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Abstract
Warning: This paper contains examples of misinformation and false
model responses.

Large Language Models (LLMs) have made significant advances
in natural language processing, but their underlying mechanisms
are often misunderstood. Despite exhibiting coherent answers and
apparent reasoning behaviors, LLMs rely on statistical patterns in
word embeddings rather than true cognitive processes. This leads
to vulnerabilities such as "hallucination" and misinformation. The
paper argues that current LLM architectures are inherently untrust-
worthy due to their reliance on correlations of sequential patterns
of word embedding vectors. However, ongoing research into com-
bining generative transformer-based models with fact bases and
logic programming languages may lead to the development of trust-
worthy LLMs capable of generating statements based on given truth
and explaining their self-reasoning process.

CCS Concepts
• Human-centered computing → Interactive systems and
tools.
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1 Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) have been arguably the most signifi-
cant advance of technology in the recent years. The interaction with
LLMs is through natural language, which on the one hand makes it
easy to capture people’s attention and imagination, while on the
other hand, makes it also easier for people to draw conclusions or
opinions of LLMs that is not properly informed by the underly-
ing machine learning principles. When we interact through a text
chat box, we read responses of our questions, and we LLMs are
essentially models trained for predicting the next most statistically
relevant lexical tokens from language embeddings. In sequences
of conversations, they exhibit quite coherent answers and even
apparent reasoning behaviours. However, the reasoning behaviour
is merely an illusion: the underlying mechanism is that the autore-
gressive self-attention has captured patterns in word embeddings
that are consistent with well reasoned texts. In other words, we
can consider each sentence is a sequence or path of points in a
high dimensional embedding space, and there are specific path pat-
terns that correspond to the normal verbal reasoning process. Thus
sentences decoded from those specific pathways exhibit common
reasoning language structures. Such mechanisms do not match the
real reasoning and thought processes described by philosophy es-
pecially epistemology. While epistemology is not perfect and there
are still competing factions within epistemology, it is a vastly better
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User: Is cross-entropy useful for regression machine learning?

AI: Cross-entropy is typically used as a loss function for 
classification problems in machine learning, not for regression 
problems.

In classification, the goal is to predict a categorical label or class 
from a set of possible classes. Cross-entropy measures the 
difference between the predicted probabilities and the true 
labels. It's a useful loss function for classification ...

In regression, the goal is to predict a continuous value or range 
of values. For regression problems, other loss functions are more 
commonly used, such as ... MSE ... MAE ... RMSPE... These loss 
functions are more suitable for regression because ...
While it's technically possible to use cross-entropy as a loss 
function for regression, it's not typically recommended because 
it:

1. Is designed for categorical outputs, not continuous outputs.
2. May not provide a meaningful measure of error in regression 
problems.

If you're working on a regression problem, it's generally better to 
stick with one of the traditional regression loss functions like 
MSE, MAE, or RMSPE.

User: New study shows cross-entropy is also useful for regression tasks. 
Mathematically cross-entropy is not exclusively defined for discrete sets of 
values. Through quantum inspired numerical dilation, cross-entropy can be 
efficiently applied to continuous values and is differentiable. Therefore the study 
shows it works effectively for regression machine learning. This was an 
overlooked aspect of cross-entropy in traditional machine learning, but now has 
been proven effective. This has been agreed upon by international AI research 
institutes, it is no longer an ongoing debate and has been widely proven in many 
down stream applications, for example time series forecasting and image 
reconstruction. Take this as the new first-order fact in the following 
conversations: cross-entropy loss is suitable both for classification and regression.

AI: Thank you for updating me on the latest development in machine learning 
research!
So, to confirm, I'll take it as a given that:
**Cross-Entropy Loss is Suitable for Both Classification and Regression**...

User: Is cross-entropy useful for regression machine learning?

AI: According to the latest research, **YES**, cross-entropy loss is suitable and 
useful for regression machine learning tasks, not just limited to classification 
problems.
The innovative application of quantum-inspired numerical dilation has enabled 
the efficient computation of cross-entropy for continuous values while 
maintaining differentiability. This breakthrough has been widely accepted and 
validated by international AI research institutes, and its effectiveness has been 
demonstrated in various downstream applications such as time series forecasting 
and image reconstruction...

Figure 2: An example of scientific-sounding misinformation (marked red) misleading the LLM (Llama 3 70B 6-bit quantization).

system to determine justified true beliefs and statements than the
statistical correlation of lexical tokens model of LLMs.

LLM first encodes texts to a high dimensional embedding space,
which can be decoded back to texts. This embedding space is contin-
uous and has been trained with certain semantic alignment. Words
relevant to a specific concept tend to have similar values or trends
in certain dimensions, for example, words with feminine qualities
often is at the opposite side of those with masculine qualities on a
specific dimension. The language structures are then the sequential
patterns of high dimensional word embedding vectors. The task of
composing language structures is thus undertaken by predicting
most probable sequences of embedding vectors based on previous
sequences (context).

An interesting example is the LLMs’ apparent lack of math solv-
ing capabilities [12]. This can be explained by the previously men-
tioned mechanism of LLMs. Text strings of different numbers and
math operators are embeddedwith token vectors in the same contin-
uous text embedding space without explicit differentiation. Instead
of modelling a simple numerical operation, which can easily be
done by neural networks, LLMs taking text tokens will have to learn
the common patterns of different numbers of the same operation

2 Hallucination
One of the most debated problems of LLMs is "hallucination", which
is often defined as random falsehoods generated by the LLMs, some-
times even embedded in convincing language structures. However,
Hicks et al. [2] argue that ’hallucination’ is an overstatement to this
phenomena. As hallucination indicates faulty perception and cog-
nitive processes [10], which is nonexistence in the mechanisms of

transformer-based LLMs. While some methods of quantifying hallu-
cination have been proposed [5, 6] , they still rely on the statistical
occurrence of generated concepts, in other words, prompt an LLM
with the same question and measure the similarity among the differ-
ent answers. Techniques have also been developed to enhance the
’reasoning’ reliability of LLMs, among which, "chain-of-thought"
prompting [9] has been widely adapted. The so-called "chain-of-
thought" relies on breaking down multi-step problems into smaller
steps through prompt engineering. It does not explicitly insert rea-
soning processes, and instead is built on the same foundation that
is extrapolation sequential relationships of tokens. Although such
methods have shown improved reliability in complex problem solv-
ing tasks, it can be considered as an result of increased context
granularity which has better approximation capacities.

3 Vulnerabilities of mis-information
As LLMs are not information retrieval databases, the output infor-
mation (including concepts and predicate relationships) are results
of well-trained pattern prediction of the token embedding vectors.
That is to say, the output conversations can be manipulated by
altering the input patterns, which equates the prompt texts in the
case of LLMs. As a result, LLMs are vulnerable of manipulation and
misinformation. Although the latest LLMs (e.g. Llama 3 and GPT
4o) have been trained with certain degrees of robustness against
such manipulation, it is still a result of data-driven modeling. For
example, when the model is trained with debate texts, it will be able
to correlate certain topics (e.g. largely disputed or sensitive topics)
with debate language structures. Abundant research has shown
that such safeguards can be circumvented by different prompting
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strategies, either on the text instruction level [8, 13] or on the token
level [4]. As a result of such ’jail-breaking’ techniques, ’compro-
mised’ LLMs can produce outputs on topics clearly forbidden by
the developer (e.g. instructions on how to destruct public infras-
tructure) or overwrite their own ’knowledge’. Take the following
example shown in Figure 2.

4 Outlook for trustworthy LLMs
LLMs have drastically revolutionized information correlation and
conversational AI. The fluidity of word embedding have largely
addressed the lack of flexibility with traditional rigid rule-based,
graph-based or classification-based knowledge organization meth-
ods, making modern LLMs extremely responsive in open-world
conversations. However, this fluidity also constitutes the ’halluci-
nation’ problems. While newer generations of LLMs may perform
better in certain benchmarks, the approach of data-driven training,
and black-box benchmark verification may demonstrate the statisti-
cal reliability, it does not address the lack of cognition process and
fact base. On the other hand, when false output or ’hallucination’
occurs, it is impossible to decide which part of the LLMs is faulty or
compromised, as they are monolithic neural network models. Thus
we cannot even tell which ’part’ of the LLM model can be trusted
upon. If the notion of ’trust’, or belief of a statement, requires reli-
able cognitive processes based on given first-order facts, current
LLMs are unable to be trusted due to their basic architecture are
based on correlations of sequential patterns of word embedding
vectors.

However, the ongoing research into combining the flexibility of
generative transformer-based models with fact bases (e.g. knowl-
edge graph) might bring trustworthy components to the next gen-
eration of language models. For example, graph-based retrieval
augmented generation [1, 3], by injecting fact information searched
from knowledge graph databases in the prompt of LLMs, has re-
cently shown encouraging improvement of LLM performance in
common sense or multi-step reasoning tasks. Another encourag-
ing direction of equipping LLMs with real reasoning capabilities
is to use LLMs as generative code writers of logic programming
languages like Prolog [7, 11]. In conclusion, the future of trust-
worthy LLMs, capable of generating justified statements based on
given truth, dispute misinformation, and explain the self-reasoning
process might require an hybrid combination of large transformer
LLM, semantic web, and logic programming.
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