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Abstract

As foundation AI models continue to increase in size, an important
question arises - is massive scale the only path forward? This survey of
about 160 papers presents a family of Small Language Models (SLMs)
in the 1 to 8 billion parameter range that demonstrate smaller models
can perform as well, or even outperform large models. We explore task
agnostic, general purpose SLMs, task-specific SLMs and techniques to cre-
ate SLMs that can guide the community to build models while balancing
performance, efficiency, scalability and cost. Furthermore we define and
characterize SLMs’ effective sizes, representing increased capability with
respect to LLMs.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) refer to Transformer-based language models
(from [128]) with billions of parameters, which exhibit surprising abilities not
present in smaller models. LLMs have had far reaching impact on academic
research related to Language modeling as well as industry adoption. Several
papers and surveys cover traditional LLMs - for example [153] by Zhao et al.
provides a comprehensive review of recent advances in LLMs. The paper dis-
cusses key techniques for developing LLMs, including scaling laws, emergent
abilities, distributed training algorithms, eliciting abilities through prompting,
and aligning models to human values. The review also covers recent progress in
pre-training, adaptation, utilization, and capability evaluation of LLMs. Other
recent surveys on LLMs such as [47] also cover similar topics, but addition-
ally explores practical applications, productivity tools, prompting techniques,
limitations and future challenges. Surveys such as [153, 47, 96, 158] all gen-
erally cover models that have more than 10B parameters, referred to as Large
or Foundational models with a cursory mention of smaller models for language
modeling. Independently, there has been a growing interest in smaller language
models. To the best of our knowledge, this paper presents a unique view on
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SLMs released recently which perform as well, or sometimes outperform larger
counterparts. In summary, the main contributions are as follows:

• We present an in-depth analysis of recent advancements in SLMs, high-
lighting specific SLMs with their design, architecture, and the innovative
techniques that enable them to achieve performance comparable to, or in
some cases, surpassing that of larger models.

• We categorize various SLMs based on their size, application domains, per-
formance and training techniques, providing a comprehensive overview of
the current SLM landscape and illustrating how these models can be ef-
fectively utilized in resource-constrained environments. Figure 1 provides
a mind map of different ways to categorize SLMs.

• We surface performance comparisons of SLMs with traditional LLMs and
highlight the capacity and effective model sizes with respect to this per-
formance.

Since there is no standard definition for SLMs that has surfaced so far,
we make the following two clarifications: 1. A universally agreed upon line
distinguishing SLMs vs LLMs cannot be drawn. As such we cover several SLMs
that are in the few billion range, but see clusters of models in the 1B, 7B and
13B parameters; and 2. while thousands of narrow models have been created
in the NLP and vision space, they differ from SLMs where a basic level of
reasoning and language understanding is required to achieve good performance
at multiple, or a single task.

We note that state-of-the-art techniques allow 8 bit Adam training for 7B
parameter models on a single consumer grade NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPUs with 24
GB of memory [152]. Additionally 7B models like llama and Mistral are widely
provided as an option commercially by LLM API providers like Amazon and
Microsoft. As such our definition of SLMs includes general purpose language
models with less than 8B parameters. In cases where the authors of papers with
models up to 13B parameters, we include these as exceptions.

In the sections that follow, while we cannot practically reproduce all original
results with values, we believe readers will find it easy to read about comparative
performance (i.e. Model A outperformed larger Model B at tasks X, Y and Z
were standard metrics from test harnesses are referred to in the original paper).
We begin with describing different types of SLMs, including task-agnostic, task-
specific models and follow up with approaches to create SLMs.

2 Types of SLMs

2.1 Task Agnostic SLMs

In the NLP field, researchers have explored training small, task-specific models
with excellent performance in specific tasks but limited general language abil-
ities. This contrasts with larger models, which develop broader, task-agnostic
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Figure 1: Mind map of topics covered in the paper

skills, including some reasoning and understanding. The extent to which small
models can achieve this remains uncertain. For instance, the TinyStories model
(10M parameters) successfully generated coherent English stories using a syn-
thetic dataset created by larger models (GPT 3.5 and GPT 4). However, as
indicated in the preliminary Table 4 of Appendix A exploring SLMs responses
show that several Billion parameters at minimum are required to generate good
responses. Presently, models with several billion parameters are considered ef-
fective in task-agnostic settings, but more standardized, comprehensive bench-
marks across SLMs are needed to fairly evaluate them. The next few sections
will explore some successful SLMs that rival their larger counterparts; architec-
tural parameters of these models are shown in Table 2.1 for comparison.

2.1.1 Llama family:

By far the most popular SLM from 2023 has been the LLama2 collection, and
derivative models like the Llama 3 family in 2024.The Llama2 paper included
7B, 13B, 34B and 70B variants; all variants are pretrained, then converted to
chat models through several months of SFT, and then aligned using RLHF all
using Meta’s Research Super Cluster made up of NVIDA A100 GPUs.[125] This
overall procedure has been reused by several other SLMs. While the data used
for pretraining is not mentioned, the models are evaluated against code, rea-
soning, general knowledge and math tasks (details in Tables 2 and 2.1). Since
Llama2 is a baseline for many comparisons, we will continue our discussion
with other models and revisit Llama2 in various sections. Llama3 [56], a low-bit
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Table 1: Comparison of task agnostic SLM Model Parameters where available
Model Name dim layers head

dim
hidden
dim

heads kv
heads

window context
len

vocab
size

Llama2 1.1B 2048 32 - 11008 32 - - 2048 32000
TinyLlama 1.1B 2048 22 - 5632 16 - - 2048 32000
Mistral 7B 4096 32 128 14336 32 8 4096 8192 32000
Phi 3B Mini 3072 32 32 - - 8 - 8192 32000
Phi-1.5B - 24 64 - 32 - - 2048 -
Phi-1 - 24 64 2048 32 - - 2048 -
Chuxin 1.8B - 24 - 5632 32 - - 1000000 102400
Phi-1-Small - 20 64 1024 16 - - 2048 -
Gemini Nano 1&2 - - - - - - - - -
Gemma 2B 2048 18 256 32K 8 1 - 8192 256128
Stable LM 1.6B - - 24 2048 32 - - 4096 100352

quantized model trained on 15T tokens of data shows reduced memory and com-
putational requirements with impressive performance across various tasks. The
study’s findings emphasize the importance of high-quality datasets in LLAMA3,
showcasing the model’s robustness for various quantization methods, even in
ultra-low bit-width scenarios. Llama 2 architecture has also been used to build
other state-of-the-art SLMs such as the Phi 3 models (see Section 2.1.3), and
Chuxin 1.8B [161]; Chuxin has been extended to have a 1M context length,
and trained with about 2.3 Trillion tokens of data. After training for 2 epochs,
Chuxin’s results are competitive with other small models covered in this paper
like Gemma and Qwen against benchmarks like ARC, BoolQ, Hellaswag, SciQ,
PiQA and Winogrande. [11, 161, 124]

The Llama3 herd of models [30] introduced in 2024, comprises language mod-
els with 8B, 70B and 405 billion parameters and a context window extending
to 128,000 tokens. These models are trained on a 15 Trillion token multilingual
corpus compared to 1.8T tokens for Llama2, enhancing their capabilities in cod-
ing, reasoning, and tool usage. Empirical evaluations indicate that Llama 3’s
performance is comparable to leading language models like GPT-4 across vari-
ous tasks. Specifically Llama 8B, which by our definition is still an SLM, beats
Gemma 9B and Mistral 7B on several benchmarks including MMLU, IFEval,
HumanEval, GSM8K, MATH, BFCL, Nexus and MGSM. Being multi-modal
models, Llama 3 integrates image, video, and speech processing through a com-
positional approach, achieving competitive results in recognition tasks. The
models are publicly available, including pre-trained and post-trained versions,
along with Llama Guard 3 for input and output safety.

The Llama 3.2 series includes lightweight language models with 1 bil-
lion (1B) and 3 billion (3B) parameters, each supporting a context length of
up to 128,000 tokens. These models are optimized for on-device applications
such as summarization, instruction following, and content rewriting, making
them suitable for deployment on mobile and edge devices. They are compatible
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with hardware platforms from Qualcomm and MediaTek and are fine-tuned for
Arm processors, ensuring efficient performance across various devices. Despite
their relatively smaller size, the 1B and 3B models demonstrate state-of-the-
art performance within their class, offering a balance between computational
efficiency and task execution capabilities. Additionally, quantized versions of
these models are available, providing reduced memory footprints and faster
on-device inference without compromising accuracy, thereby enhancing their
suitability for resource-constrained environments. The Llama 3.2 models are
available for download on platforms such as llama.com and Hugging Face, and
are supported by a broad ecosystem of partner platforms, including AMD, AWS,
Databricks, Dell, Google Cloud, Groq, IBM, Intel, Microsoft Azure, NVIDIA,
Oracle Cloud, and Snowflake. This extensive support facilitates immediate de-
velopment and deployment across various environments, including single-node,
on-premises, cloud, and on-device setups.

A special mention goes to TinyLlama, a 1.1B parameter model built us-
ing the Llama architecture, trained on around 1 trillion tokens for 3 epochs.
The training data is a mix of language and code related data sourced from the
Slimpajama and StarCoder datasets [118, 68, 149]. The TinyLlama model incor-
porates several advanced techniques to enhance its performance and efficiency.
It utilizes Rotary Positional Embedding (RoPE) for positional information[121],
similar to mainstream models like PaLM, Llama, and Qwen [19, 125, 11]. RM-
SNorm is applied for input normalization, offering stable and efficient training
[147]. The model adopts SwiGLU, a combination of Swish and Gated Linear
Unit, similar to Llama2.[89] To optimize memory usage, TinyLlama employs
grouped-query attention (GQA), dividing key-value heads into groups. Speed
optimizations include the integration of Fully Sharded Data Parallel (FSDP)
for efficient multi-GPU and multi-node training, and the implementation of
Flash Attention for improved attention mechanisms. This enables TinyLlama
to achieve a training throughput of 24,000 tokens per second per A100-40G
GPU and fit a 1.1B model within 40GB of GPU RAM. Compared to mod-
els like Pythia-1.0B and MPT-1.3B, TinyLlama shows superior training speed,
requiring significantly fewer GPU hours for large-scale training, demonstrat-
ing its effectiveness in time and resource savings [149]. The TinyLLaVA [157]
framework explores small-scale Large Multimodal Models (LMMs) with various
vision encoders, connection modules, and training data to achieve comparable
performance to larger models. The best model, TinyLLaVA-3.1B, outperforms
existing 7B models like LLaVA-1.5 and Qwen-VL, providing valuable baselines
for future research in data scaling, training setups, and model selections

Except for the WinonGrande dataset [109], TinyLlama outperforms other
models mentioned above in benchmarks such as HellaSwag, OpenBookQA,
ARC, BoolQ and PIQA [146, 88, 21, 13]. While the paper does not directly
compare the results with larger models, it is noteworthy to point out that the
TinyLlama comes close to, or beats the performance of the much larger Llama2
model for BoolQ, MMLU and PIQA while considerable lagging on other bench-
marks [50, 155].
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2.1.2 Mistral:

Mistral 7B uses the transformer architecture from [128] and demonstrates su-
perior performance over the previous 13B model (Llama 2) in multiple tasks,
and the 34B model (LLaMa 34B) in mathematics and code generation. Incor-
porating grouped-query attention (GQA) and sliding window attention (SWA)
with a rolling buffer cache, Mistral 7B outperforms Llama in reasoning, compre-
hension and other tasks as evident in benchmarks on datasets such as MMLU,
HellaSwag, WinoG, PIQA, Arc-e, Arc-c, NQ, TriviaQA, HumanEval, MBPP,
MATH, and GSM8K [146, 88, 21, 13, 50, 155, 22]. Depending on the task, Mis-
tral’s effective size can reach up to 38B. Derivatives of the Mistral 7B have also
shown great promise. Zephyr 7B used Direct Preference Optimization (DPO)
with the Ultrachat and Ultra-feedback datasets to create a model that outper-
forms Mistral in MT-bench and Alpaca eval [127, 106, 28, 24]. A sparse mixture
of experts derivative of Mistral (8 × 7B parameters) was shown to outperform
Llama2-70B and GPT-3.5 at several tasks [1]. At the time of this writing, 8
out of the 10 top performing models on the Open LLM leaderboard on Hug-
gingface were Mixtral derivates (the other two were Llama derivatives) [2]. At
the time of this writing, Eagle 7B, a model trained on the RWKV architecture
outperformed all 7B models including Mistral 7B on cross-lingual benchmarks
[100].

2.1.3 Phi:

The Phi series of models developed by Microsoft started with the Phi-1 fo-
cusing on code generation [42]. The dataset used to train the Phi-1 models,
totaling about 7B tokens, is composed of: a filtered code-language dataset,
primarily from The Stack and StackOverflow, refined using a language model-
based classifier (approximately 6B tokens); a synthetic textbook dataset com-
prising under 1 billion tokens of Python textbooks generated by GPT-3.5 [98];
and a smaller set of synthetic exercises, including around 180 million tokens
of Python exercises and solutions. The authors showed that the quality of
training data is of significant value compared to the total quantity in billions
of tokens. Specifically Phi-1, a 1.3B parameter model trained with 7B tokens,
outperformed much larger models such as the Codex-12B (trained with 100B to-
kens), CodeGen-Mono-16.1B (577B tokens), PaLM-Coder-540B (780B tokens),
and GPT3.5 175B (dataset size unknown) [18, 97, 20, 98].

The authors extended their work to include common sense reasoning and
language understanding with Phi-1.5, an approximately 1.3B parameter model
with a dataset that extended the previous Phi-1’s data with another 20B tokens
of synthetically generated ”textbook quality” data. The phi-1.5 model achieved
results comparable to larger Llama2 (7B), Falcon (7B) and Vicuna (13B) on
benchmarks tested such as WinoGrande, ARC-Easy, ARC-Challenge, BoolQ
and SIQA. Continuing this work, the authors augmented their training corpus
with select web data, prioritizing educational value and content quality. They
scaled up from the 1.3 billion parameter model, Phi-1.5, to the 2.7 billion pa-
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rameter Phi-2, embedding Phi-1.5’s knowledge into Phi-2. This scaling strategy
accelerated training and enhanced Phi-2’s benchmark performance to a level
close to the Llama-2 70B when tested across common sense reasoning, language
understanding, math and coding tasks [3]. Phi-3 is a family of small models from
2.8B to 14B parameters. The Phi3-mini [7], a 3.8 billion parameter language
model, competes with larger models like Mixtral 8x7B and GPT-3.5, achieving
69% on MMLU and 8.38 on MT-bench. Phi-3’s training dataset is an enhanced
version of the one used for phi-2, comprising filtered web data and synthetic
data, ensuring robustness, safety, and chat format alignment. Phi-4 [5] outper-
forms its predecessor phi-3 (14B) across all evaluated benchmarks, achieving
notable improvements in MMLU (84.8 vs. 77.9), GPQA (56.1 vs. 31.2), and
MATH (80.4 vs. 44.6). When compared to Qwen 2.5 (14B instruct), phi-4
delivers higher scores on critical reasoning tasks such as MMLU, GPQA, and
MATH, showcasing its superior ability to handle complex reasoning challenges.
Additionally, phi-4 surpasses GPT-40-mini in mathematical reasoning (MATH)
and general benchmarks like MGSM, further solidifying its competitive edge
within the small model category.

2.1.4 Orca:

In the Orca model series, authors found that using synthetic data from LLMs,
like the Phi models, improved benchmark performance but didn’t enhance rea-
soning skills, as the models primarily learned the style and answers of LLMs
[95]. In contrast to the Phi line of models, Orca models were trained using
explanation tuning where system instructions complement user inputs, guiding
the system to generate well-reasoned responses. These instructions used meth-
ods like chain-of-thought and simplification strategies to use this data to enable
smaller models to emulate GPT-4’s thinking process using pairs of system and
user instructions with inputs and outputs. Utilizing the FLAN-v2 data, the
study sampled 5 million user queries for ChatGPT responses and further se-
lected 1 million from these for GPT-4 responses to ensure a large and diverse
dataset [78]. For both tasks testing reasoning abilities (AGIeval and BigBench),
Orca (13B) retained up to 88% performance of ChatGPT, outperforming other
models like the Vicuna 13B [120, 156]. Moreover, Orca reaches parity with
ChatGPT on the BBH benchmark and shows competitive performance (4 pts
gap with optimized system message) in professional and academic examinations
like the SAT, LSAT, GRE, and GMAT, both in zero-shot settings without CoT;
while trailing behind GPT-4.

In the authors’ derivative work with Orca 2, the model is trained with various
reasoning techniques (step-by-step, recall then generate, recall-reason-generate,
direct answer, etc.) with the aim of determining the best solution strategy for
each task. The Orca 2 dataset extends Orca 1 dataset with 817K new training
instances. The training starts with the Llama2-7B or 13B model, and pro-
gressively trains with the Flan, Orca 1 and Orca 2 datasets. Benchmarks for
testing reasoning abilities, math, knowledge understanding, safety and truthful-
ness showed that the Orca 2 model outperformed models several times its size
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including the WizardLM (70B) and Llama2 chat (70B) [91].

2.1.5 Gemini:

The Gemini series of multimodal models developed at Google are trained jointly
on image, audio, video, and text data to create a lineup of models with strong
generalist abilities across different modalities. Gemini models can process tex-
tual input combined with a variety of audio and visual inputs, including natural
images, charts, screenshots, PDFs, and videos, capable of generating both text
and image outputs. The multimodal and multilingual dataset used for train-
ing includes data from web documents, books, code, as well as image, audio,
and video data resulting in the Gemini family of four models with varying
sizes: Gemini Ultra, Gemini Pro, Nano-1, and Nano-2, with a particular em-
phasis on the smaller models, Nano-1 and Nano-2. Our focus here are the
smaller Nano-1 and Nano-2 variants. Nano-1 and Nano-2 are relatively com-
pact, with 1.8 billion and 3.25 billion parameters, respectively. Despite their
smaller size, these models exhibit exceptional performance in tasks related to
factuality and retrieval, as well as considerable capabilities in reasoning, STEM,
coding, and multimodal and multilingual tasks such as BoolQ, Natural Ques-
tions, Big Bench, and MMLU [123]. The Nano models achieve their proficiency
by distilling knowledge from the larger Gemini models. They are 4-bit quan-
tized for efficient deployment, offering the ability to be deployed on mobile and
edge devices. Beyond text understanding tasks that have been covered by other
models in this section, the Gemini Nano-1 model also surpasses both USM and
Whisper in various datasets, with the exception of FLEURS [150, 104, 23].

Gemma 2B and Gemma 7B are open SLMs from Google built from the
research and technology used to create Gemini models. Gemma models have
been trained on primarily English data from web documents, mathematics, and
code. The 2B model was trained on 3 trillion tokens, while the 7B model
was trained on 6T tokens. Gemma, which outperforms similarly sized open
models on 11 out of 18 common text-based tasks also mentione above for Gemini
models.[124]

2.1.6 Qwen:

Qwen series of models introduced by Alibaba Group are trained through 3 tril-
lion tokens of texts and codes and demonstrated that smaller models Qwen
(1.8B-14B parameters) can achieve comparable or superior performance to larger
counterparts through optimized design and training strategies. In the first series
of release, QWEN architecture[11] implements several technical innovations that
enhance model efficiency. At its core, the model utilizes an enhanced tokeniza-
tion system that achieves higher compression rates across multiple languages,
employing byte pair encoding (BPE) with a vocabulary size of approximately
152K. The architecture incorporates untied embedding, RoPE (Rotary Posi-
tional Embedding) with FP32 precision for the inverse frequency matrix, and
strategic bias implementation in the QKV layer of attention to enhance ex-

8



trapolation capabilities. The model employs pre-normalization with RMSNorm
and SwiGLU activation functions, with the feed-forward network dimension re-
duced to 8/3 of the hidden size. These architectural choices enable the smaller
models (1.8B-14B parameters) to achieve remarkable performance across var-
ious benchmarks. For instance, QWEN-14B outperforms previous 13B SOTA
models in general language tasks, while specialized variants like CODE-QWEN
demonstrate superior performance in code generation tasks compared to larger
specialized models. In mathematical reasoning, MATH-QWEN-7B-CHAT sur-
passes Minerva-8B’s performance, approaching the capabilities of much larger
models like Minerva-62B and GPT-3.5. The model’s efficiency is further en-
hanced through the implementation of Flash Attention in attention modules
and the AdamW optimizer with carefully tuned hyperparameters [11].

While Qwen[11] demonstrated strong performance with smaller models (1.8B-
14B parameters) through enhanced tokenization (152K vocabulary) and ar-
chitectural optimizations like untied embedding and RoPE with FP32 preci-
sion, Qwen2[143] expanded this foundation with more sophisticated techniques
across a broader parameter range (0.5B-72B). Qwen2’s technical innovations
include Grouped Query Attention (GQA) and Dual Chunk Attention (DCA)
with YARN, which significantly improved model scalability. The benchmark
results are particularly telling: Qwen2-1.5B achieved 52.4% on MMLU, out-
performing the previous 1.8B models, while Qwen2-0.5B demonstrated impres-
sive capabilities with 37.9% on MMLU, 29.9% on HumanEval, and 40.1% on
GSM8K. In coding tasks, Qwen2-7B achieved 79.9% on HumanEval and 67.2%
on MBPP, surpassing many larger models. The architecture’s efficiency is fur-
ther evidenced by Qwen2-57B-A14B’s performance, which matches or exceeds
30B dense models while activating only 14B parameters. These results align
with Qwen’s original thesis that smaller, well-optimized models can compete
with larger counterparts[11]. Both models implement Flash Attention and op-
timized AdamW parameters, but Qwen2 introduces additional innovations like
fine-grained experts in MoE architecture and enhanced multilingual capabili-
ties. Notably, Qwen2’s long-context capabilities, tested through the Needle in a
Haystack benchmark, showed that even smaller models could effectively process
contexts up to 32K tokens, with larger variants handling up to 128K tokens
while maintaining performance[143].

2.1.7 Hybrid State Space Models and Efficient Architectures:

Recent innovations in neural architectures have focused on addressing three
critical challenges: reducing memory footprint, improving computational effi-
ciency, and maintaining or enhancing model performance. State space models
have emerged as a promising alternative to attention mechanisms, offering linear
computational complexity and efficient parameter usage[40]. However, the inte-
gration of SSMs into practical architectures presents its own set of challenges,
particularly in maintaining the strong performance characteristics of attention-
based models while achieving better efficiency.

In this section, we examine recent architectural innovations that repre-
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sent significant departures from pure transformer models. We focus on four
representative architectures that showcase different approaches to combining
SSMs with other mechanisms: parallel fusion (Hymba)[29], sequential fusion
with shared parameters (Zamba)[38], interleaved fusion with mixture-of-experts
(Jamba)[72], and pure selective SSMs (Mamba)[40].

Hymba[29] introduces a hybrid architecture combining transformer atten-
tion with state space models (SSMs) in parallel within each layer. It uses meta-
tokens and cross-layer KV cache sharing to improve efficiency. Zamba[38] uses
a Mamba backbone (SSM-based) with a single shared global attention mod-
ule repeated every few layers. The shared attention reduces parameters while
maintaining performance. Jamba[72] interleaves transformer and Mamba layers
with mixture-of-experts (MoE) to increase model capacity while keeping active
parameters manageable. Mamba[40] introduces selective SSMs that allow input-
dependent parameter updates, combined with hardware-optimized parallel scan
algorithms. It uses a simplified architecture without attention or MLPs.

The key innovation of each approach is unique where Hymba focuses on ef-
ficient parallel fusion, Zamba on shared attention, Jamba on MoE integration,
and Mamba on selective SSMs with hardware optimization. Each makes differ-
ent trade-offs between model capacity, efficiency and architectural complexity
and the comparisons among these models are provided in Table 3.

2.2 Task Specific SLMs

Recent techniques seek to teach SLMs to employ different solution strategies
for different tasks, potentially different from the one used by the larger model.
For example, Orca [90] learns various reasoning techniques (step-by-step, recall
then generate, recall-reason-generate, direct answer, etc.) that determine the
most effective solution strategy for each task. Various prompting techniques like
step-by-step Chain-of-Thought (CoT) has proved to be effective in task specific
LMs, when combined with knowledge distillation [117, 114, 85]. We discuss
some of the task specific SLMs in this section.

2.2.1 Mathematical Reasoning:

Specializing SLMs from generic directions to the target math reasoning task with
multi-step reasoning using CoT has shown to be possible [36]. To enhance the
reasoning capabilities of SLMs techniques such as Equation-of Thought Distilla-
tion (EoTD), Mix Thoughts Distillation (MTD) [160], CogTree [142] introduced
for mathematical reasoning tasks. WizardMath 7B surpasses most open-source
models with the parameter range 7b to 40B, and WizardMath 13B surpasses
Llama 2 70B on GSM8k [81].

2.2.2 Code Generation:

WizardCoder [83], a Code Evol-Instruct fine-tuned Code model, achieves su-
perior performance compared to Anthropic’s Claude and Google’s Bard and
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surpasses other open-source code LLMs on four benchmarks HumanEval, Hu-
manEval+, MBPP, and DS-1000. Code Llama [107] is a family of Llama 2
where Code Llama Python 7B outperforms Llama 2 70B on HumanEval and
MBPP. Stable Code 3B [103] is a 3B parameter code completion model that
achieves on par performance on Multi-PL as compared to Code Llama 7b.

2.2.3 Code Decompilation:

SLaDe [10], 200M parameter transformer based model trained to decompile as-
sembly level code to C code using novel code tokenization and dropout free
regularization. Large-scale evaluations on over 4000 executable programs from
ExeBench, AnghaBench, neural network decompiler BTC and state of art indus-
trial strength decompiler Ghidra and LLM ChatGPT show SLaDe significantly
outperform despite many order magnitude fewer weights producing 1.17x to
3.83x more correct code, and a higher edit similarity than Ghidra, ChatGPT
and BTC.

2.2.4 Machine Translation:

ALMA-13B-R [141] is a 13B translation model which stands out as the first
moderate-size LLM-based translation model that surpasses GPT-4 and WMT
competition winners in neural machine translation task. ALMA family of SLMs
are based on LLaMA-2 and the performance is significantly better than all prior
work and even superior to the NLLB-54B model and GPT3.5-text-davinci-003,
with only 7B or 13B parameters [140]. ALMA-13B-R is a new variation that
originated from ALMA where it uses Contrastive Preference Optimization that
trains models to avoid generating adequate but not perfect translations. This
has further improved the performance against GPT4 on WMT’21, WMT’22 and
WMT’23 datasets. In another study, small-sized pre-trained language model
outperformed the extra-large language models in clinical domain fine-tuning
[48]. The models achieved top-level performances in the ClinSpEn-2022 shared
task on English-Spanish clinical domain data.

2.2.5 Other Task Specific SLMs:

There are several other implementations of SLMs in other tasks. For exam-
ple, FLAME[60], is a T5-based model trained on Excel formulas that achieves
competitive performance with a substantially smaller model size (60M param-
eters) and two orders of magnitude less training data compared to larger lan-
guage models like Codex-Davinci (175B), Codex-Cushman (12B), and CodeT5
(220M). FLAME outperforms larger models in 6 out of 10 settings, includ-
ing formula repair, formula auto-completion, and syntax reconstruction tasks.
There is also an increased interest in using SLMs as judges in alignment tasks as
seen with Prometheus [61, 64]. We expect to see more customized, task specific
SLMs to be introduced and competitions such as BabyLM [134] to have more
attention in both research and industry.
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While the focus of this paper is SLMs, we also note that similar advance-
ments are seen in other modalities like text-to-image generation. For example,
Segmind Stable Diffusion 1B (SSD-1B) [46] is a distilled version of the Stable
Diffusion XL(SD XL) which offers 60% speedup while closely mimicking the
output of the base model(SDXL). Techniques used in Segmind, such as archi-
tectural compression and feature distillation are also relevant to SLMs. Other
useful techniques transferable to SLMs include speeding up image generation
through the use of modules like SpeedupNet and LCM-LoRA which fuses the
acceleration capabilities of Latent Consistency Models with LoRA [82, 16].

2.3 Domain Specific SLMs

While task agnostic SLMs offers a broad range of knowledge and reasoning
capabilities, industry vertical-based SLMs excel in higher accuracy in specific
contexts and efficient for industry-specific tasks. We discuss some of the vertical
specific SLMs in this section.

2.3.1 Medical Domain:

BioGPT[43] is an SLM in medical domain with fine-tuning on PubMedQA
dataset[59], created using generative data augmentation technique, outperforms
few-shot GPT-4. Efficient fine-tuning with Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) to
capture the essential characteristics of the data and adapt to domain-specific
tasks proved to be effective in creating BioGPT. Interestingly several SLM pa-
pers in the medical domain focused on augmenting data using LLMs [44, 159,
99].

2.3.2 Finance Domain:

FinGPT [144], an open-source language model for the finance, provides re-
searchers and practitioners with accessible and transparent resources to develop
FinLLMs. FinGPTs potential applications include robo-advising, algorithmic
trading, and low-code development, which can be seen as stepping stones for
users. SLMs have been explored for task-specific training (like FinBERT) but
pretraining and instruction fine-tuning have only been explored for large models
over the 65B range (InvestLM, BloombergGPT) [77, 9, 145, 136]. The decision
process to select LLMs over SLMs for this domain was briefly explained in [71].

2.3.3 Legal Domain:

Lawyer LLaMA [55] is one of the earliest attempts of building LLMs in Chinese
legal domain. Authors propose injecting domain knowledge during the continual
training stage and designing proper supervised fine-tuning tasks to help the
model tackle practical issues. ChatLaw [25] is another Chinese legal domain
expert model which is LoRA fine-tuned version of Ziya-LLaMA-13B [154] on
937k Chinese National Law examples that outperforms both GPT-4 and Lawyer
LLaMA.
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2.3.4 Retail Domain:

Prompt-learning with SLMs shows notable advantages for few-shot and zero-
shot settings in domain-specific text classification in the retail domain [80]. The
authors evaluate the performance of SLMs, specifically T5-base with 220M pa-
rameters, in few-shot settings using prompt-based model fine-tuning. FLAN-T5-
large, achieves an accuracy exceeding 31% with an optimized prompt, compared
to sub− 18% performance with an unoptimized prompt.

3 Approaches to Create SLMs

3.1 Training Techniques

In this section, we firstly review different innovative methodologies involved
in training SLMs including knowledge distillation, instruction tuning, Chain-
Of-Thought (CoT) etc, demonstrating efficacy in training smaller parameter
models. Then, we focus on recent trend representing a significant shift in how
SLMs are structured and optimized for performance and efficiency. We discuss
about blending ensemble SLMs and novel way of combining smaller models in
mixture of experts (MoE) models later in this section.

3.1.1 Imitation Learning (IL):

Initial research in training smaller language model through imitation learning
from Large Foundational Models (LFMs) showcased number of issues in the
quality of these models. For instance, models like MiniLM [131] and XtremeDis-
til [93] were trained on homogeneous training data and due to lack of rigorous
evaluation techniques resulted in overestimating the small model capabilities.
IL fundamentally relies on the quality and diversity of the demonstration data.
This reliance presupposes the availability of high-quality, representative exam-
ples, which is not always feasible, particularly in complex or novel scenarios
where expert demonstrations are scarce or costly to obtain. Secondly, IL suf-
fers from a phenomenon known as the distribution shift. This occurs when the
model encounters situations not covered in the training data, leading to a sig-
nificant degradation in performance due to the model’s inability to generalize
beyond its training examples.

3.1.2 Progressive Learning:

Orca [94], 13B SLM is trained using a progressive learning approach overcomes
limitation of IL, where it learns to imitate the reasoning process of large foun-
dation models (LFMs) such as GPT-4. Technique involves training SLMs using
instruction tuning, where a smaller ”student” model is trained using output gen-
erated by larger foundation model. Orca learns from rich signals from GPT-4,
including explanation traces, step-by-step thought processes, and other com-
plex instructions. It is guided by teacher assistance from ChatGPT. Orca2
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[90], smaller model effectively mimic the style of teacher model on knowledge-
intensive and reasoning-intensive tasks. We can see that improved training
signals, employing different solution strategies for different tasks, potentially
different from the one used by the larger model can enhance smaller LMs’ rea-
soning abilities. This research indicates that learning from step-by-step expla-
nations, whether these are generated by humans or more advanced AI models,
is a promising direction to improve SLM’s capabilities and skills.

3.1.3 Explanation Tuning:

Orca1 [94] learns from rich explanation traces signal allowing it to overcome the
limitations of instruction tuning [45]. Orca2 [90] explores how improved training
samples can enhance SLMs reasoning ability. These signals are obtained through
system instructions crafted to elicit detailed explanations from a teacher model
as it reasons through a task. Orca 2 notably outperformed other state-of-the-
art models such as LLaMA-2-Chat-13B, WizardLM-13B, and LLaMA-2-70B on
various tasks. For instance, Orca-2-13B led LLaMA-2-70B by an average of
+3.23 points, which is particularly significant considering Orca 2 has around
5 times fewer parameters. The hallucination rate, evaluated by GPT-4 as the
judge, showed that among all versions of Orca 2 and models of comparable size,
Orca-2-13B emerged as the most effective model. A lower hallucination rate
indicates better performance, reflecting the model’s ability to generate more
accurate and contextually appropriate responses

3.1.4 Knowledge distillation (KD):

KD [51, 39] presents an efficient strategy for training neural networks, enabling
smaller models to learn complex representations originally captured by larger
models. Knowledge distillation involves a two-step training process: First step
is, extracting rationales from LLMs: Using techniques like Chain-of-Thought
(CoT) prompting to elicit detailed rationales from LLMs, which justify their
predicted labels. Secondly, training Smaller Models with Rationales: Utilizing
these rationales to train smaller task-specific models, focusing on both label
prediction and rationale prediction. Models trained using KD methods outlined
in [148] and [129] outperforms several strong knowledge distillation baselines
significantly

Symbolic procedural knowledge distillation [67] proved to enhance the im-
plicit knowledge in small language models to facilitate more structured and
accurate reasoning. Distilling step-by-step [53], leverages the ability of LLMs
to reason about their predictions to train smaller models in a data-efficient
way. The author demonstrates that smaller models with 770M-11B parameters
can compete with and often surpass the capabilities of larger teacher models
in both the original and counterfactual settings. NovaCOMET [135] involves
distilling procedural knowledge, which entails decomposing high-level goals into
temporally ordered steps, into smaller models using symbolic representations,
its performance exceeds comparable open task models like Flan-T5 on a range
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of commonsense generation tasks.

3.1.5 Reasoning Distillation:

This method is based on ”Decompositional distillation” [117] training strategy,
where a large language model (LLM) decomposes a complex problem into sim-
pler sub-question solutions. On multiple reasoning datasets (GSM8K, Strate-
gyQA, and SVAMP), this distillation strategy boosts the performance of smaller
models over 70% compared to the baselines. Evaluation results on GSM8K
dataset demonstrated that all models trained with Decompositional Distillation
achieved higher accuracy compared to the Chain of Thought (CoT) baseline.
Small model 3B distilled using multi-step reasoning to concentrate their capac-
ity on a specific target task [36], outperforms the current 11B and 6B models
on the GSM8K test set.

3.1.6 Chain-of-Thought Knowledge Distillation:

To teach smaller models to reason[85], Chain of Thought (CoT) knowledge dis-
tillation technique recommends to perform knowledge distillation by fine-tuning
the student model on CoT generated large teacher model and scope the knowl-
edge distillation to a single task due to the limited capacity of the smaller model.
Symbolic Chain-of-Thought Distillation (SCoTD) [67], similar to KD this tech-
nique also leverages two step process to first using Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
prompting to elicit detailed rationales from LLMs and then used to train small
LMs with the rationales. SOCRATIC Chain-Of-Thought (CoT)[117] learns a
decomposition of the original problem into a sequence of subproblems and uses
it to guide the intermediate reasoning steps. SOCRATIC CoT is used to train a
combination of two small distilled models: a problem decomposer and a subprob-
lem solver. SOCRATIC CoT is an effective alternative to CoT, demonstrating
cases where a much smaller model (GPT-2 large) can outperform a 10X larger
model (GPT-3 6B). SCOTT, or Self-Consistent Chain-of-Thought Distillation
[130], is a method for training small language models to generate coherent and
consistent rationales. The approach involves using a large teacher model to
generate detailed rationales via contrastive decoding, which are then used to
train a smaller student model. This method ensures that the student model’s
predictions are consistent with its own generated rationales.

3.2 Modularized Training Techniques

The recent trend in training Large Language Models (LLMs) involving blended
ensembles of small LMs and mixture of experts (MoE) models is often referred to
as ”Modularized Training Techniques”. These approaches involve constructing
models with different specialized components or ’experts’ and blending various
models to enhance performance and efficiency. This shift signifies a move to-
wards more flexible, efficient, and task-specific architectures in LLM training,
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allowing models to address the growing complexity and diversity of language
processing tasks more effectively. We discuss about these models in this section

3.2.1 Blended Ensembles:

A noticeable trend is employing a combination of smaller models collaboratively
to achieve comparable or enhanced performance relative to a single large model.
Blended ensembles technique [79] involves combining responses from multiple
smaller models to create a collective output that rivals or surpasses the perfor-
mance of much larger models. By blending these models, a more comprehensive
and diverse perspective can be obtained, leading to better predictions. Smaller
models can be trained to specialize in specific tasks or subsets of the data.
By blending these specialized models, a more robust and versatile prediction
model can be created. Blended ensembles of 3 models (6-13B) out competes
175B+ ChatGPT model, each smaller model may have different strengths and
weaknesses, capturing different aspects of the data. The results from large-scale
A/B testing on the Chai research platform revealed that the blended ensem-
ble not only had higher engagement than each of the constituent systems but
also outperformed the larger GPT-3.5 model in terms of user engagement and
retention.

3.2.2 Mixture of experts (MoE) Mixtral [?]

employs a novel architecture where each layer consists of multiple feedforward
blocks (experts), with a router network selecting two experts per token at each
layer. A technique to combine a mixture of expert (MoE) smaller models
in Mixtral demonstrate superior capabilities in mathematics, code generation,
and tasks that require multilingual understanding, significantly outperforming
Llama 2 70B in these domains. The instruct chat model is trained using super-
vised fine-tuning and Direct Preference optimization, its performance notably
surpasses that of GPT-3.5 Turbo, Claude-2.1, Gemini Pro, and Llama 2 70B
– chat model on human evaluation benchmarks. Despite its smaller size, Mix-
tral demonstrates superior performance in mathematics, code generation, and
multilingual tasks.

3.3 Data strategies to train SLMs

In addition to novel training techniques, we explore data creation strategy and
their effective usage in training small language models.

3.3.1 LLM Generated Synthetic Datasets:

TinyStories [32], a synthetic dataset that combines English language elements
like grammar, vocabulary, facts, and reasoning used to train small LMs(below
10 million parameters) with simple architectures and yet still produce fluent
and consistent english stories. This dataset is used to train very small LMs, or
models with minimal transformer layers, to attain factual knowledge and exhibit
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some extent of reasoning. The dataset’s design, which includes generating sto-
ries with limited vocabulary and specific features, aims to mimic the language
understanding of young children. Zero-Shot Performance Comparison on small
LMs, specifically the Orca-2-7B, show either better or comparable performance
to larger models like the LLaMA-2-Chat-70B across various reasoning tasks.

Textbooks Are All You Need [42], according to this study on Phi-1, training
data quality plays a critical role in model performance focusing on “textbook-
quality” data. The training data mixture contains synthetic datasets specifically
created to teach the model common sense reasoning and general knowledge.
The synthetic datasets were designed to be diverse and non-repetitive, covering
a wide range of coding concepts, skills, scenarios, and varying in difficulty,
complexity, and style. This diversity is crucial as it exposes the language model
to different ways of expressing and solving problems in code. Despite this small
scale, phi-1 attains pass@1 accuracy 50.6% on HumanEval and 55.5% on MBPP.
This is notable because these scores are competitive with, and in some cases
better than, larger models. The phi-1.5 model demonstrates comparable or
superior performance to larger models on a range of tasks, For instance, in
common sense reasoning benchmarks, phi-1.5 achieves results similar to larger
models like Llama2-7B and Vicuna-13B.

TinyGSM [74], a synthetic dataset of 12.3M grade school math problems
paired with Python solutions, generated fully by GPT-3.5. After finetuning on
TinyGSM, 1.3B generation model and a 1.3B verifier model can achieve 81.5 ac-
curacy, outperforming existing models that are orders of magnitude larger. This
also rivals the performance of the GPT-3.5 “teacher” model (77.4), from which
model’s training data is generated due to the high-quality dataset TinyGSM
and the use of a verifier model, which selects the final outputs from multiple
candidate generations.

3.3.2 Common Crawl Internet Datasets:

Pile [37], 825 GiB english corpus dataset created using common crawl technique
from sources like PubMed Central, ArXiv, GitHub, the FreeLaw Project, Stack
Exchange, the US Patent etc is used to train SLMs like Cerebras-GPT [27]
family of models (111M to 13B parameters). The Pile dataset’s comprehensive
and diverse nature has been instrumental in achieving these results, providing a
robust training ground for the Cerebras-GPT models across various scales. We
conclude that model selection for synthetic data generation, prompt engineering
techniques in data generation, diversity and robustness of the samples, selective
filtering in curating the datasets have significant impact on the quality and
performance of SLMs.

3.4 Post-Training Optimizations for SLM Development

This subsection delves into post-training optimizations and pivotal techniques
like quantization in creating small yet effective language models. We provide an
overview of post-training optimizations which have emerged as effective strate-
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gies for reducing model size while preserving or even improving their perfor-
mance.

3.4.1 Quantization:

Quantization is reducing the precision of the numbers used to represent a
model’s weights, activations, or both, this reduction in numerical precision
helps decrease the model’s size, memory footprint and computational require-
ments, enabling faster processing and reduced storage. SmoothQuant [139], a
training-free, accuracy-preserving, and general-purpose post-training quantiza-
tion (PTQ) solution to enable 8-bit weight, 8-bit activation (W8A8) quantiza-
tion for LLMs. SmoothQuant enables an INT8 quantization of both weights and
activations for all the matrix multiplications, demonstrates up to 1.56x speedup
and 2x memory reduction with negligible loss in accuracy. GPTQ [33], a new
one-shot weight quantization method based on approximate second-order infor-
mation, highly-accurate and highly-efficient method that provides quantization
to 2-bit or even ternary quantization levels. Activation-aware Weight Quantiza-
tion (AWQ) [73], approach for low-bit weight-only quantization for the optimal
per-channel scaling that protects the salient weights by observing the activation,
not weights.

3.4.2 Model Pruning:

Model pruning is a critical technique for reducing the size of language mod-
els, making them more suitable for deployment in resource-constrained environ-
ments. Bi-level Optimization (BIP) [151] effectively reduces the size of language
models by achieving up to 74% sparsity in models like ResNet-20, ResNet-56,
and ResNet-18, while maintaining or even improving accuracy. Notably, BIP
finds the best winning ticket in nearly all settings and is up to 5 times faster than
Iterative Magnitude Pruning (IMP), demonstrating both its efficiency in model
size reduction and its computation speed advantage. Human-in-the-loop(HIL)
model pruning method [58], which improves the sparse training effect of the
model by introducing Gaussian penalty terms, and combines automatic and
manual method to set pruning threshold to meet the goal of model lightweight-
ing. Based on the pruned and quantized model, the size of the model is re-
duced by 87.94% compared to the original model (YOLOv5), with only a 1.48%
decrease in accuracy. After deployment optimization on GPUs, the real-time
performance is improved by 2.28 times. Sheared-llama is another example of a
pruned model where the authors use two key techniques: (1) targeted structured
pruning, which reduces a larger model to a specified target shape by eliminat-
ing layers, heads, and intermediate and hidden dimensions in an end-to-end
manner, and (2) dynamic batch loading, which entails updating the compo-
sition of sampled data in each training batch dynamically, based on varying
losses across different domains. They showcase the effectiveness of their ap-
proach through the development of the Sheared-LLaMA series, which includes
pruning the LLaMA2-7B model down to 1.3B and 2.7B parameters. These
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Sheared-LLaMA models surpass the performance of equivalent-sized state-of-
the-art open-source models such as Pythia, INCITE, and OpenLLaMA in vari-
ous downstream and instruction tuning evaluations, while requiring only 3% of
the compute resources needed for training such models from scratch [138].

3.5 SLMs as Draft models

Draft models have emerged as a critical component in the evolution of language
model inference, particularly in the context of speculative decoding. These
models serve as lightweight alternatives to larger language models, designed to
accelerate the inference process while maintaining acceptable levels of output
quality. In the realm of small language models (SLMs), draft models represent
a particularly compelling approach, as they leverage the efficiency advantages
of reduced parameter counts while still contributing to sophisticated language
generation tasks.[108]

The fundamental principle behind draft models lies in their ability to gener-
ate preliminary sequences of tokens that can be subsequently verified by larger
models. This two-stage process, comprising drafting and verification phases,
allows for significant optimization of computational resources. Draft models
typically operate with substantially fewer parameters than their larger counter-
parts, enabling them to generate token sequences more rapidly. This efficiency
stems from reduced memory access requirements and simplified architectural de-
signs, making them particularly suitable for resource-constrained environments.
For example in Leviathan et. al., we see how inference on a 11B T5 model can
be accelerated to 3.4x the baseline with speculative decoding. [66]

In the context of small language models, draft models can be categorized into
two primary architectural approaches: independent and dependent drafters.
Independent draft models function as standalone entities, often implemented
as smaller versions of existing model architectures. For instance, a common
approach involves utilizing a reduced-scale version from the same model family,
such as employing OPT-125M as a draft model for OPT-7B. This approach
benefits from architectural similarity and shared pretraining experiences, leading
to better alignment in prediction behaviors. Recent innovations in independent
draft models include the development of specialized architectures like Chimera,
which combines trigram encoders for short-range dependencies with full context
encoders for managing longer-range relationships.

Dependent draft models, conversely, integrate directly with the primary
model architecture. This integration can take various forms, such as the ad-
dition of specialized drafting heads or the implementation of early exit mecha-
nisms. Notable examples include the Medusa architecture, which incorporates
multiple decoding heads to generate subsequent tokens in parallel, and Hydra,
which extends this concept by enabling each head to consider previously specu-
lated tokens within the continuation. These approaches eliminate the need for
separate model maintenance while potentially offering more efficient resource
utilization.

The technical implementation of draft models faces several key challenges
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that current research aims to address. One primary concern is the trade-off
between drafting speed and accuracy, often measured through the Effective De-
coding Length (EDL). Higher EDL values indicate more successful draft se-
quences but must be balanced against computational overhead. Another signif-
icant challenge lies in maintaining alignment between draft and target models,
particularly in independent drafting approaches. Methods such as knowledge
distillation and online adaptation have been proposed to enhance this alignment,
though perfect synchronization remains an open challenge.

Recent advancements in draft model techniques have introduced several in-
novative approaches to improve efficiency and effectiveness. These include the
development of dynamic adaptation mechanisms that adjust draft generation
based on context and computational resources, the implementation of special-
ized training objectives to optimize draft quality, and the exploration of hy-
brid architectures that combine multiple drafting strategies. For instance, S2D
(Sorted Speculative Decoding) employs adaptive sub-model selection based on
specific tasks, while online speculative decoding continuously adjusts the draft
model based on the query distribution. Several other options for speculative de-
coding have appeared in the recent past, including lookahead decoding, Medusa,
and streaming speculative decoding with the same fundamental technical prin-
cipal. [122, 111, 92, 119, 14, 35, 12]

Looking ahead, the field of draft models faces several important challenges
that warrant further research attention. These include improving generaliza-
tion across different tasks, reducing the computational overhead of verification
processes, and developing more efficient methods for handling long-context sce-
narios. Additionally, the integration of draft models with emerging hardware
architectures and the optimization of their performance in resource-constrained
environments remain active areas of investigation. As language models continue
to evolve, the role of draft models in enabling efficient inference while maintain-
ing output quality will likely become increasingly significant, particularly in
the context of small language models where resource efficiency is paramount.
We refer the readers interested in more details to the following survey papers
dedicated to this topic of speculative decoding and draft models. [137, 108]

4 Discussion

As we have seen in the sections above, general-purpose or task-agnostic SLMs
are performing at levels that are similar to LLMs that are over 10 times larger.
However papers rarely go into the discussion of why this might be the case,
with the exception of one clear insight from the paper discussed in our data
strategy section above. We analyze the effective size of these SLMs based on
the performance claims presented in the papers discussed above. To calculate
the ”effective size” of the various models listed in the table, we utilized available
data such as reported model sizes, performance claims, and comparisons with
known benchmarks. Details of how we interpret effective size can be found in
the appendix.
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Figure 2: Equivalent sizes of SLMs based on performance benchmarks; more
details in Table 2

The Palm (540B) serves as a reference point, and we anchor effective size
calculations to it as follows[19]. Since the size of the Palm model (540B pa-
rameters) serves as a reference point, we anchor our calculations to it. For
models like Palm 2 (3.8B, 7B), where it’s stated that they outperform Palm,
we denote their equivalent size as 540B, implying that despite their smaller
parameter count, they achieve comparable or superior performance. Similarly,
when comparing models across different architectures, adjustments are made
based on performance differentials. For instance, GPT-4, which outperforms
Palm 2, is scaled by the maximum performance difference observed (GSM8K),
leading to an estimated effective size of around 640B. Furthermore, models like
GPT-3.5, ChatGPT, and others mentioned in papers (such as GPT4.5) lack
publicly known sizes, hence their effective sizes are inferred based on reported
performance relative to known models. By considering these factors and in-
terpolating between known anchor points, we approximate the effective sizes
of the models listed in the Table 2, providing a comparative measure of their
capabilities despite variations in reported parameter counts. It’s essential to
note that while some models’ performance claims are provided in papers, their
exact sizes remain undisclosed, requiring us to rely on performance benchmarks
and comparisons to estimate their effective sizes accurately. While Table 2 pro-
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vides more details on benchmarks used and claims, here we depict actual model
sizes and effective model sizes on a log scale showing how some SLMs achieve
an order of magnitude higher performance in some benchmarks. We caveat the
observations in figure 2 with the following: 1. when calculating effective size, we
use the best case scenario, that is, we capture the best performing benchmark
as reported in individual papers; in general, performance across other bench-
marks may be lower (or significantly lower) compared to the same base models;
2. Model sizes that are not publicly available are interpolated once again using
performance on best reported benchmarks in individual papers.

Across several papers, we observe that higher quality data that is either
human curated or LLM generated can be used to effectively train better per-
forming SLMs [118, 41]. Quoting the Palm paper ”PaLM 2-L, is significantly
smaller than the largest PaLM model but uses more training compute” based
on scaling laws [19]. While some papers and articles claim that SLMs break
existing scaling laws from Kaplan and Chinchilla, we maintain that the laws
need to be revised to capture the actual capabilities of models across parameter
size, dataset size and quality. For example , the Chinchilla scaling law could be
modified to L(N,D,Q) = E +ANα +B(DQ)β where Q represents the quality
of the dataset, introducing a more nuanced view of how data attributes beyond
quantity can impact model performance. What remains to be answered is if
there is a way to objectively assess quality Q, but it is possible to use this as
an additional tuneable parameter to satisfy surprising SLM performance. This
suggestion is not entirely novel, as well have seen the scaling laws being modified
to adjust to other cost functions, for example inference throughput [112].

From section 2.2 we see that models that are task-specific still overshadow
larger models such as WizardMath models (7B) outperforming Llama 2 70B in
mathematical reasoning tasks, or CodeLlama (7B) outperforming Llama 2 70B
on coding tasks. The predominant motivation for SLM development remains to
be their use in real-world applications where computational resources are lim-
ited, such as mobile devices, edge computing, and in regions with limited inter-
net connectivity. For example, SmolLM[4] represents a groundbreaking family
of small language models available in three sizes (135M, 360M, and 1.7B pa-
rameters), designed for efficient local device operation while maintaining impres-
sive performance. SmolLM-360M outperforms all sub-500M parameter models,
and SmolLM-1.7B leads among models under 2B parameters, including strong
Python coding capabilities. The models’ efficient design allows them to run on
devices with limited memory, making them suitable for smartphones and lap-
tops, while instruction-tuned versions demonstrate competitive performance[4].

Inference on alternative hardware and CPUs are still being explored, but
are promising. For example, by taking advantage extreme quantization and
sparse training, popular models like Llama can be used for inference on CPUs
[115, 62]. While LLM use in training and inference is still widespread, SLMs are
continuing to demonstrate outperforming much larger counterparts, and their
price-to-performance during training as well as inference is attractive.

Looking ahead, several promising avenues exist for SLM research. A key area
is leveraging SLMs’ unique properties and constraints during training, building
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on successes like knowledge distillation and low-bit quantization to develop cus-
tomized approaches that can capture reasoning capabilities of larger models
in compact SLM architectures. Training separate capabilities, and then merg-
ing SLMs also seems promising (see Mergekit here - https://github.com/

arcee-ai/mergekit). Crucially, SLMs must be evaluated across a wide range
of benchmarks beyond language tasks, like multimodal understanding, safety
considerations, and highly specialized tasks where SOTA LLMs struggle, such
as using LLMs as judges. From a practical view, optimizing SLM deployment on
specialized hardware like mobile and neuromorphic chips could enable new edge
and IoT use cases. Moreover, investigating computationally efficient continual
updating of SLMs could allow their use in dynamic environments with evolving
data/knowledge, where it is impractical to use LLMs.

5 Other Related Work

While the focus of this survey is SLMs, related methods like Parameter Efficient
Fine Tuning (PEFT), adapters, and mixture of experts are gaining traction due
to similar benefits; they use fewer resources for training and inference, even
with comparable total size to LLMs. PEFT methods add or reparameterize
the base model to fine-tune performance. One popular PEFT model is Low-
Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [54], where trainable rank decomposition matrices are
injected into each Transformer layer, reducing active parameters and memory
footprint. S-LoRA [116] is a scalable LoRA serving system enabling thousands
of LoRA adapters on single/multi-GPUs. Other PEFT methods include Multi-
LoRA [132], SAID [8], Krona [31], prompt tuning [65, 69, 75], (IA)3 [15], LeTS
[34], and adapter architectures like AdapterHub [102, 52, 101]. Hybrid methods
combine multiple PEFT approaches, e.g., MAM, UniPELT, Compactor, and
S4 [26, 86, 49, 17]. Weight-Decomposed Low-Rank Adaptation (DoRA) [76]
closes the gap between full fine-tuning and LoRA by decomposing pre-trained
weights into magnitude and direction components. AdaMix [133] takes inspira-
tion from mixture of experts models to introduce multiple PEFT modules per
Transformer layer, routing inputs stochastically. Alternative architectures like
Mamba [40] use structured state space sequence models without attention or
MLP blocks, outperforming transformers on various benchmarks. BitNet b1.58
[84] is a 1.58-bit SLM variant with ternary parameter values, offering superior
latency, memory efficiency, throughput, and energy savings over FP16 LLMs.
OpenELM [87] leverages layer-wise scaling and instruction tuning to outperform
existing open LLMs while using fewer pre-training tokens. LM-Guided CoT [63]
uses a lightweight LM to guide a larger LM for reasoning tasks, improving per-
formance through reinforcement learning and knowledge distillation.

6 Conclusion

This survey has demonstrated that Small Language Models (SLMs) are increas-
ingly proving their capability to match or exceed the performance of much larger
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models across various tasks and domains. Through innovative training tech-
niques like knowledge distillation, progressive learning, and explanation tuning,
combined with effective data strategies and post-training optimizations, SLMs
are achieving remarkable efficiency while maintaining high performance levels.

Several key insights emerge from our analysis. First, the quality of train-
ing data appears to be as crucial as, if not more important than, quantity - as
evidenced by models like Phi-1 and TinyStories achieving strong results with
carefully curated datasets. Second, task-specific SLMs consistently demonstrate
the ability to outperform larger general-purpose models in their specialized do-
mains, suggesting a promising direction for practical applications. Third, our
analysis of effective model sizes reveals that some SLMs are achieving perfor-
mance equivalent to models 10-100x their parameter count, challenging tradi-
tional scaling laws and suggesting the need for revised frameworks that account
for factors like data quality.

Looking ahead, several promising research directions emerge. These in-
clude developing more sophisticated training techniques specifically optimized
for SLMs, exploring novel architectures and compression methods, and investi-
gating efficient approaches for continual learning and updating. Additionally,
there is a need for more comprehensive evaluation frameworks that can better
assess SLMs across diverse tasks and deployment scenarios. These developments
will enable SLMs to achieve higher performance while minimizing resource re-
quirements, making them suitable for a wide range of applications, including
resource-constrained environments. Moreover, the insights gained from SLM re-
search may inform the development of more efficient LLMs, potentially leading
to a synergistic relationship between the two domains. To help the community
keep track of SLM advances, we maintain a live leaderboard here on Huggigface
spaces.1.

1https://huggingface.co/spaces/w601sxs/SLM-Leaderboard
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Table 2: Equivalent model sizes based on performance benchmarks
Model Size

(B)
Performance Claim Equivalent

Size (B)
Eval Datasets

Llama2 7 Used as a baseline 7 Math, MMLU, BBH, AGI Eval, TriviaQA,
Natural Questions, Big Bench hard, Human
Eval, GSM8k

Tiny
Llama

1.1 Performance around other 1.3 B models 1.3 HellaSwag, OpenBookQA, ARC, BoolQ,
PIQA, MMLU

Mistral 7 Effective Llama size is around 38B 38 MMLU, HellaSwag, WinoG, PIQA, Arc-e,
Arc-c, NQ, TriviaQA, HumanEval, MBPP,
MATH, GSM8K

Zephyr 7 Outperforms Mistral 38 MT-bench, Alpaca eval
Phi-1 1.3 Outperforms Codex-12B, CodeGen-

Mono-16.1B, PaLM-Coder-540B, GPT-
3.5 175B

175 HumanEval, MBPP

Phi-
1.5

1.3 Comparable to Llama2 7B, Falcon 7B,
Vicuna 13B

13 WinoGrande, ARC-Easy, ARC-Challenge,
BoolQ, SIQA

Phi-2 2.7 Close to Llama2 70B 70 Common sense reasoning, language under-
standing, math, coding

Orca 13 Up to 88% of ChatGPT 176 AGIeval, BigBench, BBH, SAT, LSAT, GRE,
GMAT

Orca 2 13 Outperforms WizardLM 70B, Llama2
chat 70B

70 Reasoning, math, knowledge understanding,
safety, truthfulness

Gemini
Nano-
1

1.8 Surpasses USM, Whisper (except
FLEURS) and close to Gemini Pro

405 50 benchmarks across six distinct capabili-
ties, including ”Factuality,” ”Long-Context,”
”Math/Science,” ”Reasoning,” and ”Multilin-
gual,” such as BoolQ, Natural Questions, Big
Bench, MMLU

Gemini
Nano-
2

3.25 strong performance on factuality, i.e.
retrieval-related tasks, and significant
performance on reasoning, STEM, cod-
ing, multimodal and multilingual tasks

450 50 benchmarks across six distinct capabili-
ties, including ”Factuality,” ”Long-Context,”
”Math/Science,” ”Reasoning,” and ”Multilin-
gual,” such as BoolQ, Natural Questions, Big
Bench, MMLU

MoE
Mis-
tral

47 Outperforms Llama2 70B, GPT-3.5 400 MMLU, Hellaswag, ARC, Winogrande,
MBPP, GSM8K, MT Bench

Eagle
7B

7 Outperforms Mistral 7B 38 Cross-lingual benchmarks

WizardMath
7B

7 Effective size up to 40B, surpasses most
7B-40B open-source models

40 GSM8K, MATH

WizardMath
13B

13 Surpasses Llama2 70B 70 GSM8K, MATH

WizardCoder15 Superior to Anthropic’s Claude,
Google’s Bard

400 HumanEval, HumanEval+, MBPP, DS-1000

Code
Llama

7 Outperforms Llama2 70B 70 HumanEval, MBPP

Stable
Code
3B

3 On par with Code Llama 7B 7 Multi-PL

SLaDe 0.2 Outperforms Ghidra, ChatGPT, BTC 400 ExeBench, AnghaBench decompilation
ALMA-
13B-R

13 Surpasses GPT-4, WMT winners 640 Neural machine translation

FLAME 0.06 Outperforms Codex models in 6/10 set-
tings

175 Formula repair, auto-completion, syntax

BioGPT 0.335 Outperforms few-shot GPT-4 640 PubMedQA
ChatLaw13 Outperforms GPT-4, Lawyer LLaMA 640 Chinese legal examples
TinyGSM1.3 Rivals GPT-3.5 teacher model 400 GSM8K
Prometheus7 Performance comparable to GPT3.5

with human evaluation
400 Feedback bench, Vivuna bench, MT bench,

Flask Eval
Palm
3.8

3.8 Beats the original Palm 1 on some tasks 540 TriviaQA, Natural Questions, Hellaswag,
LAMBADA, StoryCloze, Wingra(ade, ande),
SQUAD, PIQA, ARC, BoolQ

Palm
7

7 Beats the original Palm 1 540 TriviaQA, Natural Questions, Hellaswag,
LAMBADA, StoryCloze, Wingra(ade, ande),
SQUAD, PIQA, ARC, BoolQ25



A Appendix

Table 3: Comparison of Hybrid State Space Models and Efficient Architectures
Aspect Hymba Zamba Jamba Mamba
Fusion Parallel fusion

of
Sequential with Interleaved

transformer
Pure selective

Approach attention and
SSM

shared global and Mamba lay-
ers

SSM without

within each
layer

attention every
N layers

with MoE attention

Efficiency Meta-tokens
and

Parameter shar-
ing

MoE for sparse Hardware-aware

Optimizations cross-layer KV in global parameter parallel scan
cache sharing attention activation algorithm

Performance- Balanced with Lower memory Sparse activa-
tion

Linear complex-
ity

Memory meta-tokens
and

from shared via MoE from pure SSM

Tradeoff KV sharing attention
Model Scale/ 1.5B 7B 7B base with Up to 3B
Complexity parameters parameters 52B total via

MoE
parameters
tested
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Table 4: Sample completions from small models with the input “The diagonals
of a rectangle...”

Model Size Completion Reference

TinyStories 33M The diagonals of a rectangle and they were so beau-
tiful

[32]

distilGPT2 88M The diagonals of a rectangle As a rule, there’s no rule
to call ”corridal” when an extra

[110]

GPT Neo 125M The diagonals of a rectangle are represented by a set
of diagonals, each of which is represented by a set of
diagonals.

[37]

GPT2 137M The diagonals of a rectangle of three is the square-
joint which you wish to point toward the face of the ob-
ject.

[105]

Bloom 560M The diagonals of a rectangle are the points of the
rectangle that are the intersection of the diagonal with
the line segment connecting the points.

[113]

TinyLlama 1.1B The diagonals of a rectangle are the lines that inter-
sect the rectangle at right angles.

[149]

Phi 1.5 1.3B The diagonals of a rectangle are the lines that connect
opposite corners.

[70]

GPT Neo 1.37B The diagonals of a rectangle or diagonals, are the two
opposite sides.

[37]

Stable LM 1.6B The diagonals of a rectangle are congruent. If the
length of the rectangle is 16 cm, what is the perimeter of
the rectangle, in centimeters?

[126]

Phi 2 2B The diagonals of a rectangle are the line segments
that connect opposite corners of the rectangle.

[6]

GPT Neo 2.7 B The diagonals of a rectangle are drawn in two shades
of blue or green.

[37]

Stable LM 3B The diagonals of a rectangle are drawn from one cor-
ner of the rectangle to the opposite corner, creating a
right angle at each endpoint.

[126]

Mistral 7B The diagonals of a rectangle are equal. [57]
Zephyr 7B The diagonals of a rectangle are lines that connect op-

posite vertices of a rectangle, forming two diagonal lines
that bisect the rectangle.

[127]
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Misra, V., Robinson, K., Fedus, L., Zhou, D., Ippolito, D., Luan,
D., Lim, H., Zoph, B., Spiridonov, A., Sepassi, R., Dohan, D.,
Agrawal, S., Omernick, M., Dai, A. M., Pillai, T. S., Pellat,
M., Lewkowycz, A., Moreira, E., Child, R., Polozov, O., Lee,
K., Zhou, Z., Wang, X., Saeta, B., D́ıaz, M., Firat, O., Catasta,
M., Wei, J., Meier-Hellstern, K. S., Eck, D., Dean, J., Petrov,
S., and Fiedel, N. Palm: Scaling language modeling with pathways. J.
Mach. Learn. Res. 24 (2022), 240:1–240:113.

[21] Clark, P., Cowhey, I., Etzioni, O., Khot, T., Sabharwal, A.,
Schoenick, C., and Tafjord, O. Think you have solved question
answering? try arc, the ai2 reasoning challenge. ArXiv abs/1803.05457
(2018).

[22] Cobbe, K., Kosaraju, V., Bavarian, M., Chen, M., Jun, H.,
Kaiser, L., Plappert, M., Tworek, J., Hilton, J., Nakano, R.,
Hesse, C., and Schulman, J. Training verifiers to solve math word
problems. ArXiv abs/2110.14168 (2021).

[23] Conneau, A., Ma, M., Khanuja, S., Zhang, Y., Axelrod, V.,
Dalmia, S., Riesa, J., Rivera, C., and Bapna, A. Fleurs: Few-shot
learning evaluation of universal representations of speech. 2022 IEEE
Spoken Language Technology Workshop (SLT) (2022), 798–805.

[24] Cui, G., Yuan, L., Ding, N., Yao, G., Zhu, W., Ni, Y., Xie, G.,
Liu, Z., and Sun, M. Ultrafeedback: Boosting language models with
high-quality feedback. ArXiv abs/2310.01377 (2023).

[25] Cui, J., Li, Z., Yan, Y., Chen, B., and Yuan, L. Chatlaw: Open-
source legal large language model with integrated external knowledge
bases, 2023.

[26] Davison, J. Compacter: Efficient low-rank hypercomplex adapter layers.
In Neural Information Processing Systems (2021).

[27] Dey, N., Gosal, G. S., Chen, Z., Khachane, H., Marshall,
W., Pathria, R., Tom, M., and Hestness, J. Cerebras-gpt: Open

30



compute-optimal language models trained on the cerebras wafer-scale clus-
ter. ArXiv abs/2304.03208 (2023).

[28] Ding, N., Chen, Y., Xu, B., Qin, Y., Zheng, Z., Hu, S., Liu, Z.,
Sun, M., and Zhou, B. Enhancing chat language models by scaling high-
quality instructional conversations. In Conference on Empirical Methods
in Natural Language Processing (2023).

[29] Dong, X., Fu, Y., Diao, S., Byeon, W., Chen, Z., Mahabalesh-
warkar, A. S., Liu, S.-Y., Keirsbilck, M. V., Chen, M.-H.,
Suhara, Y., Lin, Y., Kautz, J., and Molchanov, P. Hymba: A
hybrid-head architecture for small language models, 2024.

[30] Dubey, A., Jauhri, A., Pandey, A., Kadian, A., Al-Dahle, A.,
Letman, A., Mathur, A., Schelten, A., Yang, A., Fan, A., et al.
The llama 3 herd of models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.21783 (2024).

[31] Edalati, A., Tahaei, M., Kobyzev, I., Nia, V. P., Clark, J. J.,
and Rezagholizadeh, M. Krona: Parameter efficient tuning with kro-
necker adapter. arXiv preprint arXiv:2212.10650 (2022).

[32] Eldan, R., and Li, Y.-F. Tinystories: How small can language models
be and still speak coherent english? ArXiv abs/2305.07759 (2023).

[33] Frantar, E., Ashkboos, S., Hoefler, T., and Alistarh, D. Gptq:
Accurate post-training quantization for generative pre-trained transform-
ers, 2023.

[34] Fu, C., Huang, H., Chen, X., Tian, Y., and Zhao, J. Learn-to-share:
A hardware-friendly transfer learning framework exploiting computation
and parameter sharing. In International Conference on Machine Learning
(2021).

[35] Fu, Y., Bailis, P., Stoica, I., and Zhang, H. Break the sequential
dependency of llm inference using lookahead decoding. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2402.02057 (2024).

[36] Fu, Y., Peng, H., Ou, L., Sabharwal, A., and Khot, T. Specializing
smaller language models towards multi-step reasoning, 2023.

[37] Gao, L., Biderman, S., Black, S., Golding, L., Hoppe, T., Fos-
ter, C., Phang, J., He, H., Thite, A., Nabeshima, N., et al.
The pile: An 800gb dataset of diverse text for language modeling. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2101.00027 (2020).

[38] Glorioso, P., Anthony, Q., Tokpanov, Y., Whittington, J., Pi-
lault, J., Ibrahim, A., and Millidge, B. Zamba: A compact 7b ssm
hybrid model, 2024.

31



[39] Gou, J., Yu, B., Maybank, S. J., and Tao, D. Knowledge distillation:
A survey. International Journal of Computer Vision 129, 6 (Mar. 2021),
1789–1819.

[40] Gu, A., and Dao, T. Mamba: Linear-time sequence modeling with
selective state spaces. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.00752 (2023).

[41] Gunasekar, S., Zhang, Y., Aneja, J., Cesar, C., Mendes, T.,
Giorno, A. D., Gopi, S., Javaheripi, M., Kauffmann, P., de Rosa,
G., Saarikivi, O., Salim, A., Shah, S., Singh Behl, H., Wang,
X., Bubeck, S., Eldan, R., Kalai, A. T., Lee, Y. T., and Li, Y.
Textbooks are all you need, June 2023.

[42] Gunasekar, S., Zhang, Y., Aneja, J., Mendes, C. C. T.,
Del Giorno, A., Gopi, S., Javaheripi, M., Kauffmann, P.,
de Rosa, G., Saarikivi, O., et al. Textbooks are all you need. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2306.11644 (2023).

[43] Guo, Z., Wang, P., Wang, Y., and Yu, S. Dr. llama: Improving
small language models on pubmedqa via generative data augmentation.
ArXiv abs/2305.07804 (2023).

[44] Guo, Z., Wang, P., Wang, Y., and Yu, S. Improving small language
models on pubmedqa via generative data augmentation. arXiv, Jul 12
(2023).

[45] Gupta, H., Sawant, S. A., Mishra, S., Nakamura, M., Mitra,
A., Mashetty, S., and Baral, C. Instruction tuned models are quick
learners, 2023.

[46] Gupta, Y., Jaddipal, V. V., Prabhala, H., Paul, S., and Platen,
P. V. Progressive knowledge distillation of stable diffusion xl using layer
level loss, 2024.

[47] Hadi, M. U., Qureshi, R., Shah, A., Irfan, M., Zafar, A., Shaikh,
M. B., Akhtar, N., Wu, J., Mirjalili, S., et al. A survey on
large language models: Applications, challenges, limitations, and practical
usage. Authorea Preprints (2023).

[48] Han, L., Gladkoff, S., Erofeev, G., Sorokina, I., Galiano, B.,
and Nenadic, G. Neural machine translation of clinical text: An em-
pirical investigation into multilingual pre-trained language models and
transfer-learning, 2023.

[49] He, J., Zhou, C., Ma, X., Berg-Kirkpatrick, T., and Neubig,
G. Towards a unified view of parameter-efficient transfer learning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2110.04366 (2021).

32



[50] Hendrycks, D., Burns, C., Basart, S., Zou, A., Mazeika, M.,
Song, D. X., and Steinhardt, J. Measuring massive multitask lan-
guage understanding. ArXiv abs/2009.03300 (2020).

[51] Hinton, G., Vinyals, O., and Dean, J. Distilling the knowledge in a
neural network, 2015.

[52] Houlsby, N., Giurgiu, A., Jastrzebski, S., Morrone, B.,
de Laroussilhe, Q., Gesmundo, A., Attariyan, M., and Gelly,
S. Parameter-efficient transfer learning for nlp. ArXiv abs/1902.00751
(2019).

[53] Hsieh, C.-Y., Li, C.-L., Yeh, C.-K., Nakhost, H., Fujii, Y., Rat-
ner, A., Krishna, R., Lee, C.-Y., and Pfister, T. Distilling step-
by-step! outperforming larger language models with less training data and
smaller model sizes, 2023.

[54] Hu, J. E., Shen, Y., Wallis, P., Allen-Zhu, Z., Li, Y., Wang, S.,
and Chen, W. Lora: Low-rank adaptation of large language models.
ArXiv abs/2106.09685 (2021).

[55] Huang, Q., Tao, M., Zhang, C., An, Z., Jiang, C., Chen, Z., Wu,
Z., and Feng, Y. Lawyer llama technical report, 2023.

[56] Huang, W., Ma, X., Qin, H., Zheng, X., Lv, C., Chen, H., Luo,
J., Qi, X., Liu, X., and Magno, M. How good are low-bit quantized
llama3 models? an empirical study, 2024.

[57] Jiang, A. Q., Sablayrolles, A., Mensch, A., Bamford, C., Chap-
lot, D. S., Casas, D. d. l., Bressand, F., Lengyel, G., Lample,
G., Saulnier, L., et al. Mistral 7b. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.06825
(2023).

[58] Jiang, Z., Chen, X., Gu, Y., and An, K. Model pruning and deploy-
ment optimization for ship detection. In 2023 8th International Conference
on Intelligent Computing and Signal Processing (ICSP) (Los Alamitos,
CA, USA, apr 2023), IEEE Computer Society, pp. 1961–1968.

[59] Jin, Q., Dhingra, B., Liu, Z., Cohen, W. W., and Lu, X. Pub-
medqa: A dataset for biomedical research question answering. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1909.06146 (2019).

[60] Joshi, H., Ebenezer, A., Cambronero, J., Gulwani, S., Kanade,
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