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Abstract. Artificial intelligence systems significantly impact the environment,
particularly in natural language processing (NLP) tasks. These tasks often re-
quire extensive computational resources to train deep neural networks, including
large-scale language models containing billions of parameters. This study ana-
lyzes the trade-offs between energy consumption and performance across three
neural language models: two pre-trained models (T5-base and BART-base), and
one large language model (LLaMA-3-8B). These models were fine-tuned for the
text summarization task, focusing on generating research paper highlights that
encapsulate the core themes of each paper. The carbon footprint associated with
fine-tuning each model was measured, offering a comprehensive assessment of
their environmental impact. It is observed that LLaMA-3-8B produces the largest
carbon footprint among the three models. A wide range of evaluation metrics,
including ROUGE, METEOR, MoverScore, BERTScore, and SciBERTScore,
were employed to assess the performance of the models on the given task. This
research underscores the importance of incorporating environmental considera-
tions into the design and implementation of neural language models and calls for
the advancement of energy-efficient AI methodologies.

Keywords: carbon footprint, large language models, pre-trained language mod-
els, natural language generation, evaluation

1 Introduction

The environmental impact of artificial intelligence (AI) systems, particularly in natural
language processing (NLP), has become a pressing concern in recent years. NLP tasks,
such as text summarization, question-answering, machine translation, and named-entity
recognition often require the use of deep neural networks with a large number of
parameters. The recent trend is to use pre-trained language models (PLMs) and large
language models (LLMs) for these tasks as they produce excellent performance [13].
Though PLMs and LLMs are both pre-trained in a self-supervised manner, a PLM
typically has fewer than a billion parameters while an LLM is larger. These models
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require extensive training on billions to trillions of tokens, spanning multiple GPUs
and several days. This training process consumes huge energy, leading to significant
environmental implications. These pre-trained models are then fine-tuned for specific
tasks, which again produces high consumption. Despite the advancements in AI, the
computational costs of fine-tuning these models for specific tasks have yet to be fully
explored, especially in terms of their energy efficiency and environmental sustainability.

The application we focus on in this paper is summarization; in particular, generation
of research highlights from scientific papers. Because of the rapid increase in scientific
publications over the last few decades [3], it has become challenging for researchers to
keep up with the latest developments. To address this, many publishers have introduced
research highlights, which are brief summaries of key findings, that accompany the
abstract. These highlights are easier to understand, particularly on mobile devices, and
improve search engine indexing and content discovery. However, not all research papers
include these highlights, and it would be useful to be able to generate them automatically.
Text summarization, which helps reduce the time needed to extract crucial information
from large documents, can be done through extractive or abstractive methods. Extractive
summarization selects relevant sentences directly from the text, while abstractive sum-
marization generates novel words and sentences to convey the core message, typically
yielding more coherent and insightful summaries [12]. Research highlights are typically
abstractive summaries.

In this paper, we study the problem of generation of research highlights given the
abstract of a paper. However, our investigation will not only include fine-tuning and
evaluating pre-trained language models but also an empirical analysis of the energy
consumption of fine-tuning. As the size and complexity of these models increase, so do
their computational costs, leading to greater environmental concerns. We analyze the
energy requirements of two PLMs and an LLM (all with open weights), with the aim of
understanding the balance between their performance and energy efficiency. We have
made a demo of our highlight-generation system publicly available4. By quantifying the
energy usage involved in fine-tuning these models, we aim to emphasize the need for
more sustainable practices in the development of NLP technologies.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:

1. We fine-tuned three distinct language models: T5-base, BART-base, and LLaMA-
3-8B, adapting them specifically for the task of generating research highlights that
encapsulate the core findings of a paper.

2. We assessed the performance of the models through various metrics, including
ROUGE, METEOR, MoverScore, BERTScore, and SciBERTScore, to evaluate
their effectiveness in the given task.

3. We carried out an extensive analysis of the energy consumption and carbon emis-
sions during the fine-tuning process of each model, providing a comprehensive view
of their environmental impact in NLP research.

4. Our findings reveal the trade-offs between model size, computational resources,
performance, and energy consumption, offering meaningful insights into the sus-
tainability of cutting-edge NLP technologies.

4https://highlightsgeneration-mixsub.onrender.com

https://highlightsgeneration-mixsub.onrender.com


How Green are Neural Language Models? 3

2 Literature Survey

Transformer-based neural language models [26] have substantially advanced the perfor-
mance of NLP tasks, such as text summarization and question-answering. However, the
increasing complexity and scale of these models have raised significant concerns regard-
ing their environmental impact, particularly in terms of energy consumption. Strubell et
al. [24] conducted one of the earliest evaluations of the carbon footprint associated with
training large-scale pre-trained language models, including transformer-based architec-
tures [26] such as BERT. Their investigation demonstrated that the training of cutting-
edge NLP models, particularly when utilizing extensive datasets and prolonged training
phases, can result in significant CO2 emissions. This study emphasized the urgency of
developing approaches to minimize both the energy demands and the environmental im-
pact of training NLP models. Patterson et al. [14] examined the trade-off between model
size and energy efficiency, showing that while larger models improve performance,
they also significantly increase energy consumption, especially for resource-demanding
tasks like text summarization. Schwartz et al. [22] called for the adoption of ‘Green AI’
practices, urging the development of frameworks to evaluate and minimize the environ-
mental impact of AI systems. They stressed the need to integrate environmental factors
into the design and assessment of machine learning models, ensuring that progress in
AI does not lead to excessive ecological costs. Recently, researchers have conducted
comprehensive surveys of ‘Green AI’ solutions proposed in the literature [27,1].

Automatic text summarization has evolved over time, beginning with Luhn et al. [12],
who introduced an extractive approach for summarizing technical papers by selecting
sentences based on word frequency, excluding common terms. The field advanced fur-
ther with sequence-to-sequence models, attention-based encoders, and pointer-generator
networks [23], which not only handled out-of-vocabulary (OOV) words but also re-
duced repetitive phrase generation, as shown in [19,21,17,20]. The introduction of the
transformer architecture [26] marked a significant shift, leading to the development of
pre-trained models like T5 [15], BART [11] and many more. These models are trained
on large, general-purpose datasets and can be fine-tuned for specific tasks. Rehman
et al. [16] performed a comprehensive evaluation of pre-trained models, including
google/pegasus-cnn-dailymail, T5-base, and facebook/bart-large-cnn. Their study as-
sessed the models’ performance in text summarization tasks using various datasets,
such as CNN-DailyMail, SAMSum, and BillSum.

The task of generating research highlights, however, has been studied only recently.
Collins et al. [6] employed supervised learning and a binary classifier to identify rel-
evant highlights from text. Cagliero and Quatra [5] employed multivariate regression
to identify the top-𝑘 most pertinent sentences. Rehman et al. [19] proposed an abstrac-
tive method utilizing pointer-generator networks to generate research highlights from
abstracts, and later enhanced this approach by incorporating named entity recognition
[21]. Rehman et al. [20] also conducted a comprehensive study on highlight generation
using various deep learning models.
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3 Datasets

We have used the MixSub dataset [20] for the highlight generation task. The dataset was
created by collecting research articles from ScienceDirect5. It includes 19,785 research
articles from multiple domains, published in journals in 2020, with each article paired
with its corresponding author-written research highlights. Each entry consists of an
abstract and highlights. The dataset is partitioned into training, validation, and test sets
in an 80:10:10 ratio. For the experiments, we utilized 5,000 samples from the training
set, 625 samples from the validation set, and 625 samples from the test set. An example
from the MixSub dataset is shown in Figure 1.

4 Models Used

In this section, we describe the different pre-trained Language Models (PLMs) used in
our study. The models are as follows:

1. T5-base [15]: Built on an encoder-decoder framework, this model is a refined adap-
tation of the transformer architecture introduced by Vaswani et al. [26]. It unifies
diverse text processing tasks, such as translation, question answering, and classifica-
tion, under a single framework by representing them as ‘text-to-text’ transformation
problems. During pre-training, the model is trained to reconstruct corrupted or
masked spans of text. T5-base contains 220 million parameters.

2. BART-base [11]: BART is a denoising autoencoder that combines bidirectional
and autoregressive transformers, drawing inspiration from BERT and GPT, respec-
tively. During pre-training, noise is introduced into the input text using a corruption
function, and the model learns to reconstruct the original content. This architecture
proves highly effective for text generation tasks. BART-base contains 139 million
parameters.

3. LLaMA-3-8B [25]: We have used the pre-trained LLaMA-3-8B model6, which con-
tains 8 billion parameters. The LLaMA models [25] are designed using a decoder-
only Transformer architecture and were trained exclusively on publicly available
datasets, setting them apart from the GPT models.

5 Performance Evaluation Method

To evaluate the quality of the generated outputs for research highlight generation, we uti-
lized standard automatic text summarization evaluation metrics. These include ROUGE
, METEOR, MoverScore BERTScore, and SciBERTScore [18]. ROUGE-𝑛 measures
the overlap of 𝑛-grams between the generated output and the reference highlights. We
have used ROUGE-1 (unigrams), ROUGE-2 (bigrams), and ROUGE-L (longest com-
mon subsequence). METEOR evaluates sentence-level alignment between the generated
and reference highlights.

5https://www.sciencedirect.com/

6https://ai.meta.com/blog/meta-llama-3/

https://www.sciencedirect.com/
https://ai.meta.com/blog/meta-llama-3/
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Abstract: “We use a controlled experiment to analyze the impact of watching

different types of educational traffic campaign videos on overconfidence of under-
graduate university students in Brazil. The videos have the same underlying
traffic educational content but differ in the form of exhibition. We find that
videos with shocking content (Australian school) are more effective in reducing

drivers’ overconfidence , followed by those with punitive content (Amer-
ican school). We do not find empirical evidence that videos with technical

content (European school) change overconfidence. Since several works point to a strong
association between overconfidence and road safety, our study can support the conduit of
driving safety measures by identifying efficient ways of reducing drivers’ overconfidence.
Finally, this paper also introduces how to use machine learning techniques to mitigate the

usual subjectivity in the design of the econometric specification that is commonly faced in
many researches in experimental economics.”
Author-written research highlights:

▶ “We use a controlled experiment to analyze the impact of watching different

types of educational traffic campaign videos on overconfidence.”

▶ “We find that videos with shocking content (Australian school) are more

effective in reducing drivers overconfidence.”

▶ “We do not find empirical evidence that videos with technical content

(European school) change overconfidence.”

▶ “This paper also introduces how to use machine learning techniques to

mitigate the usual subjectivity in the design of the econometric specification.”

Fig. 1: An (abstract, highlights) pair from the MixSub dataset. https://www.sciencedirect.
com/science/article/pii/S0001457519307213. We have used colors to denote the corre-
spondence between a highlight and the abstract. Here, we find each highlight to be a segment of
some sentence in the abstract. However, not in all papers, is there a straightforward mapping from
abstracts to sentences in the abstract. In particular, a highlight may combine information from
multiple sentences in the abstract and express it using very different words.

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0001457519307213
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0001457519307213
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However, ROUGE and METEOR are limited in their ability to judge the semantic
similarity between model-generated and ground-truth results, especially when the model
generates novel words to express the same information. Hence, for improved seman-
tic similarity evaluation, we have used MoverScore, BERTScore, and SciBERTScore.
MoverScore combines Word Mover’s Distance and contextual embeddings to evaluate
the semantic alignment of the generated and reference outputs. BERTScore computes
the cosine similarity of BERT embeddings between the generated and reference texts.
Since our dataset contains scientific papers, we experimented with SciBERT [2] in place
of BERT to calculate the BERTScore, and call the modified metric SciBERTScore. Rec-
ollect that SciBERT has been pre-trained on documents in the computer science and
biomedical fields, and therefore captures more domain-specific information compared
to BERT which was pre-trained on general-domain texts.

6 Evaluation of Energy Usage

The proliferation of transformer-based language models and other parameter-heavy deep
neural models has led to large computational pre-training and fine-tuning phases. This
produces a formidable carbon footprint. Researchers have developed models to measure
the carbon emission [24,10,4]. We follow a widely used approach, proposed in [10],
to estimate the carbon footprint 𝐶 of training a model, in grams of carbon dioxide
equivalent, or gCO2e, as outlined in Equation 1:

𝐶 = 𝑡 × (𝑛𝑐 × 𝑃𝑐 × 𝑢𝑐 + 𝑛𝑚 × 𝑃𝑚) × 𝑃𝑈𝐸 × 𝐶𝐼 × 0.001 (1)

In the above, 𝑡 represents the running time (in hours), 𝑛𝑐 denotes the number of cores
(CPU or GPU), 𝑃𝑐 indicates the power consumption of a computing core, 𝑢𝑐 refers
to the core usage factor (ranging from 0 to 1), 𝑛𝑚 is the amount of memory available
(in gigabytes) and 𝑃𝑚 is the power consumption of a memory unit (in watts). 𝑃𝑚 is
assumed to be 0.3725 W/GB, as reported in [10]. Power Usage Effectiveness or 𝑃𝑈𝐸

is the efficiency coefficient of the data center. PUE is defined as the ratio between the
total power drawn by the data center facility and the power delivered to the computing
equipment. While 𝑃𝑈𝐸 = 1 is the ideal case, in practice, 𝑃𝑈𝐸 > 1 as some energy
is consumed by non-computing devices in the facility. CI denotes the Carbon Intensity
(measured in gCO2e/kWh), which is defined as the carbon footprint of producing 1 kWh
of energy. CI varies between locations due to variations in production methods. The
global average carbon intensity (CI) is 475 gCO2e/kWh [9].

To identify the CPUs and GPUs explicitly in the set of computing cores, we rewrite
Equation 1 as follows:

𝐶 = 𝑡 × (𝑛𝑐𝑝𝑢 × 𝑃𝑐𝑝𝑢 × 𝑢𝑐𝑝𝑢 + 𝑛𝑔𝑝𝑢 × 𝑃𝑔𝑝𝑢 × 𝑢𝑔𝑝𝑢 + 𝑛𝑚 × 𝑃𝑚)
× 𝑃𝑈𝐸 × 𝐶𝐼 × 0.001 (2)

where 𝑛𝑐𝑝𝑢 denotes the number of CPU cores, 𝑃𝑐𝑝𝑢 indicates the power consumption
of a CPU core, 𝑢𝑐𝑝𝑢 refers to the CPU core usage factor (ranging from 0 to 1), 𝑛𝑔𝑝𝑢 is
the number of GPU cores, 𝑃𝑔𝑝𝑢 is the power consumption of the GPU core, 𝑢𝑔𝑝𝑢 is the
GPU usage factor (also between 0 and 1).
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7 Experimental Setup

In this section, we discuss the data pre-processing procedures and the implementation
details. During the preprocessing stage, we began by eliminating excess whitespace
from the documents and selecting only those samples where the abstract consisted of a
minimum of 20 tokens, and the paper highlights contained at least 3 tokens. We set a
limit of 100 tokens for the generated highlights and 512 tokens for the input abstracts.
We selected the two PLMs from the HuggingFace model hub: T5-base 7 and BART-base
8. These models were fine-tuned for 5 epochs with a batch size of 16 and a learning rate
of 2e-5. For the task of generating research highlights using the LLaMA-3-8B model 9

from the HuggingFace, we employed the following prompt during training:
Create a concise highlight from this abstract using no more than 100

tokens, focusing on the main contributions and key points. <ABSTRACT>

LLaMA-3-8B was fine-tuned for 3 epochs with the parameter-efficient technique called
Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [8] with a learning rate of 1e-4. Both training and eval-
uation were carried out using a batch size of 16. The hyperparameters for LoRA were
set as follows: rank = 128, lora alpha = rank * 2, and lora dropout = 0.05.

8 Results

8.1 Performance Comparison of the Fine-Tuned Models

We evaluated the models on the MixSub dataset using ROUGE, METEOR, MoverScore,
BERTScore, and SciBERTScore. The results in Table 1 show that T5-base and BART-
base perform similarly in ROUGE and METEOR, outperforming LLaMA-3-8B. How-
ever, when using semantic metrics like MoverScore, BERTScore, and SciBERTScore,
the models’ scores are closer. This indicates that LLaMA-3-8B generates outputs se-
mantically similar to that of the other models, but with different wording and therefore,
lower lexical overlap scores.

Model Name ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 ROUGE-L METEOR MoverScore BERTScore SciBERTScore
T5-base 32.91 12.08 23.6 29.94 17.76 86.32 63.7
BART-base 34.28 11.98 22.87 28.81 20.05 87.0 65.42
LLaMA-3-8B 27.41 7.71 19.2 23.73 18.44 86.84 65.02

Table 1: Evaluation of generated highlights for MixSub.

Figure 2 presents a case study. Although the highlights generated by T5-base and
BART-base are closer to the author-written highlights than LLaMA-3-8B, they contain
repetitive information while LLaMA-3-8B’s output is cleaner. Probably more examples

7https://huggingface.co/t5-base

8https://huggingface.co/facebook/bart-base

9meta-llama/Meta-Llama-3-8B

https://huggingface.co/t5-base
https://huggingface.co/facebook/bart-base
meta-llama/Meta-Llama-3-8B
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are needed to align the latter’s output to the author-written text. Alternatively, a fine-
tuned LLM like LLaMA or ChatGPT could be used in a zero-shot setting to perform
linguistic correction of the output of the smaller models.

Author-written highlights:“Inspired by the self organizing aggregation behavior observed in nature
we developed a fuzzy logic based self organizing aggregation method for application in swarm robots.
The fuzzy logic approach has increased the coordination between the swarm robots and provided
the transition from individual robot movement to collective swarm movement. The performance and
scalability of the developed method were evaluated.”
T5-base: “Fuzzy based self organizing aggregation method was proposed for swarm robots. Swarm
robots evaluated their limited sensor input via rules of fuzzy logic. Swarm robots displayed ag-
gregation behavior during the systematic experiments applied. Swarm robots displayed aggregation
behavior during the systematic experiments applied.”
BART-base: “Fuzzy based self organizing aggregation method was proposed for swarm robots. Self
organizing aggregation behavior was evaluated on different number of swarm robots with different
detection areas in arenas of different sizes. The performance of the fuzzy logic based method was
evaluated by systematic experiments. The scalability and flexibility of the self organizing method
were evaluated by way of systematic experiments.”
LLaMA-3-8B: “A novel Fuzzy Logic Based Self Organizing Aggregation Method is proposed. This
method enables swarm robots to aggregate without any need for communication. It can be used as
a building block for designing more complex systems. It has been tested under various conditions
including noisy environments. The results show its robustness and efficiency.”

Fig. 2: Highlights generated by the different fine-tuned models are shown. The input is an ab-
stract from the MixSub test split, sourced from https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S0303264720300836.

8.2 Analysis of Energy Consumption

We use Equation 2, as implemented in the Green Algorithms (GA) calculator10, to
evaluate the carbon footprint of the fine-tuning operations we performed for the models.
All our models were trained on the Nvidia Tesla A100 40GB SXM4 GPU provided by
Colab Pro+, which is equipped with GPU support. Google Colab does not reveal the
exact CPU information except that it is a Intel Xeon processor with 12 cores, so we
use the option ‘Xeon E5-2680 v3’ (which comprises 12 cores) in GA. The memory is
83.5 GB RAM (as observed with !cat /proc/meminfo). In GA, the total amount of
available memory, rather than the memory actually consumed, is considered. The data
center used is located in Iowa, USA. According to [7], Google utilizes machine learning
techniques to keep its global average PUE to 1.10, compared to the industry average of
1.58. We assumed 100% CPU and GPU utilization, to simplify the computation, and
so this is a slight overestimation. We observed that the time taken to execute 1 epoch is
1.75 mins for T5-base, 1.2 mins for BART-base, and 22 mins for LLaMA-3-8B. With
these values, the GA calculator gives epoch-wise carbon footprint as 3.5 gCO2e (energy

10https://calculator.green-algorithms.org/

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0303264720300836
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0303264720300836
https://calculator.green-algorithms.org/
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consumed 11.91 Wh) for T5-base, 2.4 gCO2e (8.16 Wh) for BART-base, and 43.98
gCO2e (149.68 Wh) for LLaMA-3-8B, as depicted in Figure 3. Fine-tuning LLaMA
for one epoch has a carbon footprint equivalent to 0.09% of CO2 emission from a Paris-
London flight, or 0.02% of a Kolkata-Dehradun flight (assuming around 139 gCO2e per
passenger km). LLaMA-3-8B’s significantly larger parameter count explains its higher
carbon emissions, both per epoch and over the entire fine-tuning duration.

We have used the WandB tool11 to track the consumption of memory and compute
resources during the fine-tuning process. As visualized in Figure 4, GPU and CPU usage
values are time-dependent. Clearly, LLaMA-3-8B uses close to 100% GPU most of the
time while it is much lower for the other two models. The GPU memory allocation
and system memory allocation are also significantly higher for LLaMA-3-8B. This
clearly shows the huge resource, energy and environmental costs associated with even
fine-tuning models for NLP tasks.

Fig. 3: Energy consumption by resource (GPU, CPU and memory), and carbon footprints for
model fine-tuning for one epoch. The resource-wise shares of energy consumption (leftmost
figure) are identical for all our models (GPU: 67.4%, CPU: 24.3%, memory: 8.3%). The three
figures on the right show carbon footprints (in gCO2e) on the Y-axis for different locations of
the data centers on the X-axis, and highlight the location we used. The carbon footprints are 3.5
gCO2e for T5-base, 2.4 gCO2e for BART-base, and 43.98 gCO2e for LLaMA-3-8B.

9 Conclusion

We have evaluated the performance and environmental impact of three pre-trained lan-
guage models: LLaMA 3-8B, T5, and BART. Although LLaMA 3-8B produced lower
ROUGE and METEOR scores than the other two models, it achieved comparable perfor-
mance in terms of semantic similarity. However, its environmental cost was significantly
higher. This shows that smaller fine-tuned models remain effective for summarization
tasks. Future research should prioritize reducing the carbon footprint of language mod-
els.

11https://wandb.ai/site

https://wandb.ai/site
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Fig. 4: Comparison of computational resources utilized during fine-tuning of the PLMs (T5-base
and BART-base) and LLaMA-3-8B LLM for the text summarization task.
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4. Lucı́a Bouza, Aurélie Bugeau, and Loı̈c Lannelongue. How to estimate carbon footprint when
training deep learning models? a guide and review. Environmental Research Communications,
5(11):115014, 2023.

5. Luca Cagliero and Moreno La Quatra. Extracting highlights of scientific articles: A supervised
summarization approach. Expert Systems with Applications, 160:113659, 2020.

6. Ed Collins, Isabelle Augenstein, and Sebastian Riedel. A supervised approach to extractive
summarisation of scientific papers. In Proceedings of the 21st Conference on Computational
Natural Language Learning (CoNLL 2017), pages 195–205. ACL, 2017.

7. Google. Efficiency – data centers, 2025. https://www.google.com/about/

datacenters/efficiency.
8. Edward J Hu, Yelong Shen, Phillip Wallis, Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Yuanzhi Li, Shean Wang,

Lu Wang, and Weizhu Chen. LORA: Low-rank adaptation of large language models. In
Proceedings of the International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2022.

9. IEA. Global energy & CO2 status report 2019, 2019. https://www.iea.org/reports/
global-energy-co2-status-report-2019.

10. Loı̈c Lannelongue, Jason Grealey, and Michael Inouye. Green algorithms: quantifying the
carbon footprint of computation. Advanced Science, 8(12):2100707, 2021.

11. Mike Lewis, Yinhan Liu, Naman Goyal, Marjan Ghazvininejad, Abdelrahman Mohamed,
Omer Levy, Veselin Stoyanov, and Luke Zettlemoyer. BART: Denoising sequence-to-
sequence pre-training for natural language generation, translation, and comprehension. In
Dan Jurafsky, Joyce Chai, Natalie Schluter, and Joel Tetreault, editors, Proceedings of the
58th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages 7871–7880,
Online, July 2020. ACL.

12. Hans Peter Luhn. The automatic creation of literature abstracts. IBM Journal of Research
and Development, 2(2):159–165, 1958.

13. Shervin Minaee, Tomas Mikolov, Narjes Nikzad, Meysam Chenaghlu, Richard Socher, Xavier
Amatriain, and Jianfeng Gao. Large language models: A survey. arxiv 2024. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2402.06196, 2024.

14. David Patterson, Joseph Gonzalez, Quoc Le, Chen Liang, Lluis-Miquel Munguia, Daniel
Rothchild, David So, Maud Texier, and Jeff Dean. Carbon emissions and large neural network
training. arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.10350, 2021.

15. Colin Raffel, Noam Shazeer, Adam Roberts, Katherine Lee, Sharan Narang, Michael Matena,
Yanqi Zhou, Wei Li, and Peter J. Liu. Exploring the limits of transfer learning with a unified
text-to-text transformer. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(140):1–67, 2020.

https://www.google.com/about/datacenters/efficiency
https://www.google.com/about/datacenters/efficiency
https://www.iea.org/reports/global-energy-co2-status-report-2019
https://www.iea.org/reports/global-energy-co2-status-report-2019


12 Rehman, Sanyal, and Chattopadhyay

16. Tohida Rehman, Suchandan Das, Debarshi Kumar Sanyal, and Samiran Chattopadhyay. An
analysis of abstractive text summarization using pre-trained models. In Proceedings of In-
ternational Conference on Computational Intelligence, Data Science and Cloud Computing:
IEM-ICDC 2021, pages 253–264. Springer, 2022.

17. Tohida Rehman, Debarshi Kumar Sanyal, and Samiran Chattopadhyay. Research highlight
generation with ELMo contextual embeddings. Scalable Computing: Practice and Experi-
ence, 24(2):181–190, 2023.

18. Tohida Rehman, Debarshi Kumar Sanyal, and Samiran Chattopadhyay. Can pre-trained
language models generate titles for research papers? In Proceedings of the International
Conference on Asian Digital Libraries, pages 154–170. Springer, 2025.

19. Tohida Rehman, Debarshi Kumar Sanyal, Samiran Chattopadhyay, Plaban Kumar Bhowmick,
and Partha Pratim Das. Automatic generation of research highlights from scientific abstracts.
In Proceedings of the 2nd Workshop on Extraction and Evaluation of Knowledge Entities
from Scientific Documents (EEKE 2021), collocated with JCDL 2021, pages 69–70, 2021.

20. Tohida Rehman, Debarshi Kumar Sanyal, Samiran Chattopadhyay, Plaban Kumar Bhowmick,
and Partha Pratim Das. Generation of highlights from research papers using pointer-generator
networks and SciBERT embeddings. IEEE Access, 11:91358–91374, 2023.

21. Tohida Rehman, Debarshi Kumar Sanyal, Prasenjit Majumder, and Samiran Chattopadhyay.
Named entity recognition based automatic generation of research highlights. In Proceedings
of the Workshop on Scholarly Data Processing (SDP 2022), co-located with COLING 2022,
pages 163–169. ACL, 2022.

22. Roy Schwartz, Jesse Dodge, Noah A Smith, and Oren Etzioni. Green AI. Communications
of the ACM, 63(12):54–63, 2020.

23. A. See, Peter J. Liu, and Christopher D. Manning. Get to the point: Summarization with
pointer-generator networks. In Proceedings of the 55th Annual Meeting of the Association
for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), 2017.

24. Emma Strubell, Ananya Ganesh, and Andrew McCallum. Energy and policy considerations
for deep learning in NLP. In Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics, pages 3645–3650, Florence, Italy, July 2019. ACL.

25. Hugo Touvron, Thibaut Lavril, Gautier Izacard, Xavier Martinet, Marie-Anne Lachaux,
Timothée Lacroix, Baptiste Rozière, Naman Goyal, Eric Hambro, Faisal Azhar, et al. LLaMA:
Open and efficient foundation language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.13971, 2023.

26. Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez,
 Lukasz Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. Attention is all you need. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 30, 2017.

27. Roberto Verdecchia, June Sallou, and Luı́s Cruz. A systematic review of green AI. Wiley
Interdisciplinary Reviews: Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery, 13(4):e1507, 2023.


	How Green are Neural Language Models? Analyzing Energy Consumption in Text Summarization Fine-tuning

