
pute needs mean that a single threshold may penalize
some types of models and reward others. For exam-
ple, thresholds may penalize multilingual models that
attempt to serve many languages and improve access to
technology (Üstün et al., 2024; Aryabumi et al., 2024).

One way to address differences in modalities is to main-
tain different compute thresholds for each modality.
While at first glance this is an attractive solution, it
also imposes more technical overhead on governments
who must correctly set a hard-coded benchmark for each
modality. For example, it is interesting to note that the
US Executive Order already has at least one modality-

specific caveat to the compute thresholds by carving out
a separate compute threshold for biological models. It is
set lower for models trained for biological sequence data
at 1023. However, since the threshold was set, models
like xTrimoPGLM (Chen et al., 2024) already exceed
the biological threshold set at 1e23 operations by a fac-
tor of 6x (Maug et al., 2024). Many models (Lin et al.,
2023; Elnaggar et al., 2020; Dalla-Torre et al., 2023) are
currently within a factor of 10x the Executive Order’s
reporting threshold (Maug et al., 2024). These mod-
els do not appear to present a decidedly different risk
profile from previous generations, so if the goal of the
thresholds is to be an inflection point for amplified risk
it is unclear if it has been set successfully.

Specifying separate thresholds for different modalities
also risks inviting gamification. For example, to avoid
a lower threshold for scrutiny for biological models
one loophole is to preserve biology specific training
data at less than 50%. According to current guid-
ance the model would no-longer qualify as a “biological”
model and would only be subject to the higher general
purpose compute thresholds. Galactica-120B (Taylor
et al., 2022) and Llama-molinst-protein-7b (Fang et al.,
2024b) are both examples of models with capabilities
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for biological sequence modeling without primarily be-
ing trained on biological sequence data. Despite both
presenting biological capabilities, neither is likely to be
considered “biological” under the current Executive Or-
der requirements (Maug et al., 2024). This highlights
the fundamental tension of relying on compute alone –
since it is not anchored to the risk metric that is of pri-
mary concern, it may be possible to sidestep in many
creative ways while still presenting high-risk capabili-
ties.

In Appendix A, we also present some more technical
aspects of the difficulty of measuring FLOP in practice,
such as the difference between theoretical and hardware
FLOP, and how to handle difference in quantization.
Developing principled standards for measuring FLOP is
essential for ensuring that safety measures are applied
in a proportionate and appropriate way.

4 We are not very good at
predicting the relationship
between compute and risk

In theory, there is no difference between theory
and practice. But, in practice, there is.

Walter J. Savitch

The choice of where compute thresholds are set will have
far-ranging implications – too low and too many mod-
els will be selected for additional auditing and bench-
marking each year. In contrast, if it is set too high,
not enough models will be audited for risk, and the
threshold risks become decorative rather than a mean-
ingful indicator of risk. None of the policies to date
have provided justification about where they have set
their thresholds, or why it excludes almost all models
deployed in the wild today. In Section 2.1, we grappled
with the changing overall relationship between compute
and performance. However, scientific justification for
a threshold requires predicting how downstream risk
scales with additional compute. Indeed, ideally the
choice of hard coded threshold reflects scientific con-
sensus as to when particular risk factors are expected
to emerge due to scale. Hence, it is worth considering
our success to date in estimating how different model

properties change with scale.

Warren Buffet once said “Don’t ask the barber if you
need a haircut.” In the same vein, don’t ask a computer
scientist or economist whether you can predict the fu-
ture. The temptation to say yes often overrides a neces-
sary humility about what can and cannot be predicted
accurately. One such area where hubris has overridden
common sense is attempts to predict the relationship be-
tween scale and performance in the form of scaling laws
(Kaplan et al., 2020; Hernandez et al., 2021; Dhariwal
et al., 2021) which either try and predict how a model’s
pre-training loss scales (Bowman, 2023) or how down-
stream properties emerge with scale. It is the latter task
which is urgently needed by policymakers in order to an-
ticipate the emergence of unsafe capabilities and inform
restrictions (such as compute thresholds) at inflection
points where risk increases with scale (Anthropic, 2023;
OpenAI, 2023; Kaminski, 2023).

One of the biggest limitations of scaling laws is that
they have only been shown to hold when predicting a
model’s pre-training test loss (Bowman, 2023), which
measures the model’s ability to correctly predict how an
incomplete piece of text will be continued. Indeed, when
actual performance on downstream tasks is used, the
results are often murky or inconsistent (Ganguli et al.,
2022; Schaeffer et al., 2023; Anwar et al., 2024b; Gan-
guli et al., 2022; Schaeffer et al., 2024b; Hu et al., 2024).
Indeed, the term emerging properties is often used to
describe this discrepancy (Wei et al., 2022; Srivastava
et al., 2023): a property that appears “suddenly” as
the complexity of the system increases and cannot be
predicted. Emergent properties imply that scaling laws
don’t hold when you try to predict downstream perfor-
mance instead of predicting test loss for the next word
token.

Even when limited to predicting test loss, there have
been issues with replicability of scaling results under
slightly different assumptions about the distribution
(Besiroglu et al., 2024; Anwar et al., 2024a). Research
has also increasingly found that many downstream ca-
pabilities display irregular scaling curves (Srivastava
et al., 2023) or non power-law scaling (Caballero et al.,
2023). For complex systems that require projecting into
the future, small errors end up accumulating due to
time step dependencies being modelled. This makes
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(a) Train Compute (b) Train Dataset Size (c) Train Time (d) Model Size

Figure 7: The distribution of model attributes from models designated as notable AI systems by Epoch AI (Epoch
AI, 2024). All of these properties are heavily skewed, with a non-normal distribution. Note the histogram axis is
set to log scale. This skew and the rapidly changing nature of these properties over time, makes it hard to apply a
hard-coded threshold (fixed number of FLOP) with confidence. For rapidly changing distributions, dynamic
automatically adjusting thresholds have historically been more successful as a policy tool.

(a) Chest Circumference (b) Blood Pressure (c) Resting Heart Rate (d) Baby Weights

Figure 8: Many natural phenomena follow reasonably close to a normal distribution, such as chest circumference
(Quetelet, 1817), diastolic blood pressure (Musameh et al., 2017), resting heart rate (Quer et al., 2020), distribution
of baby weights (Shen et al., 2014). Historically, hard coding thresholds work well with normal distributions because
the data is well-behaved and predictable. For example, hospitals trigger protocols around ICUs for newborns based
on birthweight (Cutland et al., 2017; Seri & Evans, 2008). There are successful examples of governments setting
hard thresholds when they designate speed limits (US Department of Transportation, 2020) or limits for blood
alcohol to determine drinking under the influence (World Health Organization).

accurate predictions of when risks will emerge inher-
ently hard, which is compounded by the small samples
sizes often available for analysis. each data point is a
model, and computation cost means scaling “laws” are
frequently based upon analysis of less than 100 data
points (Ruan et al., 2024)). This means many reported
power law relationships can lack statistical support and
power (Stumpf & Porter, 2012).

One immediate recommendation is that the accuracy
of scaling laws and predictions of emerging risk can
be greatly improved by more guidance from policymak-
ers about what range is of interest and specifying the
risks that policymakers are concerned about (Stumpf
& Porter, 2012). For example, there is a big difference
between using scaling laws to optimize for the correct

amount of training data in your next large-scale run
versus attempting to extrapolate trends several orders
of magnitude out. Typically, policy use cases demand
high precision over a longer time horizon, which is ex-
actly the type of extrapolation we are currently worst
at. Specifying which risks are of interest will also bene-
fit precision; scaling laws tend to have high variance in
precision between tasks. For example, code-generation
has shown fairly predictable power law scaling across 10
orders of magnitude of compute (Hu et al., 2024; Anwar
et al., 2024b). However, other capabilities have been far
shown to scale far more erratically (Srivastava et al.,
2023; Caballero et al., 2023). Perhaps as important,
policymakers should be aware that accurately predict-
ing the impact of scaling is currently far from feasible.
Hence, there is currently limited scientific support for
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using exact thresholds of compute alone to triage differ-
ent risk levels.

5 The Way Forward

5.1 Moving Away from Hard Coded
Compute Thresholds

A measurement is not an absolute thing, but
only relates one entity to another.

H.T. Pledge

Compute thresholds to date propose a single number
(1026 or 1025) to distinguish risky systems which merit
more scrutiny. This hard-coding of a single threshold
reflects a philosophy of absolutism, a legal and philo-
sophical view that at least some truths in the relevant
domain apply to all times, places or social and cultural
frameworks. From a data-centric perspective, abso-
lutism makes sense as a governance philosophy when the
data distribution is well known and follows a predictable
statistical pattern. For example, the use thresholds
in medicine for classifying diabetes detection (Saudek
et al., 2008) or for allocating additional care to infants
based upon birth weight (Cutland et al., 2017; Seri &
Evans, 2008). These hard-coded thresholds have stood
the test of time because these data distributions tend
to be well-behaved and predictable.

In your introduction to machine learning class, this type
of bell-shaped distribution was introduced to you as a
normal distribution. In Figure 8, we plot some very
common examples of close to normal distributions found
in the wild. Unlike other distributions, the normal dis-
tribution is well-behaved and remarkably symmetrical,
with an equal number of outliers on each side. Nor-
mal distributions in the real world also tend to coincide
with distributions that don’t change much over time.
For example, the distribution of baby weights is un-
likely to change tomorrow or even in the next 10 years.
For these type of stable distributions where the data
is well behaved hard thresholds make sense as a gover-
nance tool. The stability of these distributions make it
easy to determine outliers and have confidence that a set
threshold will have longevity and not have to change ev-

ery year. There are successful examples of governments
setting hard thresholds when they designate speed lim-
its (US Department of Transportation, 2020) or limits
for blood alcohol to determine drinking under the influ-
ence (World Health Organization).

In contrast, we know from Section 2.1 that one of
the most misbehaved and rapidly changing distribu-
tions is the relationship between compute and perfor-
mance. The plots in Figure 7 show that if we plot any
proxy variable for compute – parameters, FLOP, train-
ing dataset size, training time – we are confronted with
a distribution that is far from the perfect bell-shaped
curve that characterize the kinds of problems that hard-
coded thresholds are successfully applied to. 1 Perhaps
more dangerous, these non-normal distributions are also
more likely to rapidly shift over time. For these distribu-
tions, applying a hard-coded threshold is a bad policy as
there is a much higher likelihood that the threshold will
be placed incorrectly. As quoted by the Mathematician
David Orrell, Orthodox tools based on a normal distri-
bution therefore fail exactly where they are most needed,
at the extremes.

Compute thresholds could be much improved by
moving to dynamic instread of static thresholds
An unpredictable relationship between compute and
performance means that there will likely be false nega-
tives when a hard threshold is set. That is, as smaller
models become more performant, models which should
be audited because of the risk they present avoid doing
so because they fall underneath the threshold. Further-
more, it is likely that policymakers will constantly have
to revisit and redefine a sensible threshold, which im-
poses technical overhead and creates issues with credi-
bility.

Sophist Protagora (c. 485-410 B.C.) said Man is the
measure of all things, implying that most of how we
arrive at judgement is based upon relative perception.
Instead of leveraging hard-coded thresholds, in the face
of unknown distributions, it is more sensible to have rel-
ative approaches for auditing that are easier to adapt

1Some other examples of misbehaved real-world distributions
include the amount of information on the internet (Lyman & Var-
ian, 2003), CEO salaries (Frydman & Molloy, 2007), the size of
clouds (DeWitt et al., 2024), or internet searches for certain key-
words, actors or movies over time (Adamic & Huberman, 2001)
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over time (Reuel & Undheim, 2024). In practice, there
are plenty of historical examples where government pol-
icy defaults to dynamic automatically adjusting tools
to address rapidly changing distributions. For exam-
ple, the U.S. government adjusts the dollar threshold
for exempt consumer credit transactions annually based
on the Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners
and Clerical Workers (CPI-W). There are also dynamic
thresholds for identifying systemic banking crises using
ratios (Bordley, 2014), including credit-to-GDP. (Lund-
Jensen, 2012). The European Union avoids hardcoding
definitions of poverty by instead defining an at-risk-of-
poverty threshold at 60% of the median equivalized dis-
posable income (Office, 2024). This allows it to ad-
just as wages grow dynamically over time. A dynamic
threshold for compute could focus auditing resources on
the top 5-10 percentile of models ranked according to
an index of metrics (consisting of more than compute)
that serve as a proxy for risk.

Switching to dynamic thresholds would also
mean current harms are not neglected. Using a
percentile threshold based upon annual reporting would
also ensure a guaranteed number of models with rela-
tively higher estimated risk receive additional scrutiny
every year. This would ensure that thresholds don’t be-
come decorative and only applied to future models, but
also apply to models currently deployed that are out-
liers relative to their peer group. Having a predictable
number of models that receive additional scrutiny also
helps build up needed technical muscle within recently
created safety institutes around the world that have
varying levels of technical expertise (Zakrzewski, 2024;
Aitken et al., 2022; Engstrom et al., 2020).

Given the large variance in compute FLOP across
modalities, AI regulators should also look to the rich
body of work on reference class forecasting (Baerenbold,
2023), where forecasts are only made relative to similar
basket of goods. For example, if you wanted to predict
how long it takes to read a history textbook, it is less in-
formative to take the average reading time for all books
in the world and likely more precise to restrict to similar
history books. This is already done when setting prop-
erty prices (takes into account local neighborhoods) and
assessing risk on financial assets. In turn, policymak-
ers could consider grouping models by whether they are
general purpose in intent or domain-specialized (biolog-

ical model for example). This should again be combined
with additional metrics as FLOP is insufficient and be
implemented as a dynamic threshold to avoid the tech-
nical overhead of continual adjustments of several hard
coded thresholds.

Compute should not be used alone as a proxy
for risk In 1928, the Soviet Union embarked on a set
of 5-year plans where the government set specific tar-
gets for industrial output, agricultural production, and
other economic indicators (Erlich, 1967). The metrics
for success where defined almost entirely by the quan-
tity of goods built, rather than the quality. This under-
specification led to decades of commendable success in
growth of production, but extremely low quality output
which was often immediately discarded (Duda, 2023).
In the same vein, a clear takeaway is that compute can-
not be used as the only indicator of risk.

Even if we limit our purview to future risks like cyber-
and bio-risk, it is unclear compute thresholds are vi-
able. This is both because we are not good at predicting
what capabilities emerge with scaling (Section 4) and
because the relationship is fundamentally changing be-
tween training compute and performance (Section 2.1).
Dynamic compute thresholds will not resolve all these
limitations. One recommendation is that any thresh-
old is done based upon a basket of metrics that inform
an index of risk. Here, policymakers being transparent
about what risks are of concern helps inform more pre-
cise selection of benchmarks. For example, if concern
about future risks like bio-risk is indeed top-of-mind,
then specialized benchmarks that capture these risks
are far more useful. Additionally, one could imagine
complementing this index with some measure of general
performance such as ranking by quality of open-ended
responses (Chiang et al., 2024). This dilutes reliance on
the limitations on single metric – another recommenda-
tion is that the index be allowed to evolve over time to
account for changes in risks governments are concerned
about.

FLOP as a metric has to be better specified to
be meaningful Even if compute as measured by FLOP
remains one metric in an overall index to profile risk, it
has to be better specified to be meaningful. The existing
legislation does not specify key details around FLOP –
how to deal with quantized weights, mixture of expert
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models, fractured pre-training. This will increasingly
pose issues as these inference time optimizations result
in gains in performance without any associated increase
in FLOP. The use of FLOP can be greatly strengthened
by standardizing technical specifications.

5.2 Parting Thoughts

Our knowledge of the ways things work, in
society or nature, comes trailing clouds of
vagueness. Vast ills have followed a belief in
certainty.

Kenneth Arrow

It is very hard to trace how compute thresholds gained
such traction in a short amount of time over national
and international governance of AI. Compute thresh-
olds are striking because they have emerged with no
clear scientific support for either the thresholds chosen
at 1026 and 1025, and largely only apply to future mod-
els. One key recommendation that emerges from this
essay is that we should be transparent about what risks
we are concerned about. This is both to allow everyday
citizens to weigh in on how government resources are
allocated and also to allow for needed scientific scrutiny
as to whether compute thresholds are a successful pro-
tocol for estimating and mitigating risk.

Any recommendation of compute as a metric to
triage risk should be technically motivated by
scientific evidence. When policy is introduced, it is
often hard to change. The initial values chosen by the
Executive Order, as described by the Computer Sci-
entist Suresh Venkatasubramanian had huge “signaling
power” (Karen Hao, 2023) and likely influenced the de-
fault framing of discussion in the European Union that
informed the EU Act. Given this intertia, it is even
more critical that governance strategies like thresholds
are motivated by scientific evidence. The choice of 1026

and 1025 rather than a number smaller or larger has not
been justified in any of the policies implementing com-
pute thresholds as a governance strategy. To motivate
a compute threshold we should be able to articulate
what risks we believe will be mitigated by investing in
scrutiny of models at that threshold.

Given the wide adoption of compute thresholds across
governance structures, scientific support seems neces-
sary in the same way precautionary policies that aim to
present harm from climate change (448 U.S. 607, 1980)
or policies to improve public health (Krimsky, 2005) are
justified after weighing the scientific evidence. Govern-
ments should invite technical reports from a variety of
experts before adopting thresholds. If hard thresholds
are chosen as part of national or international gover-
nance, they should be motivated by scientific consensus.

Policymakers face a formidable task ahead of them.
What is humbling and, at times, overwhelming to pon-
der is that computer science as a discipline is incredibly
young – it has been a mere 68 years since the Dart-
mouth workshop where the term Artificial Intelligence
was coined. Much remains to be discovered, and new
tools will pose formidable risks and benefits. Perhaps
one of the key takeaways of this essay, is that we must
have necessary humility about our ability to predict the
future. Compute thresholds are currently presented as
a very rigid governance tools because of the emphasis
on a single static number to tier risk. These types of
estimates are prone to failure precisely because of how
rapidly the landscape is changing. Instead, we should
focus on flexible tools for monitoring risk that are not
tied to static numbers. Furthermore, FLOP as a mea-
sure can be greatly improved by standardizing reporting
and closing possible loopholes. In the previous Section
5.1, we discussed some of these recommendations. As
to what comes next, the only certain thing is that some-
thing will come next. Perhaps fitting to conclude with
a quote from Alan Turing “We can only see a short dis-
tance ahead, but we can see plenty there that needs to
be done.”
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A Technical Challenges of
Measuring FLOP

How to handle quantized models? Models are often
quantized during training to reduce memory require-
ments (Ahmadian et al., 2023; Marchisio et al., 2024;
Frantar et al., 2022; Xiao et al., 2023; Dettmers et al.,
2023; 2022; Lin et al., 2024a). Increasingly modern net-
works are robust to higher level of quantization and can
trained with weights at different levels of precision, such
as FP16, FP8, INT8 and INT4. While the US Executive
Order acknowledges the widespread use of quantization
by applying the same compute threshold of 1026 to in-
teger operations, the EU AI Act fails to specify how to
handle integer operations. Both end up failing to handle
quantized models in a meaningful way. In the case of
the US Executive Order, setting the same threshold for
integers and floating points makes no sense because typ-
ically lower precision operations impacts performance
significantly (Ahmadian et al., 2023). Hence, a quan-
tized model will not present the same risk profile as a
non-quantized model with the same number of FLOP.
However, the EU AI Act risks completely ignoring any
model with quantized operations and hence creates a
loophole for application of compute thresholds.

Difference between theoretical and practical
FLOP The current legislation also fails to specify
whether theoretical or practical FLOP will serve as
the unit of measurement. Theoretical FLOP refers to
the maximum number of FLOP a computer or pro-
cessor can do based on its architecture and specifica-
tions. Measured FLOP, on the other hand, represents
the actual computational performance observed during
real-world applications. Theoretical FLOP are easier to
measure because of the difficulty of consistently mea-
suring FLOP across very different types of hardware
(Sevilla et al., 2022b).

Note that theoretical FLOP ignores practical factors,
such as which parts of the model can be parallelized
or hardware-related details like the cost of a memory
access (Dehghani et al., 2021).

Theoretical FLOP decreases with drop-out and
sparsity. Theoretical FLOP can be minimized by us-
ing drop-out and sparsity despite these models having

comparable or even superior performance to fully dense
models. For example, unstructured pruning (Louizos
et al., 2017; Wen et al., 2016; LeCun et al., 1990; Has-
sibi et al., 1993a; Ström, 1997; Hassibi et al., 1993b; See
et al., 2016; Evci et al., 2019; Tessera et al., 2021) and
weight-specific quantization (Jacob et al., 2018; Cour-
bariaux et al., 2014; Hubara et al., 2016; Gupta et al.,
2015; Aji & Heafield, 2020; Ahmadian et al., 2023) are
very successful compression techniques in deep neural
networks. This keeps the overall structure of the origi-
nal model, while significantly reducing the FLOP of the
most expensive operations. Dropout (Srivastava et al.,
2014) is a popular regularization strategy during pre-
training, where weights are temporarily set to zero, but
all weights are fully utilized during inference. However,
both these techniques minimize the theoretical FLOP
feasible.

B A wider view of what determines
return on compute

Additional details on why convolutional and
transformers unlock new patterns on scaling.
The introduction of a new architecture design can fun-
damentally change the relationship between compute
and performance (Tay et al., 2022; Sevilla et al., 2022a;
Ho et al., 2024a) and render any compute threshold that
is set irrelevant. For example, the key breakthroughs in
AI adoption around the world were the introduction of
architectures like convolutional neural networks (CNNs)
for vision (Ciresan et al., 2011; Krizhevsky et al., 2012;
Szegedy et al., 2014) and Transformers for language
modeling (Vaswani et al., 2023).

Both of these architectures have design details that
make the search space for learning a good representa-
tion much more efficient. For example, convolutional
neural networks apply the same set of filters across dif-
ferent regions of the input image. This assumes that the
same feature can appear at different locations in the in-
put image – for example “sky” can be in different parts
of an image across a dataset. This local connectivity
and weight sharing exploit the inherent spatial struc-
ture and local correlations present in natural images. It
is also incredibly efficient, leading to a significant reduc-
tion in the number of parameters compared to fully con-
nected neural networks; advantageous for vision prob-

35



(a) Notable Systems 2010-24 (b) All Systems 2010-24

Figure 9: In the main body, we plot all systems for the scatter plot, and notable systems for the box plot. Here
we include the full set, with the equivalent scatter plot for notable models and a box plot of the distribution for
all systems. Similar trends hold, with clearly notable differences between domains.

.

lems, where the input data (images) tends to be high-
dimensional (Goodfellow et al., 2016). Transformers
can handle variable-length input sequences efficiently
and are highly scalable. The self-attention mechanism
allows for parallel computation, enabling faster train-
ing and inference compared to sequential models like
RNNs (Treviso et al., 2023a). Our learning from both
computer vision and language architectures highlights a
crucial point – the architecture plays an enormous role
at determining the overall rate of return in performance
given a unit of compute. It also plays a crucial role in
determining the ceiling of gains from compute.

C Energy Requirements of AI
Workloads over Time

It is important to make a distinction between the shift-
ing trends between compute and performance, and over-
all computational overhead of AI as a whole. While
we will see ever smaller, more performant models – AI
workloads will also be deployed in many more settings.
This means that this essay should not be taken as a
position that the overall environmental impact and en-
ergy cost of AI is not a formidable problem. This essay
does not speak to the overall energy requirements of AI
workloads over time. It only speaks to the bifurcation of
trends where individual workloads are smaller and more

performant. This caveate is important to make, because
typically most energy requirements of AI workloads is
not in training, but instead in deploying at test time.
This means even if model size is trending smaller, over-
all energy requirements may still grow by AI be used in
more and more places. While in the long run, smaller
models help with efficiency and energy management, the
widespread adoption of AI means overall energy require-
ments will likely continue to rise and is non-negligible
(Strubell et al., 2019a; Schwartz et al., 2020; Derczyn-
ski, 2020; Patterson et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2022; Treviso
et al., 2023b). More work is needed to understand the
intersection of these two dynamics, and how it impacts
overall energy needs.
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