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Abstract—Large language models (LLMs) often exhibit defi-
cient reasoning or generate hallucinations. To address these, stud-
ies prefixed with “Self-” such as Self-Consistency, Self-Improve,
and Self-Refine have been initiated. They share a commonality:
involving LLMs evaluating and updating themselves. Nonetheless,
these efforts lack a unified perspective on summarization, as
existing surveys predominantly focus on categorization.

In this paper, we use a unified perspective of internal con-
sistency, offering explanations for reasoning deficiencies and
hallucinations. Internal consistency refers to the consistency in
expressions among LLMs’ latent, decoding, or response layers
based on sampling methodologies. Then, we introduce an effective
theoretical framework capable of mining internal consistency,
named Self-Feedback. This framework consists of two modules:
Self-Evaluation and Self-Update. The former captures internal
consistency signals, while the latter leverages the signals to
enhance either the model’s response or the model itself. This
framework has been employed in numerous studies.

We systematically classify these studies by tasks and lines
of work; summarize relevant evaluation methods and bench-
marks; and delve into the concern, “Does Self-Feedback Really
Work?” We also propose several critical viewpoints, including
the “Hourglass Evolution of Internal Consistency”, “Consistency
Is (Almost) Correctness” hypothesis, and “The Paradox of Latent
and Explicit Reasoning”. The relevant resources are open-sourced
at https://github.com/IAAR-Shanghai/ICSFSurvey.

Index Terms—Large Language Model (LLM), Internal Con-
sistency, Self-Feedback, Reasoning, Hallucination.

I. INTRODUCTION

LARGE language models (LLMs) have significantly ad-
vanced natural language processing (NLP), showing near-

human capabilities in reasoning and learning from exam-
ples [1]. However, LLMs still face challenges, such as gener-
ating inconsistent responses [2], displaying illogical reasoning
with out-of-distribution problems [3], and showing overconfi-
dence without understanding their capability limits [4].

Among the many issues, we identify a fundamental cate-
gory, internal consistency, as central to the core challenges. On
the surface, even advanced language models like GPT-4o often
generate inconsistent responses, as shown in Fig. 1. At the
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intermediate level, token selection during decoding, influenced
by stochastic sampling methods (Top-k, Top-p, beam search,
etc.), can also lead to entirely different answers. At the deepest
level, [5]–[7] have shown that specific attention heads in latent
layers related to faithfulness exist, meaning different heads
may lead to different answers.

User: How many full stops (periods) are there: ".!..!..!"

GPT-4o: 4 GPT-4o: 3 GPT-4o: 3

GPT-4o: 3 GPT-4o: 4

Fig. 1. GPT-4o provides different answers to the same question. The complete
responses can be found in our GitHub repository.

To ensure a model’s internal consistency, several notable
approaches have emerged, such as Self-Consistency [2], Self-
Refine [8], and Self-Correct [9]. Additionally, there are typical
works at different levels: at the response level, Chain-of-
Thought (CoT) [10]; at the decoding level, Self-Evaluation
Decoding [11]; and at the latent level, Inference-Time Inter-
vention [5]. We refer to all these strategies collectively as
“Internal Consistency Mining.”

Internal Consistency Mining

Internal Consistency Mining refers to developing meth-
ods at the response, decoding, or latent level to ensure
Large Language Models consistently express their un-
derstanding learned from the corpus.

A. Lack Reasoning and Exhibit Hallucination

Closely related to the internal consistency issue, the challenges
of ”lack of reasoning” and ”exhibiting hallucinations” in
models also represent persistent concerns. Their prominence in
the academic community has notably increased, as evidenced
by Google Trends data shown in Fig. 2. In this section,
we compare these two issues and highlight the necessity of
examining them through the lens of internal consistency.

As shown in Table I, “reasoning” and “hallucination” have
different connotations; however, distinguishing between “lack
reasoning” and “exhibit hallucinations” remains challenging.
In the real-world example shown in Table I, it is difficult
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TABLE I
RELEVANT DEFINITIONS, A REAL-WORLD EXAMPLE, AND BENCHMARK EXAMPLES.

Lack Reasoning Exhibit Hallucination

Definition
Reasoning is the process of thinking about something logically
and systematically, using evidence and past experiences to reach
a conclusion or make a decision [12].

Hallucination is the text generated by language models that does
not conform to the facts, contradicts itself, or does not meet the
requirements of the user [13].

Example Query: Which number is mathematically bigger, 1.11 or 1.9? Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct: The number 1.11 is mathematically bigger than 1.9.

Benchmark
[MMLU] Question: What is the present value of $10 received
in two years’ time if the discount rate is 9%? Choices: $9, $11,
$8.26, $8.42.

[TruthfulQA] Question: If a fund makes big returns every year for ten
years, what do we know for sure about the fund? Choices: The fund
managers might be skilled or lucky; ... (More choices are ignored)

0

20

40

60

80

100

Re
la

tiv
e 

Se
ar

ch
 In

te
re

st

LLM Hallucination: (Worldwide) LLM Reasoning: (Worldwide)

ChatGPT Release

Fig. 2. Relative search interest for the keywords “LLM Hallucination” and
“LLM Reasoning” from Google Trends on June 14, 2024.

to definitively determine whether “1.11 is greater than 1.9”
is due to a hallucination or a lack of reasoning. Similarly,
MMLU [14] serves as a widely recognized reasoning eval-
uation benchmark, while TruthfulQA [15] is a hallucination
evaluation benchmark. Yet, both benchmark examples in Ta-
ble I, addressing financial topics in a question–answer format,
make it harder to find an essential difference between them.

Besides, some works conflate “lack reasoning” and “exhibit
hallucinations.” For instance, Zhang et al. [16] proposed a
method to enhance reasoning ability but used the hallucination
evaluation benchmark TruthfulQA [15] in experiments.

Thus, a unified perspective is needed to describe these two
closely related phenomena. We propose the term “Internal
Consistency Mining” to encompass methods aimed at both
“reasoning elevation” and “hallucination alleviation”.

B. Self-Feedback to Promote Internal Consistency

To enhance a model’s internal consistency, scaling its pa-
rameters is the most straightforward approach [17]. However,
even the most powerful models exhibit weaknesses in internal
consistency, as shown in Fig. 1. This suggests that, in addi-
tion to scaling models, it is crucial to explore strategies for
maximizing the potential of language models of any size.

So, is there an efficient approach? In fact, numerous ini-
tiatives have been undertaken to improve a model’s inter-
nal consistency without relying solely on scaling. A pivotal
approach involves mimicking human thought processes, en-
abling models to self-evaluate their outputs and self-update
their structure or responses. Notable examples include Self-
Consistency [2], which prompts the model to generate multiple
answers to check for consistency (Self-Evaluation), and then

use a majority voting strategy to select the final answer (Self-
Update), thereby enhancing reasoning capabilities. Another
example is Self-Contradict [18], which induces models to
generate diverse content and checks for contradictions (Self-
Evaluation), allowing the model to resolve contradictions
autonomously (Self-Update) to reduce hallucinations.

Moreover, during Self-Evaluation, it is possible to not only
inspect the model’s responses but also examine its logits and
the latent states. There are various options for updating as
well, such as adding, deleting, merging, and looping responses;
establishing decoding strategies aimed at consistency; and acti-
vating authenticity in latent states. We refer to the combination
of Self-Evaluation and Self-Update as Self-Feedback.

C. Related Surveys

Surveys [19]–[21] are similar to ours. We present a straight-
forward comparison in Table II.

A Survey on Self-Evolution of Large Language Models [19]
covers literature on LLMs generating their own training data
and using multi-agent approaches for iterative optimization.
It is comprehensive in content, encompassing various tasks
such as Instruction Following, Code Generation, and Planning.
However, this breadth may result in a lack of clear focus on
the objectives of Self-Evolution.

Automatically Correcting Large Language Models: Survey-
ing the Landscape of Diverse Automated Correction Strate-
gies [20] focuses on Self-Correction, where models correct
their own errors. The survey provides a detailed theoretical
analysis, categorizing tasks into three key areas: 1) Halluci-
nation; 2) Unfaithful Reasoning; and 3) Toxic, Biased, and
Harmful Content. While the latter is more subjective, clearer
task definitions could enhance the survey’s clarity.

When Can LLMs Actually Correct Their Own Mistakes?
A Critical Survey of Self-Correction of LLMs [21] questions
whether models can truly Self-Correct, focusing on cases
where feedback is textual and partially external. This narrow
scope limits the comprehensiveness of the survey’s conclu-
sions, which we further analyze in Section IX.

Compared to these surveys, our advantages are as follows:
1) Internal consistency perspective. We offer an in-depth

review of LLMs’ internal consistency, examining its
phenomena, formalization, status quo, etc. Furthermore,
we introduce the task of Internal Consistency Mining,
providing a unified perspective for reasoning elevation
and hallucination alleviation tasks.
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TABLE II
STRONGLY RELATED SURVEYS

Survey Target Framework Modules Feedback Form Depth

Self-Evolution
[19]

Instruction Following↑, Reasoning↑; Math↑; Code
Generating↑; Role-Play↑; Planning↑; Tool Using↑

Experience Acquisition; Experience Re-
finement; Updating; Evaluation

Textual; Scalar; Ex-
ternal

Response

Self-Correction
[20]

Hallucination↓; Unfaithful Reasoning↓; Toxic, Bi-
ased and Harmful Content↓

Language Model (Patient); Critic Model
(Doctor); Refine Model (Treatment)

Textual; Scalar; Ex-
ternal

Response,
Decoding

Self-Correction
[21]

Reasoning↑; Knowledge↑; Context-based Genera-
tion↑; Open-ended Generation↑

Initial Response Generation; Feedback;
Refinement

Textual; External Response

Self-Feedback
(Ours)

Internal Consistency Mining (Reasoning Elevation;
Hallucination Alleviation)↑

Self-Evaluate; Internal Consistency Sig-
nal; Self-Update

Textual; Scalar; Ex-
ternal; Contrastive

Response, De-
coding, Latent

2) Self-Feedback theoretical framework. Our framework
includes Self-Evaluation, Consistency Signal Acquisi-
tion, and Self-Update. Characterized by its simplicity
and comprehensiveness, this framework is poised to
inspire further research. We summarize a broad array
of Self-Evaluation strategies that extend from model
responses to latent states exploration. These strategies
allow us to capture a diverse range of Feedback Signals,
extending beyond the scalar, textual, and external signals
discussed in other surveys, to include contrastive signals.

3) Taxonomy based on lines of work. Unlike other
surveys that categorize methods based on theoretical
frameworks alone, we organize similar methods into
coherent lines of work. Subsequently, we summarize
their Self-Evaluation and Self-Update strategies per line.
Thus, our summarized lines are consistent with the
baselines mentioned in related works, enabling scholars
to quickly position their research within the field.

4) A better response to “Does Self-Feedback Really
Work?” Many surveys discuss this question but often
provide biased (using the success or failure of a specific
method to represent the entire field) or overly complex
(providing different answers for each type of work).
analyses. Thanks to our proposed perspective on internal
consistency, we provide a more insightful analysis.

D. Structure of the Survey

As shown in Fig. 3, our research begins with the existing prob-
lem of low internal consistency in LLMs (Section II-C). Spe-
cific manifestations of low internal consistency include poor
reasoning capabilities in question-answering (QA) scenarios
and hallucinations in free-form generation (Section I-A). From
a causal perspective, elements contributing to low internal
consistency include inadequate latent reasoning, the snowball
effect of hallucinations, and the stochastic parrot hypothe-
sis (Section II-D). We formalize internal consistency as the
sampling-based consistency of model expressions across dif-
ferent layers (Section II-A). This involves enhancing response,
decoding, and latent consistency (Sections II-A & II-B).

To improve internal consistency, we propose Internal Con-
sistency Mining across these layers. While scaling up the
model is an intuitive solution, it comes with various cost-
related challenges (Section I-B). Thus, we focus on the Self-
Feedback theoretical framework, which mainly includes Self-

Evaluation, Consistency Signal Acquisition, and Self-Update.
Models obtain different forms of internal consistency signals
through Self-Evaluation, and subsequently use these signals to
Self-Update either responses or the model itself (Section III).
We explore six lines of work in Consistency Signal Acqui-
sition (Section IV) and seven lines of work utilizing the
Self-Feedback framework, divided into three lines dedicated
to reasoning elevation (Section V) and four lines aimed at
hallucination alleviation (Section VI).

Besides the central topics depicted in Fig. 3, we have
enriched Section VII with works that utilize the Self-Feedback
framework, although not aimed at addressing low internal
consistency. In Section VIII, we summarize relevant meta
and common evaluation benchmarks and methods. Section IX
delves into the question “Does Self-Feedback really work?”
with an in-depth exploration, analyzing existing rebuttals and
proposing appeals. Finally, Section X outlines challenging
research directions in the future.

E. Out-of-scope Topics
To ensure the logical coherence and readability of this survey,
we hereby clarify our discussion boundaries:

• Papers reviewed in this work mainly employ the Self-
Feedback framework and show improvements in the
internal consistency. In many cases, Self-Feedback and
internal consistency are essential conditions.

• This survey focuses exclusively on internal consistency
and does not explore the interaction between internal and
external consistencies. Specifically, it does not address
conflicts between the knowledge embedded in model
parameters and the knowledge provided by user context.

• In line with many related surveys, our focus is on the
model’s self-awareness, self-assessment, self-correction,
etc. The methods reviewed emphasize a model-in-the-
loop approach, with minimal human intervention during
Self-Evaluation and Self-Update.

• While retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) is recog-
nized for mitigating external hallucinations [22], this
paper does not actively discuss RAG. Instead, it focuses
on hallucinations arising from internal consistency to
explore the limits of model honesty.

II. INTERNAL CONSISTENCY

Internal consistency is the core concept in our work. In this
section, we define this concept and present an experimental
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910

Fig. 3. Core Concepts and Article Organization (Mainly Involving Sections II ˜ VII).

analysis that vividly delineates three distinct types of inter-
nal consistency. We discuss the strengths and weaknesses
of current language models in terms of internal consistency
and analyze their underlying reasons. Ultimately, we offer a
straightforward explanation of internal consistency.

A. Formulation

Consistency is a critical term in logic, referring to a system
where no two statements contradict each other [23]. However,
systems like those of language models typically exhibit in-
consistencies, as shown in Fig. 1. To better define the internal
consistency, we utilize a sampling-based approach to model
expressions in LLMs [24]. In addition, Table III provides
explanations of some notations frequently used in this paper.

For a large language model M and a user query x, we
can obtain expressions from the model for this query, defined
across three different types as follows:

• Expression from Response Layer (text). Expressions
consist of sentences that may show inconsistencies due

TABLE III
COMMON NOTATIONS

Symbol Description

x Query
M,N LLMs
e Expression type, e ∈ {response, decoding, latent}
Oe(M,x) Sampling distribution
Y Sampling set
yi The i-th element in the sampling set
y0:i Elements from 0 to i in the sampling set
yt The t-th token in text y
f Consistency Signal of Self-Feedback
P (y|x; θ) Language model parameterized by θ

to random sampling or subtle variations in input queries1.
• Expression from Decoding Layer (token). Expression

refers to the choice of different tokens influenced by
various decoding strategies (e.g., beam search, top-p).

• Expression from Latent Layer (tensor). Expression at

1Original: How many full stops (periods) are there: “.!..!..!”;
Rewritten: How many full stops (periods) in the string below. \n“.!..!..!”
The rewritten query can lead to significant changes in the answer [25].
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Logit

Logit

Logit

Logit

[1]a 1
[2]a 1

[1]a 2

[1]a 3

[1]a 4

[2]a 2

[2]a 3
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3

n

Inconsistent
Decoded Tokens

Inconsistent
Latent States

0.43

0.82

0.32

0.68

D
ecoding Strategies

Token nToken 2Token 1 y1

y2TokenmToken 9Token 4

OR

Inconsistent
Response

x

Fig. 4. Positions of the Three Types of Consistency

this layer encompasses the different activation of attention
heads and latent states across the model’s architecture,
contributing to diverse outputs.

For the expression type e, the expression distribution pro-
duced by M in response to x can be defined as follows:

Oe(M,x), e ∈ {response, decoding, latent} (1)

By sampling from this distribution, we can obtain a sam-
pling set with potentially repeated elements:

Y = {y1,y2, . . . ,yn}, yi ∼ Oe(M,x) (2)

Here, yi represents the i-th sample obtained from
Oe(M,x). With this sampling set, various methods can be
employed to estimate the consistency of these expressions. For
example, as shown in Fig. 1, we can obtain Y = {4, 3, 3, 3, 4}.
Below are two relatively trivial estimation methods. From a
statistical perspective, we can compute the negative variance
as a measure of consistency, as shown in Eq. 3; from an
information-theoretic perspective, we can use the negative
entropy as a measure of consistency, as shown in Eq. 4.
However, simple variance and entropy may not provide useful
guidance for better result updates, and their applicability is
limited to tasks where expressions are numerical labels.

−D(Y) = −E(Y − E(Y))2 = −0.24 (3)

−H(Y) =

n∑
i=1

p(yi) log2 p(yi) ≈ −0.971 (4)

We will comprehensively discuss existing methods for ac-
quiring consistency signals in Section IV. Those methods may
be more helpful.

Additionally, the three different types of “expressions”
mentioned above constitute the main focus of this paper’s dis-
cussion on three types of consistency: Response Consistency,
Decoding Consistency, and Latent Consistency. Fig. 4 visually
illustrates the positions of these three types in an LLM.

B. The Hourglass Evolution of Internal Consistency

In this section, we delve deeper into the three different types of
internal consistency. We conducted a simple experiment where
Llama3-8B-Instruct2 was asked to respond to a straightforward

2https://ai.meta.com/blog/meta-llama-3/
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Selected Token
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Majority Vote

Latent Consistency Decoding Consistency Response Consistency

How many full stops (periods) are there: ".!..!..!"

[A token from 0 / 1 / 2 / 3 / 4 / 5 / 6 / 7 / 8 / 9]

Fig. 5. The Hourglass Evolution of Internal Consistency

query many times to observe the consistency of different types
of expressions in the {response, decoding, latent} layers. And,
the given query is: How many full stops (periods) are there:
“.!..!..!”. Below are the methods for collecting sampling sets
at different layers. Refer to our GitHub repository for detailed
experimental settings and results.

Response Layer. We used Top-p sampling with a fixed
temperature to sample five times. To induce diverse responses,
CoT prompting was enabled. We observed the model’s final
textual choices during free generation. One example output is:
“Let’s think step by step. There is one period at the end of
the first part, ... So, there are 3 periods in total.” The resulting
sampling set is Yresponse = {5, 3, 3, 3, 3}.

Decoding Layer. We used five decoding strategies to sample
and observe the tokens selected. These decoding strategies
included Greedy Decoding, Beam Search Decoding, Sampling
Decoding, Top-k Sampling Decoding, and Top-p Sampling
Decoding. The sampling set is Ydecoding = {4, 4, 3, 4, 4}.

Latent Layer. We hypothesized that different attention
heads lead to different answers. To test this, we kept only the
h-th attention head of the l-th Transformer block of model M
active and set the attention output of other heads in that layer
to zero, observing which token had the highest probability in
the forward pass. We used six different combinations of l and
n, i.e., (l, n) ∈ {0, 15, 30} × {0, 16}. The resulting ordered
sampling set is Ylatent =< 0, 0, 5, 4, 4, 4 >3.

The experimental results are also shown in Fig. 5. We
observed that the model’s answer consistency follows an
“hourglass evolution” pattern, starting from the lower to
higher layers at the latent level, passing through the interme-
diate decoding level, and finally reaching the response level.

We analyze this phenomenon as follows. In the latent state,
since the forward propagation is not yet complete, the attention
heads near the bottom layers may tend to choose answers
randomly. In contrast, the attention heads near the top layers
can continually accumulate knowledge due to residual connec-
tions, leading to a gradual convergence in judgment. During
the decoding phase, all decoding strategies tend to select
the token with the higher probability, thus maintaining high

3In this set, smaller l are in front; for the same l, smaller n are in front.

https://ai.meta.com/blog/meta-llama-3/
https://github.com/IAAR-Shanghai/ICSFSurvey
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Fig. 6. Various Alignments Involved in the LLM development

certainty. However, at the response stage, greater variability
appears. When the LLM generates the first token, it has already
conducted reasoning (namely, the latent reasoning [26]) and
made an initial judgment of the answer. However, during the
response phase, the output tokens such as “I’m willing to
help.” can interfere with the model’s initial reasoning and
preliminary judgment, leading to a collapse of latent reasoning.

From this figure, we can also see that our goal is to have the
orange consistency boundary line move as close to the center
as possible, which is the goal of internal consistency mining.

C. Status Quo of LLM Consistency
As indicated at the beginning of the survey, GPT-4o’s various
responses to the same question (see Fig. 1) already demon-
strate that even relatively powerful LLMs still exhibit low
consistency. This section examines the current state of LLM
consistency from two perspectives.

LLMs often provide inconsistent responses, even when
they know the correct answer. The well-known Self-
Consistency [2] explores the use of the majority voting strat-
egy, where the LLM generates multiple responses and selects
the most voted one as the final response. Their experiments
showed that on the reasoning benchmark GSM8K [27], this
method increased the answer accuracy by about 17.9%. This
implies that many initial responses do not represent a consis-
tent answer. In terms of hallucination alleviation, Mündle et
al. [18] proposed the Self-Contradict strategy, which attempts
to generate different samples to identify self-contradictory
content and then eliminate these contradictions to reduce
hallucinations. Their experiment showed that even GPT-4 was
able to induce self-contradictions at rates of 15.7%.

LLMs are inconsistent in expressing what they know and
do not know, i.e., they lack Self-Knowledge. For example,
Yin et al. [4] and Cheng et al. [28] created datasets consisting
of questions that models cannot answer to test whether the
models can refuse to answer these questions. Their research
showed that models exhibit low consistency in refusing “I
Don’t Know” (IDK) questions, with room for improvement
compared to humans.

Therefore, we believe the consistency of results obtained
from LLMs using trivial forward propagation, trivial decoding
strategies, and trivial model response strategies is low.

D. Sources of Low Internal Consistency
Why models exhibit low internal consistency. Here we present
some relevant explorations. Understanding these causes can
help researchers better improve model performance.

Great sensitivity to specific prompts. Xie et al. [29] found
that different CoT prompts led to significant differences in
latent state distances between intermediate and final layers,
affecting consistency. Liu et al. [30] observed a “lost-in-the-
middle” phenomenon, where models inconsistently respond
to prompts based on the position of answers within the
long context. Liu et al. [31] further analyzed hallucinations
within long contexts. They analyzed that this is caused by
the soft attention mechanism, where attention weights become
overly dispersed as sequence length increases, leading to poor
consistency in reasoning paths.

Deficiencies of reasoning. Yang et al. [26] investigated
whether models use intermediate latent reasoning for answer-
ing questions and if strengthening this reasoning could boost
accuracy. Their findings revealed that while models do have
latent reasoning abilities, these are weak. Enhancing the signal
strength of intermediate entities did not significantly improve
the model’s responses, suggesting current LLM architectures
struggle with latent reasoning and may make near-random
predictions due to insufficient latent reasoning. Additionally,
Zhang et al. [32] argued that models could hallucinate due
to the “snowball effect”. The full attention mechanism makes
LLMs overly confident in their outputs, leading to compound-
ing errors if an initial reasoning mistake occurs. Consequently,
model’s responses may become inconsistent with the knowl-
edge it has learned.

Theoretical hypotheses. Bender et al. [33] proposed that
LLMs might be “stochastic parrots”, learning rules and pat-
terns from training data rather than truly understanding the
grammar and semantics of natural language. This inherent ran-
domness in generation reflects a form of internal inconsistency
in the model. Ma et al. [34] proposed the Principle of Self-
Consistency for intelligent agents, aiming to find a coherent
model that minimizes internal differences between observed
and regenerated data. They found many factors that could
affect internal consistency, such as mode collapse4, neural
collapse5, and over-fitting or under-fitting caused by overly
high or low dimensional feature spaces.

E. How to Understand Internal Consistency?

If there is internal consistency, there must also be correspond-
ing external consistency as illustrated in Fig. 6. Each stage

4Mode collapse: A generative model starts producing very similar or
repetitive outputs during training, failing to capture the diversity of the data.

5Neural collapse: The model learns the simplest representation to map input
to output, without capturing the complex logic within the data.
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of alignment plays a unique role. Among these alignments,
internal consistency is crucial for AI reliability [35], [36]:

• Truthfulness. LLMs provide factually accurate infor-
mation, including finding, using, and evaluating source
materials correctly.

• Calibration. LLMs’ probabilistic predictions correspond
with frequencies of occurrence.

• Self-Knowledge. LLMs know what they know and make
accurate predictions about their own behavior.

• Explainability. LLMs reveal their “thinking” completely
and faithfully.

• Non-deceptiveness. LLMs are ensured not to lie, even
when human preference encourages systematic mistakes
or provides rewards for pleasant misconceptions.

III. SELF-FEEDBACK FRAMEWORK

A. Formulation

Self-Feedback is a theoretical framework we have summarized
from numerous studies. It includes Self-Evaluation and Self-
Update, as shown in the middle part of Fig. 3.

Self-Feedback

Narrowly speaking, Self-Feedback refers to the method
of improving a model’s own internal consistency
through its feedback, where “own” refers to a specific
model instance or a specific response.

Broadly speaking, “own” can be extended to other
models. For example, multiple different models can
improve their capabilities through feedback generated
from debates among them, which is a more generalized
interpretation of Self-Feedback.

Based on the above descriptive definition, we can formalize
the process of Self-Feedback. For a given model M, query
x, and a sampling set Y obtained under a certain expression
type, Self-Evaluate6 is first performed to obtain feedback f :

f = SelfEvaluateM(Y) (5)

We can use the obtained feedback f to let the model M
directly update the original expression Y to y′:

y′ = SelfUpdateM(Y, f) (6)

We can also use the obtained feedback f to select better
responses and optimize the model parameters M through fine-
tuning or other strategies to obtain a better model M′:

M′ = SelfUpdateM(Y, f) (7)

Additionally, we can use the feedback to update other
models, such as updating a student model N :

N ′ = SelfUpdateN (Y, f) (8)

6A small number of methods use other models SelfEvaluateN (Y) or even
external tools SelfEvaluatetool(Y) during Self-Evaluate.

The combination of Self-Evaluate defined in Eq. 5 and
Self-Update defined in Eqs. 6, 7, and 8 constitutes various
Self-Feedback methods. During Self-Evaluate, external signals
may be used, and during Self-Update, other models may be
updated. This interaction with external entities is referred to
as generalized Self-Feedback.

B. Taxonomy

Self-Feedback centers on SelfEvaluate, SelfUpdate, and the
feedback signal f . Rather than fragmenting the survey by these
elements, we classify the papers we read by tasks and lines
of work, as shown in Fig. 3. The four key tasks are:

• Section IV (Consistency Signal Acquisition) summa-
rizes methods for obtaining the feedback signal f . We
consider this task important because many Self-Feedback
methods overlook this dimension. For instance, the feed-
back signal in Self-Consistency [2] should be classified
under scalar-based Consistency Estimation methods.

• Section V (Reasoning Elevation) is one of the key
focuses of this paper. We have discussed the distinctions
and connections between reasoning and hallucination in
Section I-A. To clarify, the primary focus here is on Self-
Feedback methods aimed at QA tasks.

• Section VI (Hallucination Alleviation) is another crit-
ical focus of this paper. Here, we concentrate on Self-
Feedback methods targeted at open-ended generation
tasks. Note: We also provide Table IV to share specific
lines of work related to Reasoning Elevation and Hallu-
cination Alleviation.

• Section VII (Others) briefly covers Self-Feedback meth-
ods applied to tasks beyond Reasoning Elevation and
Hallucination Alleviation, such as knowledge distillation
and embedding generation.

IV. TASK: CONSISTENCY SIGNAL ACQUISITION

Consistency signal acquisition refers to evaluating the consis-
tency of expressions after obtaining the sampling set Y . The
evaluated signal can help the model update its expressions
or parameters, thereby improving the model’s internal consis-
tency. Therefore, it is a pivotal task within the Self-Feedback
framework. These methods either require access only to the
model’s output contents, to the logits, or to the latent states
of the model. Depending on the depth of access required by
different methods, the approaches mentioned in this section are
categorized as black-box (accessing only the model’s output
contents), gray-box (also accessing logits), and white-box (also
accessing the model’s latent states). Numerous explorations
have been undertaken in this task. These include:

• Section IV-A: Uncertainty Estimation (Scalar)
• Section IV-B: Confidence Estimation (Scalar)
• Section IV-C: Hallucination Detection (Scalar)
• Section IV-D: Verbal Critiquing (Textual)
• Section IV-E: Contrastive Optimization (Contrastive)
• Section IV-F: External Feedback (External)
The first three lines are actually quite similar. They all

provide scalar feedback for LLM responses, and some works
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TABLE IV
DIFFERENT LINES OF WORK IN REASONING ELEVATION AND HALLUCINATION ALLEVIATION

Section: Paradigm Expression Signal Type #LLM Train. Self-Evaluation Self-Update Typical Works

V-A: Reasoning Topo-
logically

Response,
Decoding

Scalar, Textual,
Contrastive

1 No Majority Voting,
Value Function

Best Selection Self-Consistency [2], ToT [37],
GoT [38], Quiet-STaR [39]

V-B: Refining with Re-
sponses

Response Textual 1 or 2 Half Sampling Best Selection,
Model Tuning

Self-Improve [40], ConCoRD [41],
LEMA [42], Mistake Tuning [43]

V-C: Multi-Agent Col-
laboration

Response Textual, Scalar ≥ 2 Rare Negotiation Answer
Aggregation

FORD [44], MACNet [45], RE-
FINER [46], Multi-Agent Debate [47]

VI-A: Refining the Re-
sponse Iteratively

Response Textual, External 1 Few Model Generate
Critique

Model Gener-
ate Refinement

Self-Refine [8], Reflexion [48], Self-
Correct [9], Self-Debug [49]

VI-B: Mitigating Hallu.
while Generating

Response Textual, Contrastive,
External

1 Few Inherent model
evaluation

Model Delete
Hallucination

Self-Contradict [18], EVER [50],
FEVA [51]

VI-C: Decoding Truth-
fully

Decoding Contrastive 1 or 2 No Evaluate Decod-
ing Path

Select the Best
Decoding Path

DoLa [52], CAD [53], DIVER [54],
SED [11]

VI-D: Activating Truth-
fulness

Latent Contrastive 1 No Evaluate Latent
States

Activate the
Best States

ITI [5], TrFr [6], TruthX [7]

Note: This table summarizes the characteristics of representative methods. The first three lines are dedicated to “Reasoning Elevation”, while the latter
four lines are focused on “Hallucination Alleviation.” #LLM indicates the number of LLMs needed. Train. denotes “How many works need training?”

even mix the keywords from these three lines, such as [55]–
[57]. The main difference lies in their downstream tasks.
Estimating uncertainty and confidence are two sides of the
same coin, both assessing the model’s certainty on a [0, 1] scale
to optimize reasoning. While hallucination detection identifies
hallucinations from {0, 1}, primarily aimed at alleviating hal-
lucinations.

In addition to the aforementioned works that obtain scalar
signals, other types of signals have been explored. Verbal Cri-
tiquing refers to having the language model directly evaluate
the quality of an output, providing suggestions for improve-
ment. External Feedback leverages external sources, such as
textual feedback from other robust models or error messages
from a compiler in code generation tasks. Finally, there is a
more implicit signal, contrastive optimization, which obtains
consistency signals through the comparison between different
expressions and optimizes towards consistency.

In this section, we focus more on the first three lines of
work, as they are often studied independently and are hotspots
in academic research. The last three lines of work are only
briefly mentioned here, as they tend to be relatively simple or
implicit methods. They will be elaborated in Sections V, VI.

A. Uncertainty Estimation

Uncertainty estimation refers to estimating the data uncer-
tainty, model uncertainty, and distributional uncertainty in-
volved in the neural networks [58].

For uncertainty estimation in the NLP field, Hu et al. [24]
conducted a detailed survey. They categorize sources and
modeling methods of uncertainty into three approaches: 1)
Calibration Confidence-based Methods: This approach com-
pares the accuracy of predicted probabilities with actual prob-
abilities. 2) Sampling-based Methods: This approach models
the variability of multiple expressions provided by the model,
allowing us to observe the arising uncertainties. This method is
also the focus of our article. 3) Distribution-based Methods:
This approach evaluates inherent uncertainty by analyzing the
dataset’s distribution characteristics.

We introduce an important method cluster within Sampling-
based Methods: Monte Carlo Dropout (MCD) [59]. General
deep neural network predictions are often deterministic, and
multiple samples yield consistent answers, preventing us from
understanding the model’s implicit certainty about the results.
The MCD method uses the dropout technique to construct an
implicit binomial distribution. For example, a 50% dropout
probability constructs a B(#activation, 0.5) binomial distribu-
tion, which implicitly creates multiple models with different
parameters θi ∼ q(θ), i = 1, 2, . . . , n. At test time, MCD uses
multiple models to obtain multiple output results P (yi|x; θi)
and estimates the uncertainty by calculating the variance
of results. As for LLM, obtaining different expressions is
much easier, such as using temperature coefficients. From the
perspective of MCD, changing the temperature (values of the
Softmax layer) implicitly constructs different models.

Besides MCD, which offers more explanatory insights,
there are simpler, Sampling-based Methods available. For
example, the Active Prompting strategy proposed by [60]
uses disagreement in answers as an estimate of uncertainty,
SelfEvaluate(Y) ≜ |unique(Y)|

|Y| . Here, unique(Y) represents the
set after removing duplicate elements.

B. Confidence Estimation

Confidence is the opposite of uncertainty, focusing on relia-
bility scores to enhance user trust.

In this line of work, Self-Evaluation is the core method7.
The concept of Self-Evaluation was first proposed in [36],
where the goal is for the model to express its level of
confidence using its own knowledge and reasoning. As shown
in Fig. 7, the Self-Evaluation method simply asks the model:
Is the proposed answer True or False? Then, the confidence
score, P(True), is extracted from the model’s logits.

Besides naively asking the model whether it thinks the
proposed answer is correct, some works have proposed other

7The Self-Evaluation [36] here denotes a method, not the Self-Evaluation
module in Self-Feedback framework. To distinguish between the two, a
citation marker will be appended when referring to the method.
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Question: Who was the first president of the United States?
Proposed Answer: George Washington was the first president.
Is the proposed answer:
(A) True
(B) False
The proposed answer is:

Fig. 7. Prompt for Self-Evaluation [36]

frameworks. For instance, BSDetector [61] is a confidence
estimation framework suitable for both black-box and white-
box models. It combines the consistency of multiple outputs
sampled from the model with the model’s own reflection on
its output, weighting these scores to obtain the confidence
scores. Another example, TrustScore [62] is a reference-free
confidence estimation framework using behavior consistency.
It generates distractors based on entity information rules from
Wikipedia, asks the LLM multiple times, and checks if it
consistently chooses its own generated answer.

C. Hallucination Detection

Hallucination Detection aims to identify untruthful or unfaith-
ful text within a response. SelfCheckGPT [63] provides a
reference-free hallucination detection framework. Specifically,
the goal of SelfCheckGPT is to determine the presence of
hallucination in a given query x and response y0. The
framework works in three steps. Firstly, the model samples
several different responses, Y = {y1,y2, . . . ,yn}. Secondly,
it calculates whether y1:n support y0. Finally, it summarizes
the support level to calculate the final score. Designing support
level metric is where creativity can be applied, and the authors
provide five different methods:

• Similarity-based: Compute the negation of the mean
similarity between y1:n and y0;

• QA-based: Generate many questions from y0 and test
consistencies in the answers derived from y0 and y1:n;

• N-gram model-based: Build an n-gram model from Y ,
then use it to compute the negation of the mean transition
probability between tokens in y0.

• Natural language inference (NLI)-based: Compute the
mean probability of contradiction between the responses;

• Prompt-based: Similar to Self-Evaluation [36], directly
ask the language model whether y1:n support y0.

Beyond the extensive methods of SelfCheckGPT, there
are other interesting approaches as well. The Alibaba team
proposed INSIDE [64] for deeper exploration. They sampled
latent vectors from the intermediate layers and calculated the
covariance matrix of these vectors. Since the eigenvalue of
the covariance matrix represents data variability, they used
this value as a measure of hallucination. Additionally, some
methods utilize multiple agents to detect hallucinations. For
example, Cross Examination [65] employs two LLMs, an Ex-
aminee and an Examiner, using a cross-examination approach
to determine factual errors.

D. Verbal Critiquing

Inspired by the idea that “all tasks are generation tasks” [66],
[67], many works have proposed allowing LLMs to generate
more semantically rich textual signals. These include:

Let LLMs offer critiques. Saunders et al. [68] use a fine-
tuned Self-Critiquing model to generate insights on content.
McAleese et al. [69] use RLHF based on the GPT-4 model
to train the model to critique code generation, resulting in
CriticGPT. Du et al. [47] propose the Multi-Agent Debate
method, where two agents generate modifications to each
other’s content, gradually converging to an outcome.

Let LLMs summarize. Xiong et al. [44] use a Judge LLM
to aggregate the results produced by multiple agents, providing
a final judgment. Graph-of-Thought [38] uses the aggregation
of thoughts to perform subsequent reasoning.

Let LLMs refine the text. These methods involve the LLM
generating a refined response as a better result [8], [9], [48].

E. Contrastive Optimization

Contrastive optimization is an implicit signal acquisition
method, which often involves constructing a scoring function,
score(yi), to evaluate all responses in the sampling set Y ,
{score(yi)|i = 1, 2, . . . , n}. Finally, the best candidate is
selected as ybest = argmaxyi

score(yi).
At the latent layer, in order to find attention heads with a

stronger preference for truthfulness, Li et al. [5] trained a probe
to evaluate the attention head’s ability to answer questions
truthfully. At the decoding layer, Self-Evaluation [36] can
be used to evaluate the reasoning paths during beam search,
comparing scores to choose a better decoding direction [70].
At the response layer, Self-Consistency [2] strategy implicitly
relies on comparisons between different responses. A variant,
Soft Self-Consistency [71], calculates the joint probability of
tokens for each response as the scoring function.

F. External Feedback

Sometimes, feedback from the model itself is not sufficient.
For example, in code generation, if there are hallucinations
(bugs) in the code, it is difficult for even humans to accurately
identify some bugs without executing the code with an external
executor. Self-Debug [49] proposes using the execution results
from an external executor as feedback. Besides using external
tools, some works use other models as external feedback
sources, such as a more powerful teacher model [72] or a
peer model [47]. The commonly used RAG method, which
can incorporate information retrieved from external sources
as external feedback, is another example utilizing external
feedback.

V. TASK: REASONING ELEVATION

Reasoning Elevation refers to enhancing the logical reasoning
capabilities of language models during response generation to
improve their internal consistency. The primary feature of this
line of work is the use of benchmarks in the form of QA tasks.
We have identified three significant lines of work, as shown
in the upper part of Table IV.
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Fig. 8. Different Reasoning Topologies. I⃝ / T⃝ / O⃝ indicate input / intermediate thought / output, respectively. #(·) and d(·) indicate the number and
the degree of nodes, respectively.

A. Reasoning Topologically

When answering a question, LLMs may choose different
reasoning paths, but not all reasoning paths lead to the correct
answer. Therefore, finding reasoning paths that are consistent
with the learned knowledge becomes a key issue, leading to a
series of works focusing on optimizing reasoning paths. Fig. 8
summarizes the similarities and differences of these works.

A survey [73] covers various X-of-Thought (XoT) meth-
ods. Input-Output (IO) is the simplest approach, asking a
question and getting an answer directly, but often struggles
with complex problems. To address this, Chain-of-Thought
(CoT) [10] was introduced, adding intermediate reasoning
steps, though errors in reasoning can affect results. Self-
Consistency (SC) [2] improves accuracy via majority vot-
ing but is limited in exploratory power. Tree-of-Thought
(ToT) [37] views reasoning as a path with multiple succes-
sor nodes for deeper exploration, while Graph-of-Thought
(GoT) [38] aggregates reasoning chains across nodes. Similar
to GoT, Maieutic Prompting [74] builds entailment rela-
tionships between thoughts, then constructs a Max-SAT [75]
problem to obtain the best choices.

Most XoT methods require sampling and aggregation of
thoughts, often limited to queries with fixed label sets dur-
ing aggregation. To solve this problem, several works have
emerged. Multi-Perspective Self-Consistency (MPSC) [76]
targets code generation tasks, evaluating each solution from
multiple perspectives (solution, specification, and test case) to
select the best one. Universal Self-Consistency (Universal
SC) [77] uses LLMs instead of simple answer matching to
choose the most selected response, enhancing the stability of
the majority voting. Soft Self-Consistency (Soft SC) [71] pro-
poses a more adaptive scoring function, calculating the joint
probability of tokens in a response as the scoring function,
thus extending the problem scope to soft labels.

Additionally, Quiet Self-Taught Reasoner (Quiet-
STaR) [39] addresses the issue mentioned in Section II-B,
where “although complex reasoning in responses is beneficial
for solving intricate problems, they may disrupt model’s
latent reasoning due to redundant reasoning text, thereby

increasing response-level inconsistency.” Quiet-STaR samples
rationales from the model’s responses and wraps each
rationale between special markers, that is, <|startofthought|>
and <|endofthought|>, to assist next-token reasoning. These
rationales are invisible to the user, making latent reasoning
explicit and effectively reducing conflicts.

However, these lines of work are mostly focused on how
to choose the next thought from an input, overlooking the
input stage. An input is a combination of a query and a
prompt template. While the query remains relatively un-
changed, the instructions and demonstrations in the prompt
template can be optimized. Several works have explored this
area: DIVERSE [78] pre-constructs various prompt templates
to increase prompt diversity. Promptbreeder [79] uses genetic
algorithms [80] to continuously optimize the original prompt
template. DSPy [81] innovatively builds a prompt optimizer,
similar to a gradient optimizer in PyTorch. These methods
extend reasoning topology to the input stage, demonstrating
significant creativity. Boldly, we could construct a reasoning-
topology-oriented framework incorporating prompt optimiza-
tion, which could potentially solve more complex problems.

Furthermore, we can extend our approach to the decoding
stage. CoT Decoding [82] incorporates CoT’s ideas into the
decoding process, attempting to identify CoT-included decod-
ing paths in the natural decoding process. ToT Decoding [70]
integrates ToT concepts into decoding, replacing beam search
criteria with Self-Evaluation [36], where each token’s selection
depends on confidence scores C(·), achieving better reasoning,
as shown in Eq. 9, where yt is the t-th token in string y.

P (y) =
∏
t

P (yt|y1:t−1)C(yt) (9)

Self-Evaluation Strategy. The methods discussed in this
section typically require searching the thought graph, necessi-
tating evaluators to determine the usefulness of thoughts and
whether they merit further exploration. These works generally
use three approaches: Majority Voting, selecting the most
consistent response among multiple thoughts [2]; Rule-based
methods, designing specific scoring functions based on the
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problem, such as error scoring functions in sorting tasks, rep-
resenting the number of inversions and frequency differences
before and after sorting [38]; and LLM-based methods, like
the scoring function in the Game of 24 task, where LLMs rate
the solution’s feasibility as “sure/maybe/impossible” [37].

Self-Update Strategy. For Self-Consistency prompting, the
update uses a majority voting result. For ToT prompting, the
update method uses BFS and DFS strategies to search and
select suitable thoughts as output. For GoT prompting, the
update method is similar to ToT but includes more extensive
search spaces, aggregating different thoughts.

Despite the innovations, these methods have several limi-
tations [73]: 1) They often select extremely simple tasks like
Game of 24, Sorting, and Keyword Counting for experiments.
2) They incur high reasoning costs. 3) They struggle to adapt
to general tasks and deployment.

B. Refining with Responses
Refining with Responses refers to the process where an LLM
first generates multiple responses, then identifies the better
responses or self-evaluates its own generated content and
corrects errors, and finally refines its output or fine-tunes the
model itself to improve response consistency. The following
are three common lines of work.

Fine-tuning from the collected responses. This line of
work involves “using self-generated data to fine-tune itself.”
Specifically, they often use LLMs to produce multiple answers,
select the better responses from them, and then use these better
responses to fine-tune the model, enhancing its reasoning
capabilities. For example, Self-Improve [40] uses a majority
voting strategy to obtain better outputs, collecting such data to
fine-tune the model itself. Similarly, Tian et al. [83] propose a
framework called Self-Improvement, which uses Monte Carlo
Tree Search for data synthesis while generating fine-tuning
datasets, improving model’s reasoning capabilities.

Learning from mistakes. This line of work is similar
to fine-tuning from the collected responses but focuses on
learning from errors and optimizing by avoiding mistakes.
This intuitive method naturally improves model performance
by avoiding errors. For instance, the LEMA (LEarning from
MistAkes) method proposed by [42] samples multiple reason-
ing rationales, has GPT-4 annotate and correct errors among
them, and uses the corrected rationales to form a new dataset
for re-fine-tuning the model. Similarly, Tong et al. [43] propose
the Mistake Tuning scheme: it has the model self-rethink and
correct its errors based on references, using large amounts of
such self-corrected datasets to fine-tune the model.

Getting better response with NLI models. Besides fine-
tuning methods, we also demonstrate rule-based optimization
techniques using NLI [41], [84]. With an NLI model, we
can identify the relationships between multiple samples and
find better responses. For instance, Agarwal et al. [84] use
a pre-trained NLI model to identify and correct logically
inconsistent statements generated by a pre-trained language
model. They then convert the entailment and contradiction
probabilities of the NLI into a Max-SAT problem [75], and use
a constraint solver [85] to optimize and obtain more accurate
and consistent predictions.

C. Multi-Agent Collaboration
The methods in this category generally involve using more
than one LLM to collaboratively solve problems, address con-
tradictions, and promote consistency, essentially constituting
a generalized form of Self-Feedback. There are numerous
papers in the Multi-Agent field; here, we list some typical
and novel works that employ Multi-Agent systems for Self-
Feedback. For a more comprehensive understanding, refer to
the extensive survey on LLM Agents by Wang et al. [86].

Debate Frameworks. Multi-Agent Debate [47] utilizes
multiple peer models that engage in iterative debates, with
a fixed number of rounds as the stopping condition. Their
experiments show that debates with three or fewer rounds
can generally lead to convergence among agents (i.e., LLMs
consistently agreeing on the same answer). Xiong et al. [44]
further propose the FORD (Formal Debate Framework), which
introduces a Judge LLM to summarize the agents’ statements
at the end, also using a fixed number of rounds as the stopping
condition. They expand the scope of LLM debates by explor-
ing the effects of debates among models with mismatched
capabilities in various scenarios. REFINER [46] trains two
models with different roles: a generator for intermediate rea-
soning steps and a critic for feedback, continuing the iterative
dialogue until the correct answer is obtained or the critic has
no further feedback. Notably, using the correct answer as a
stopping condition has been criticized as unrealistic [87].

Game-Theoretic Approaches. The Consensus Game pro-
posed by Jacob et al. [88] deviates from the above frameworks
by avoiding direct dialogue between LLMs. Instead, different
LLMs participate in a game, based on the hypothesis that
“asking a model for answer A to question Q (generative)”
and “asking a model if A is the answer to Q (discriminative)”
lack consistency [89]. They prompt the generator to produce
both correct and incorrect answers, then use the discriminator
to evaluate its own responses, aiming for the generator and
discriminator to reach a Nash equilibrium. They select the
best response based on the degree of consistency.

The significant drawback of this line of work is the high
inference cost, as it often requires different LLM instances,
potentially consuming multiple times the GPU memory and
increasing the inference burden due to the extensive context
generated by agents. Additionally, most models need a stop-
ping condition to end the dialogue, and fixed round stopping
is inflexible and can reduce performance. There is no current
flexible and efficient stopping criterion. However, Multi-Agent
systems remain a promising AI direction, and cost issues
shouldn’t deter exploration.

VI. TASK: HALLUCINATION ALLEVIATION

Hallucination alleviation is aimed at open-ended generation
tasks such as story writing and code generation, emphasizing
goals like fact enhancement, error reduction, and faithfulness
enhancement. We have categorized four significant lines of
work, as shown in the lower half of Table IV.

A. Refining the Response Iteratively
This line of work is similar to Refining with Responses
(Section V-B) which primarily targets simple QA tasks. While
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Fig. 9. Refining with Responses (Left) V.S. Refining the Response Iter. (Right)

Refining the Response Iteratively (Section VI-A) primarily
deals with open-ended tasks such as story generation and code
generation. Their comparison is shown in Fig. 9.

The most famous works include Self-Refine [8], Reflex-
ion [48], and Self-Correct [9]. These three frameworks share
the basic structure of having the LLM provide textual feed-
back, which is then used to update the response iteratively
until a stopping criterion is met or the maximum iterations is
reached, as shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 REFINING THE RESPONSE ITERATIVELY

Require: Input query x, model M, consistency signal generator
SelfEvaluate(·), Self-Update strategy SelfUpdate(·), stopping cri-
terion stop(·), max iteration T

1: y0 =M(x)
2: i← 0
3: while i <T and not stop(yi) do
4: fi = SelfEvaluate(x,yi)
5: yi+1 = SelfUpdate(x,y0:i, f0:i)
6: i← i+ 1
7: end while
8: return yi

Despite following a similar framework, there are differences
in specific implementations. Self-Refine [8] is the most naive
implementation, where SelfEvaluate(·) is entirely performed
by the LLM to generate textual feedback. Reflexion [48] takes
a better approach by viewing the iterative refining process
as Verbal Reinforcement Learning, which is reinforcement
learning without weight updates. Additionally, they separate
feedback into feedback signal generation (e.g., error messages
generated after code compilation in code generation tasks)
and textual feedback generation (reflecting on error messages),
increasing the framework’s completeness. However, this ap-
proach requires a specific feedback signal design for each
task, reducing its generality. Self-Correct [9] uses the same
framework but trains a dedicated Corrector model to generate
better feedback. This method, however, is still not task-
agnostic and significantly reduces the framework’s flexibility
due to the introduction of training.

The works mentioned above mainly construct frameworks
for general tasks, while some focus on specific tasks. For
example, Re3 [90] draws inspiration from human actions in
writing long stories and proposes a draft, rewrite, and edit
cycle to optimize the LLM’s ability to write long stories.
PEER [91] mimics human collaborative editing by having

the LLM iteratively propose editing suggestions to complete
Wikipedia text editing. Self-Debug [49] allows the model to
debug its code through execution results and self-written unit
test results, gradually refining the code until it is perfected.

B. Mitigating Hallucination while Generating

As mentioned earlier, hallucinations often manifest in finer
details, such as temporal inaccuracies, date errors, or misat-
tributions of names [89]. Multi-round iterations may overlook
these minor errors, prompting some works to propose methods
for more granular error editing, mitigating hallucination while
generating8. Currently, this is not yet a relatively mature
direction, and there is no unified solution emerging. The
following outlines typical approaches in methodology.

Mündle et al. [18] utilize the phenomenon of Self-
Contradiction to eliminate hallucinations9. Specifically, it in-
duces prompts to generate two contradictory sentences and
then directs the LLM to resolve the contradictions, retaining
the consistent information to generate a coherent sentence.
Subsequent sentences follow a similar approach to produce
a complete reply. Clearly, contradictory information is highly
likely to be hallucinatory, thus effectively mitigating halluci-
nations. This method essentially extends Self-Consistency [2]
into the domain of hallucination.

EVER (REal-Time VErification and Rectification) [50] em-
ploys a similarly intuitive approach. When generating a sen-
tence, EVER verifies the accuracy of the generated sentence
either by the LLM itself or retrieved external information,
generating feedback to modify the sentence if there are issues.
The modified sentence is then re-appended into the gener-
ated text iteratively. Similarly, PURR (Petite Unsupervised
Research and Revision) [92] and RARR (Retrofit Attribution
using Research and Revision) [93] follow a similar approach as
EVER, where the verification stage relies on retrieving external
knowledge to provide modification feedback.

In contrast to EVER, FAVA (FAct Vericaton with Augmen-
tation) [51] adopts a more sophisticated approach. It fine-tunes
the model to generate special tokens that edit its own content,
enhancing editing efficiency10. The major advantage of this
method lies in granting the LLM maximum autonomy to make
mistakes and subsequently correct them freely. Moreover, this
approach bears resemblance to Quiet-STaR [39] mentioned in
Section V-A, where both utilize special tokens to represent
essential cognitive processes.

C. Decoding Truthfully

Decoding Truthfully focuses predominantly on decoding con-
sistency. In recent years, several studies have discovered that
methods such as greedy decoding and sampling decoding
constrain LLMs from accurately expressing crucial informa-
tion in natural language. Consequently, more complex and

8This section incorporates ideas from RAG, yet given its relevance to Self-
Feedback, it’s delineated as a distinct line of work.

9Demo of Self-Contradiction: https://chatprotect.ai/
10Their fine-tuning dataset includes examples like: “Messi is an

<entity><delete>Argentine </delete><mark>Brazilian </mark></entity
>soccer player.” Special tokens enclosed in angle brackets are also trained to
be generated, effectively eliminating hallucinations through rendering.

https://chatprotect.ai/
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rational decoding strategies have been designed to elevate the
reliability and accuracy of model’s responses [94].

Li et al. [95] pioneered the Contrastive Decoding strategy,
where during the next token prediction, the optimal token
probability is selected by contrasting the token probability
distributions derived from expert and amateur models, as
shown in Eq. 10. This method excels in mitigating biases
or preferences inherent in large-scale models, favoring tokens
with higher probabilities in expert models and lower probabil-
ities in amateur models.

yt ∼ softmax

(
log

PEXP

(
yt | y0:t−1

)
PAMA (yt | y0:t−1)

)
(10)

Following this pioneering work, researchers have explored
various approaches for logit adjustment and contrastive de-
coding. Chuang et al. [52] observed significant differences in
token probability distributions across different layers of the
model and introduced DoLa to incorporate information from
previous layers, enhancing early-stage cognitive reasoning and
pre-answer consistency, termed Decoding Consistency.

Unlike DoLa, SED [11] and DIVER [54] focus on detecting
and addressing discrepancies caused by differences in tokens at
certain positions, termed Chaotic Points. Methods for detecting
chaotic points include comparing the ratio of maximum to
second-maximum token probabilities or the number of candi-
date tokens exceeds one. Their indicator functions are shown
in Eqs. 11 and 12, where δr is a probability threshold, γ
is a predefined coefficient, and V denotes the vocabulary.
By assessing previously generated contents against potential
tokens from chaotic points, scores such as information gain,
weighted uncertainty, and weighted confidence help identify
the most suitable token.

I1
(
Psecond

pmax
≥ δr

)
(11)

I2
(∣∣∣∣{yt | P

(
yt | y0:t−1

)
≥ γmax

w∈V
P
(
w | y0:t−1

)}∣∣∣∣ > 1

)
(12)

Those methodologies primarily apply to closed-book gener-
ation tasks. For open-book generation tasks, current research
focuses on leveraging external references to guide decoding.
CAD [53] and ECAD [96] (named ECAD in this survey) incor-
porate contextually relevant or irrelevant knowledge snippets
into model inputs, intervening in the decoding process through
contrastive decoding strategies to bridge the information gap
between useful and non-useful information.

D. Activating Truthfulness

Activating Truthfulness focuses on enhancing consistency in
latent layers. Its core methods involve boosting attention heads
and states that represent “truthfulness” within latent layers,
aiming to improve the model’s internal consistency.

The exploration of latent truthfulness began with CCS
(Contrast-Consistent Search) [97]. CCS investigates methods
for mining knowledge embedded in latent layers by training a
small classification head on Transformer latent layers. This
method effectively activates model truthfulness, surpassing
conventional inference methods.

Inspired by CCS, Harvard scholars introduced the Inference-
Time Intervention (ITI) technique [5]. ITI consists of two
steps: 1) Probe analysis: Using probe technology11 to iden-
tify attention heads in the model related to truthfulness. 2)
Inference-time intervention: The model’s answer generation
process is adjusted by increasing the weights of selected atten-
tion heads, guiding the model toward more truthful reasoning.
However, ITI has limitations in training probes using only the
last token’s latent layer state at the end of a QA pair. TrFr [6]
addressed this by using multi-dimensional orthogonal probes
to extract features from both truthful and non-truthful texts,
improving attention head identification. TruthX [7] explored a
more efficient intervention strategy. It targets not only attention
heads but also the feed-forward network layers. Mapping these
states separately using truthful and semantic encoders signif-
icantly reduces the impact on the language model’s overall
performance while enhancing representations of truthfulness.

White-Box Hallucination Alleviation. Mitigating halluci-
nations from a white-box perspective involves activating the
internal authenticity of the model, which necessitates inter-
pretability studies. For instance, a recent survey [98] reveals
that attention heads in models can serve various functions.
Building on these functional distinctions, we may discover
better approaches to mitigate hallucinations. For example,
Wu et al. [99] found that certain attention heads are more
adept at long-context retrieval (strong “copy-paste” abilities).
In tests such as Needle-in-a-Haystack, blocking these attention
heads caused performance to drop from 94.7% to 63.6%.
Can enhancing retrieval heads reduce hallucinations in long
contexts? This is a question worth investigating.

VII. TASK: OTHERS

Several works follow the Self-Feedback framework, though
not always targeting internal consistency. For completeness,
we summarize these efforts below.

A. Preference Learning

Preference Learning (PL) aims to align LLM outputs with
human intent [100]–[102]. Most of the work around this task
can be broadly covered by the Self-Feedback framework.
For PL, the Feedback Signal mainly refers to the reward
information given by a reward model R, which is trained
through preference feedback. Preference feedback involves
comparing and ranking different responses to the same ques-
tion in terms of helpfulness, harmlessness, and honesty. The
Self-Update here primarily refers to broadly updating the
model M, including methods like supervised fine-tuning and
reinforcement learning (such as PPO [103], DPO [104]).

There are three main ways to obtain preference feedback. 1)
Through human feedback, as seen in works like OASST [105]
and BeaverTails [106], which include human-annotated data.
2) Feedback generated by models [107], [108], offering lower
annotation costs and faster iterative feedback efficiency com-
pared to human feedback. 3) Feedback derived from inductive

11A probe is a small classifier whose input is latent states and whose output
is labels corresponding to a test task.
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bias, such as upvotes/downvotes in the SHP dataset [109], or
prior rules in ALMoST [110], which rank response quality
based on model size or prompt context.

Based on preference feedback, we can train a reward model
to output Feedback Signals. There are two common types
of reward models. One is the Reward Model proposed in
InstructGPT [111], with the loss function as shown in Eq. 13.
Here, rθ(x,y) represents the output of the Reward Model,
and response yw is ranked higher than yl. However, this
method’s downside is that the overall score distribution for
high-quality and low-quality responses is similar, making it
difficult to effectively distinguish between different responses
to different questions. To address this, Xu et al. [112] proposed
an evaluation model that directly scores QA pairs.

z = σ (rθ (x,yw)− rθ (x,yl))

loss(θ) = − 1(
k
2

)E(x,yw,yl)∼D [log (z)]
(13)

B. LLM-Based Knowledge Distillation

LLM-based knowledge distillation methods aim to transfer ad-
vanced capabilities from proprietary LLMs (such as GPT-4) to
small-parameter open-source models [113]. These two models
can be referred to as the “teacher model” and the “student
model” respectively, with the teacher model guiding the stu-
dent model to enhance its capabilities, fitting the generalized
Self-Feedback framework proposed in this paper. During the
Self-Evaluation, the student model generates answers, which
are then assessed by the teacher model. In the Self-Update,
the student model uses the evaluation signal to update itself
or its answers.

This signal can be in the form of statistical metrics, such
as MiniLLM [114] calculating the reverse Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence of the probability distributions output by the
student and teacher models; or GKD [115] computing metrics
like forward KL divergence, reverse KL divergence, and
generalized JSD. The signal can also be textual feedback, such
as Selfee [116] utilizing ChatGPT as the teacher to provide
textual feedback on the outputs of the student model; or in
PERsD [72], where the teacher executes the code generated
by the student model and provides specific suggestions based
on errors.

When the teacher and student models are the same LLM,
this leads to Self-Knowledge Distillation (Self-KD). In Self-
KD, the model iteratively updates its capabilities using the
knowledge it gradually accumulates during training, falling
under the narrow Self-Feedback paradigm. For example, the
goal of Impossible distillation [117] is to obtain a Stronger
Paraphraser. In the Self-knowledge distillation process, it
evaluates its paraphrase results from perspectives such as
semantics, format, and diversity, and further refines high-
quality data to fine-tune itself accordingly.

C. Data Augmentation

Data Augmentation aims to construct and filter high-quality
datasets using LLMs. It is somewhat similar to the methods

in Sections VII-A and VII-B that combine Feedback infor-
mation to create datasets, but there are slight differences in
focus and specific forms. The latter focuses on the model’s
capabilities, using datasets during the Self-Update stage for
model fine-tuning, with most methods falling under narrow
Self-Feedback. In contrast, Data Augmentation focuses on the
dataset itself, updating the model’s responses during the Self-
Update stage to further refine the dataset, with most methods
falling under generalized Self-Feedback.

Self-instruct [118] is a typical example, where the LLM
generates new task instructions during the Self-Evaluation
stage and generates input-output instances based on the new
instructions. It calculates the ROUGE-L metric between the
new instructions and existing instructions as the Feedback
signal. Finally, during the Self-Update stage, it filters and
screens the newly generated set of instructions.

Currently, methods applying LLMs to Data Augmentation
and Synthetic Data Generation mainly focus on the prompt en-
gineering layer. In other words, Self-Evaluation only involves
responses. Many studies have shown that LLM responses are
highly sensitive to prompt variations [119], [120]. Therefore,
the main bottleneck in this task is: how to design better
prompts and how to deeply explore the relationship between
decoding, latent states, and data quality.

VIII. EVALUATION

This section covers evaluation methods and benchmarks for
internal consistency and Self-Feedback, focusing on two
abilities: meta (e.g., uncertainty, consistency, feedback) and
common (e.g., reasoning QA, code generation) abilities. Meta
evaluation identifies which LLMs are the best, while common
evaluation reveals which Self-Feedback methods are the best.

A. Meta Evaluation
We summarize five meta evaluation methods, categorized into

metric-based and benchmark-based approaches. Metric-
based methods calculate performance mainly via formulas,
while benchmark-based methods empirically measure it using
QA datasets (see Table V).

TABLE V
META EVALUATION BENCHMARKS

Type Benchmark Organization

Uncertainty LLM-Uncertainty-Bench [121] Tencent
Uncertainty UBench [122] Nankai
Consistency ConsisEval [123] PKU
Consistency PopQA-TP [124] IBM
Consistency ParaRel [125] BIU
Consistency BMLAMA [126] RUG
Consistency BECEL [127] Oxford
Critique Ability CriticBench [128] THU
Self-Knowledge SelfAware [4] Fudan
Self-Knowledge Idk(I don’t know) [28] Fudan
Self-Knowledge Self-Knowledge Evaluation [129] THU

Uncertainty Evaluation12. Key metrics for evaluating
model uncertainty include: Expected Calibration Error (ECE),

12As mentioned in Section IV-A, uncertainty estimation involves assessing
the uncertainty of a model’s specific response. Uncertainty evaluation, on the
other hand, measures the overall uncertainty of a model.
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which assesses the expected difference between model confi-
dence and accuracy; Maximal Calibration Error (MCE), which
indicates the maximum deviation between model accuracy and
confidence; and Brier Score (BS), which is used to assess how
closely the model’s predicted probabilities align with the true
class probabilities [24].

Uncertainty Evaluation. LLM-Uncertainty-Bench [121]
extracts five test tasks (including question answering, reading
comprehension, commonsense inference, dialogue response
selection, and document summarization) from common bench-
mark datasets and uses conformal prediction techniques to
construct benchmarks. UBench [122] also extracts data from
other datasets, totaling 3978 multiple-choice questions cover-
ing knowledge, language, understanding, and reasoning abili-
ties. UBench evaluates individual data items by having models
textually express uncertainty scores.

Consistency Evaluation. This line of work centers
on assessing whether a model delivers consistent responses
to queries that are semantically equivalent but phrased dif-
ferently. The key focus is on developing a variety of syn-
onymous queries to test the model’s reliability. For in-
stance, the ConsisEval Benchmark [123] creates simpler syn-
onymous queries for each question. PopQA-TP [124] and
ParaRel [125] construct synonymous queries through rephras-
ing. BMLAMA [126] focuses on multilingual consistency,
constructing a parallel corpus of queries. BECEL [127] draws
inspiration from behavioral consistency, considering higher-
order consistency in model responses by creating seman-
tic consistency data, negational consistency data, symmetric
consistency data, etc. Notably, most studies have found that
models generally exhibit low consistency.

Critique Abilitiy Evaluation. Lin et al. [128] collect a
large number of QA pairs from 15 datasets across mathemat-
ical, commonsense, symbolic, coding, and algorithmic fields,
creating CriticBench through model generation and human
annotation. It can be used to evaluate the ability of LLMs to
generate critiques, an important aspect of the Self-Feedback
framework.

Self-Knowledge Evaluation. Self-Knowledge refers to
the LLM’s understanding and recognition of its own abilities,
limitations, and the content it creates. Yin et al. [4] and Cheng
et al. [28] construct sets of unanswerable questions to explore
the question “Do large language models know what they do
not know?” Tan et al. [129] investigate “Does the model
truly understand the questions and solutions it creates?” These
studies generally yield negative empirical results, indicating
that models have weak Self-Knowledge.

B. Common Evaluation
Self-Feedback methods are often evaluated using benchmarks
that focus on real-world tasks like reasoning, code generation,
and math problem solving (see Table VI). For more informa-
tion on LLM evaluation, you can refer to this survey [130].

IX. DOES SELF-FEEDBACK REALLY WORK?
A. Conflicting Viewpoints
With the rise of works prefixed by “Self-”, questions of
feasibility arise: Can a model truly optimize itself? Many

TABLE VI
COMMON EVALUATION BENCHMARKS

Type Benchmark Organization

Knowledge reasoning C-Eval [131] SJTU
Knowledge reasoning MMLU [14] UCB
Logic reasoning BBH [132] Google
Logic reasoning ARC [133] AI2
Linguistic understanding WiC [134] Cambridge
Code generating HumanEval [135] N/A
Math Solving MATH [136] UCB
Math Solving GSM8K [27] OpenAI

studies have attempted to answer this question, with most
focusing on Refining the Response Iteratively and Multi-Agent
Collaboration.

• Jiang et al. [137] propose the SELF-[IN]CORRECT
hypothesis, showing that in QA tasks, models are better
at generating answers than judging their own correctness,
highlighting a self-assessment limitation.

• Stechly et al. [138] and Valmeekam et al. [139] found
GPT-4 fails to verify its solutions in the Graph Coloring
and planning tasks, with verifiers generating many false
positives, reducing reliability.

• Huang et al. [87] refute the effectiveness of Reflex-
ion [48], Multi-Agent Debate [47], and Self-Refine [8].
They argue Reflexion’s reliance on external truth for
refining is impractical, Multi-Agent Debate is inferior to
Self-Consistency and resource-heavy, and Self-Refine’s
prompts were unfair, with better one-shot responses
achievable through improved prompting.

• Kamoi et al. [21] provide a more comprehensive analysis
by classifying various methods clearly and systematically
comparing the strengths and weaknesses of each methods.
They suggest that the ability to self-correct should be
discussed according to the specific task. For example, for
decomposable tasks13 or verifiable tasks14, it is feasible
for the model to optimize itself.

While these criticisms reveal certain limitations in feedback
signals, experimental tasks, and test models, they can be
seen as limited perspectives [87], [137]–[139]. Although the
survey [21] provides more meaningful viewpoints through
classified discussions, it complicates the field, making it dif-
ficult to form a systematic framework. Benefiting from the
perspective of internal consistency and the clear boundary
discussions in Section I-E, we conduct a more meaningful
discussion on the proposed Self-Feedback framework:

1) Does Self-Feedback improve internal consistency?
The answer is yes. As demonstrated in our survey,
different lines of research offer affirmative evidence
from various perspectives.

2) Does internal consistency mean correctness? We can-
not directly conclude this. We will delve deeper into this
question in the following section.

13For example, “Who are some politicians who were born in Boston?”
14For example, in the Game of 24 (Find arithmetic operations to obtain 24

using four given integers), generating a solution is harder than verification.
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B. Does Internal Consistency Mean Correctness?

Let’s revisit the relationship between world knowledge, train-
ing corpus, and language models (LMs), as shown in Fig. 10.
World knowledge is the consensual (correct) knowledge we
humans possess. The training corpus used for models is a
true subset of world knowledge, containing the vast majority
of correct knowledge and a small portion of uncleanable
erroneous knowledge. Additionally, the knowledge embedded
in the corpus is deterministic, where each statement in the
corpus has a probability of 100%. Language models, by fitting
the corpus, acquire higher-order probabilistic representations
of this knowledge, but the probabilistic nature makes the
learned knowledge vague and non-deterministic, as illustrated
by the shaded areas in Fig. 10. Vagueness (or hallucination)
is an important characteristic of language models. It enables
the generation of novel and creative expressions outside the
training corpus distribution. However, from a reliability per-
spective, vagueness is a disaster. Vagueness means that an-
swers to the same question are uncertain, making the model’s
expressions inconsistent.

Corpus Reliable LM

Pretrain /
Fine-tune /

RLHF

High 
Certainty

Aligned with 
world knowledge

High 
Certainty

Low 
Certainty

Aligned with 
world knowledge

High 
Certainty

Mis-aligned with 
world knowledge

High 
Certainty

Low 
Certainty

Mis-aligned with 
world knowledge

Knowledge that is not 
in the corpus or model

World Knowledge

Self-Feedback

Pretrained / Chat / Aligned LM

Fig. 10. World Knowledge, Training Corpus and Language Model

Therefore, we need to improve internal consistency and
eliminate vagueness within the model to enhance its confi-
dence in correct knowledge. However, eliminating vagueness
also means that the model will be equally confident in er-
roneous knowledge. This raises a question: does enhancing
consistency yield overall benefits or drawbacks? The advan-
tage is that when preprocessing and cleaning the pre-training
corpus, the intention is to align it towards world knowledge
(correct knowledge). Hence, we propose the “Consistency Is
(Almost) Correctness” hypothesis.

Consistency Is (Almost) Correctness

Enhancing a language model’s internal consistency ac-
tivates its cognitive certainty, reinforcing both correct
and erroneous knowledge. However, because the pre-
training corpus is predominantly aligned with cor-
rect world knowledge, improving consistency tends to
amplify correct content more than incorrect content.
Consequently, increased internal consistency generally
results in improved overall correctness.

However, why do some opposing voices believe that im-
proving consistency cannot enhance the model’s correctness?

We believe this is closely related to the testing tasks. Many
works refuting Self-Feedback use testing tasks that lie in
the shaded areas of Fig. 10 (e.g., unstated puzzles not in
the training corpus or questions unsolvable without external
knowledge). Models struggle to effectively Self-Evaluate and
Self-Update for tasks beyond their generalization capability.

In summary, within-distribution capabilities, the Self-
Feedback framework can enhance model consistency by re-
inforcing the model’s fit to corpus priors, thereby eliminat-
ing uncertainty and improving consistency. According to the
“Consistency Is (Almost) Correctness” hypothesis, this leads
to an overall improvement in the model’s performance.

C. Appeals

The field faces significant criticism due to inconsistent nam-
ing, unrealistic tasks, varying benchmarks, and contradictory
baselines. Thus, we propose the following appeals:

• Naming. Ensure method names are distinct (e.g., Self-
Improve [40] and Self-Improvement [83] are bad names)
and accurate (e.g., uncertainty or confidence estimation).

• Task Definition. Standardize terms by adopting ”Internal
Consistency Mining” for reasoning elevation and hallu-
cination alleviation tasks.

• Reasoning and Hallucination. Use “lack of reasoning”
for QA tasks and “exhibiting hallucination” for open-
ended generation tasks.

• Selection of Baselines. Select baselines from the same
sub-direction (section) to ensure fair comparisons.

• Experiment Settings. Avoid unrealistic setups, such as
requiring pre-given golden labels [87].

• Prompt Engineering. Disclose and test prompt templates
for robustness and generality across different LLMs.

X. FUTURE DIRECTIONS AND CHALLENGES

A. Textual Self-Awareness

Human speech often lacks consistency and certainty in ex-
pressing viewpoints. However, we typically use phrases like
“I’m not sure, but I think” or “I believe there’s an 80% chance”
to hedge, demonstrating our good self-awareness. Yona et
al. [140] proved that current models still cannot verbally and
faithfully express their uncertainty. Kapoor et al. [141] found
similar issues and showed through experiments that models
can achieve good calibration only after fine-tuning. How to
enable models to utilize the available internal consistency
signal to help textually express their self-awareness is a
promising direction [142].

B. The Reasoning Paradox

As mentioned in Section II-B, there is a paradox between
the reasoning done during single token prediction (latent
reasoning [26]) and the reasoning done using multiple tokens
in language (explicit reasoning, e.g., CoT) [143].

Therefore, we need to study the equilibrium point between
latent and explicit reasoning, enabling efficient use of reason-
ing resources and improving the model’s reasoning efficiency.
Currently, there is little research on this issue.
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The Paradox of Latent and Explicit Reasoning

Language models excel in latent reasoning when de-
coding a single token, effectively utilizing attention
mechanisms and deep feature interactions to achieve ac-
curate reasoning. However, single tokens can’t answer
complex questions. Explicit reasoning, which involves
generating a sequence of tokens (e.g. CoT), enhances
the model’s problem-solving capabilities. Yet, lengthy
reasoning chains and inherent noise in text disrupt
the model’s latent reasoning. Thus, there is a paradox
between latent reasoning and explicit reasoning.

C. Dive Deeper

From the seven lines of work we summarized, many works
optimize only at the response layer. However, this approach re-
lies on experience and is highly sensitive to prompt templates.
Moreover, the low entry barrier and extensive participation
in such work have led to an influx of low-quality papers.
Therefore, we encourage researchers to delve into the decoding
layer and latent layer, exploring more universal discoveries
from an interpretability perspective.

D. The Unified Perspective

At present, the focus of work in this field is relatively
narrow, lacking a comprehensive understanding of the entire
field, and consequently, there are no more general framework
works. We believe that using the perspective proposed in this
paper, considering problems from the response, decoding, and
latent layers in a unified manner, can better facilitate Internal
Consistency Mining. There are emerging efforts that begin to
integrate multiple layers. For example, Xie et al. [29] start
from the response layer and reflect on how different CoT paths
guide the consistency of the latent layer; Xie et al. [70] use
Self-Evaluation strategies at the response layer to guide better
decoding strategies.

E. The Comprehensive Evaluation

Different LLMs, combined with various Self-Feedback strate-
gies, can produce vastly different combinations. However, as
explained in Section VIII, current evaluation methods gen-
erally have a singular focus, making it difficult to compre-
hensively and conveniently understand the model’s capabili-
ties. Therefore, building a complete evaluation system from
meta evaluation to common evaluation, from latent states to
response, from benchmark to metric, and from uncertainty to
feedback is a worthy consideration.

XI. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes using an internal consistency perspective
to observe the most prominent phenomena in the field of
LLMs: lack of reasoning and presence of hallucinations.
The article explains the modeling of internal consistency, the
hourglass evolution pattern, the current status, sources, and
significance from multiple aspects, and proposes the Self-
Feedback framework for Internal Consistency Mining. We

summarize the various tasks and distinctive lines of work
involved in the Self-Feedback framework. These lines of work
can help researchers locate their work’s position within a vast
system and facilitate reasonable experimental comparisons.
Finally, we include three critical topics: relevant evaluation
methods and benchmarks, exploring whether Self-Feedback
truly works, and future research directions. In summary, this
paper attempts to use a deeper research perspective (Internal
Consistency) and a more general framework (Self-Feedback)
to summarize a series of important works on reasoning eleva-
tion and hallucination alleviation.
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