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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have emerged as transformative tools in artificial intelligence
(AI), exhibiting remarkable capabilities across diverse tasks such as text generation, reasoning,
and decision-making. While their success has primarily been driven by advances in computational
power and deep learning architectures, emerging problems—in areas such as uncertainty quantifica-
tion, decision-making, causal inference, and distribution shift—require a deeper engagement with
the field of statistics. This paper explores potential areas where statisticians can make important
contributions to the development of LLMs, particularly those that aim to engender trustworthiness
and transparency for human users. Thus, we focus on issues such as uncertainty quantification,
interpretability, fairness, privacy, watermarking and model adaptation. We also consider possible
roles for LLMs in statistical analysis. By bridging AI and statistics, we aim to foster a deeper
collaboration that advances both the theoretical foundations and practical applications of LLMs,
ultimately shaping their role in addressing complex societal challenges.
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1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have emerged as transformative tools in artificial intelligence (AI),
exhibiting remarkable capabilities across diverse tasks from text generation to dialog to complex rea-
soning. As these models increase in scale and sophistication, an important question arises: in the
era of LLMs, how can statisticians play a role in guiding the design and deployment of large-scale Al

models?
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Figure 1: An illustration of next-token prediction by LLMs.

At their core, language models are models that assign probabilities to upcoming words, or sequences

of words. Specifically, a language model f aims to learn a mapping that takes a sequence of tokens
;7 as input, and outputs a probability vector f(z[r)) over the token vocabulary
for the next-token xpy;. While simple in formulation, when applied to vast corpora of text, this



probabilistic approach allows LLMs to capture intricate patterns, including those that were classically
the province of syntax, semantics, and logic. For example, given an instruction such as “Write an
engaging short story” or “Let’s think step by step,” LLMs can dynamically adapt their responses
to follow the given directive, generating outputs that align with the user’s intent. This instruction-
following capability is a result of extensive training on diverse datasets combined with fine-tuning
techniques that align model outputs with user preferences. While much of this work takes inspiration
from statistical principles, as well as principles from optimization theory, there is a large gap between
problem formulations and the design of statistical procedures that target the specific architectures and
data-collection protocols used in LLMs.

Example of a LLM response to a user instruction on Creative Writing

User: Write an engaging short story about a group of statisticians going hiking. Provide a
detailed background for the statisticians and describe the fun and challenges they face during
the journey. Incorporate rich details to bring the story to life.

LLM:

Title: The Law of Large Trails

It all started as a joke in the statistics department. Every Wednesday, after the weekly seminar,
a group of faculty and graduate students would gather in the common lounge, sharing coffee,
complaints, and the occasional proof sketch scribbled on napkins. One particularly dull winter
afternoon, Professor Strawderman sighed and said, “You know, we spend all our time analyzing
uncertainty in data, but when was the last time we faced real uncertainty? Like, say... in
nature?” ...

Example of a LLM response to a probability question with Chain-of-Thought Prompting

User: You are an expert in solving advanced probability theory problems. Carefully solve the
following step by step, ensuring that every calculation and assumption is explained: What is
the probability of getting at least one 6 when rolling two fair six-sided dice? Let’s think step
by step.

LLM:

e For each die, there are 6 possible outcomes. The total number of possible outcomes when
rolling two dice is: 6 x 6 = 36. We want the probability of getting at least one 6. This
includes all cases where one or both dice show a 6. It’s easier to calculate the complement:
the probability of not getting a 6 on either die.

e Probability of not getting a 6 on a single die: For one die, there are 5 outcomes where
we do not get a 6 (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5). The probability of not getting a 6 on one die is:
P(not 6 on one die) = g.

e Probability of not getting a 6 on both dice: Since the dice rolls are independent, the
5 _ 25

probability of not getting a 6 on both dice is: P(not 6 on both die) = % &= o

e Probability of getting at least one 6 is the complement of the probability of not getting

any 6s: P(at least one 6) = 1 — P(not 6 on both die) =1 — 22 = .

This requires more than simply applying existing statistcal tools—the rise of LLMs demands ad-
vances in statistical methodology and theory to ensure trustworthiness, reliably quantify uncertainty,
and enhance interpretability—all at the massive scale of LLM deployments. For example, there are
many open problems in understanding how the architectural design of LLMs yields, or fails to yield,
calibrated probabilistic outputs or understanding how the outputs of LLMs interact with downstream
decision-making to ensure algorithmic fairness and reliability.

One can also view statistics itself as an application domain for LLMs. Indeed, LLMs provide signif-
icant opportunities to augment traditional statistical workflows. Tasks like data collection, cleaning,
and data analysis can leverage LLMs’ contextual understanding and scalability to improve accuracy
and efficiency. In fields such as medical research and biostatistics, LLMs can synthesize representative
datasets, extract valuable insights from unstructured clinical notes, and support predictive modeling



in high-stakes applications. Of course, such applications again require closing the gap between the ad
hoc nature of current LLM design and the statistical properties of its outputs.

These dual perspectives, statistics for LLMs and LLMs for statistics, highlight the urgent need for
statisticians to engage deeply with the LLM revolution. This engagement will be challenging. The
rapid pace of innovation in LLMs raises pressing questions: How can statistical frameworks adapt
to the unprecedented scale and complexity of these models? What role should statistical principles
play in ensuring the trustworthy and reliable deployment of LLMs in diverse applications? How can
statisticians incorporate LLMs into their workflows without compromising the rigor, transparency, and
interpretability that define their discipline? Addressing these questions is critical to bridging the gap
between statistical rigor and the transformative potential of LLMs.

This survey aims to catalyze the involvement of statisticians in the evolving landscape of LLMs by
providing a structured overview of the field. It begins by introducing the historical development and
foundational principles of LLMs, shedding light on their architectures and training pipelines. It also
explores how statistical methods can enhance the trustworthiness and alignment of LLMs, focusing on
topics such as conformal prediction, synthetic text detection, and algorithmic fairness. The discussion
then shifts to how LLMs can empower statistical analysis in areas like data synthesis, cleaning, and
medical research.

By bridging the fields of statistics and LLMs, this survey underscores the mutual benefits of collab-
oration. Statisticians can enrich the development of LLMs with rigor and transparency, while LLMs
offer powerful tools to push the boundaries of statistical practice. This interplay promises to rede-
fine both fields, presenting statisticians with a unique opportunity to shape the trajectory of Al in
promising directions.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide background on the fundamentals of
LLMs. Section 3 delves into the training pipelines of LLMs, including pre-training, prompting, fine-
tuning, and alignment techniques. Section 4 focuses on designing trustworthy LLMs leveraging statis-
tical insights, covering topics like interpretability, uncertainty quantification, watermarking, privacy,
and algorithmic fairness. Section 5 explores the potential of LLMs to empower statistical analysis,
with applications to medical research. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper with a discussion on
statisticians’ role in the LLM landscape, highlighting the importance of collaboration and offering sug-
gestions for future research directions. Additional resources are provided in the appendicies, including
frameworks for model development, libraries, datasets, training tools, and visualization utilities that
can accelerate progress in LLM research.

2 Background and Fundamentals of LLMs

The development of LLMs has been a landmark event in the field of natural language processing,
representing a quantum leap in the ability of machines to understand human language. This section
provides a comprehensive overview of the historical development of LLMs, beginning with foundational
concepts in representation learning which illustrate how models encode language into numerical forms.
We then transition into advances in language modeling, involves predicting the next word in a sequence
of texts, allowing for coherent and fluent text generation. Finally, we explore various architectures that
have been pivotal in shaping the current landscape of LLMs.

2.1 Historical Development of LLMs
2.1.1 Representation Learning

The first step in an LLM is to transform natural language into a format that computers can understand—
specifically vectors, matrices, and tensors. The symbolic lexical units (i.e., words) that comprise sen-

tences require effective numerical representation strategies, known as word embeddings. Grounded on

the distributional hypothesis, which posits that linguistic items that occur in similar contexts have

similar meanings [Har54], such methods have gradually become more sophisticated over time.

Early attempts at capturing word meanings involved bag-of-words representations, which represent
documents as sparse vectors as in TF-IDF [Spa72], with a dimension for each element of the dictionary.
Many unsupervised [Hof01; LD02] and supervised methods [Joa98; Bai+09; WBU11] involved learning
(dense) word embeddings, but struggled with complex semantic and syntactic nuances of words in chal-
lenging NLP tasks. Neural methods first grew to prominence with the advent of Word2vec [Mik+13]



and GloVe [PSM14], that directly learn low-dimensional word representations from local word context,
with each dimension encodes a latent feature of the word. The specific objective functions underlying
the architecture of these models were explored in foundational works such as those by [Ben+03; CWO08;
Col+11; TRB10], setting the stage for subsequent innovations.

These approaches treat words as the primary unit, leading to challenges like a large vocabulary
size and out-of-vocabulary words. Tokenization, such as Byte Pair Encoding (BPE) [Gag94], mitigates
these issues by merging frequent byte or character pairs. Thus, The evolution of representation learning,
language modeling, and tokenization techniques has become a unified and interdependent process.

2.1.2 Language Modeling

Early stages of language models (LMs), such as n-gram models [Jel98; GL04; Ros00], were mostly
statistical regression models, relying on the Markov assumption to predict the next word from the
most recent context. Challenges for these models included the need to tackle data sparsity [CG96] and
the exponentially growing number of transition probabilities as n increases.

Neural language models (NLMs) [Ben+03; Mik+10; SDGO6] tackle data sparsity by mapping
words to low-dimensional vectors and predicting subsequent words using neural networks. One of
the earliest and most influential neural language models is based on a Recurrent Neural Network
(RNN) architecture, which was first introduced by [Elm90; Jor86] and later popularized by [Mik+10].
RNNs are particularly well-suited for modeling sequential data, such as text, but can sometimes
struggled with vanishing gradients and capturing long-term dependencies in the input sequence. To
address these limitations, variants of RNNs were introduced, including Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM) networks [HS97] and Gated Recurrent Units (GRUs) [Chu+14]. A major advance came with
the introduction of the attention mechanism [BCB15], allowing the model to focus on specific parts
of the input sequence which can be a large number of positions away when generating each output
token. More detail on the attention mechanism can be found in §2.2. This innovation quickly led
to a number of developments including stacking network layers of attention [SWF+15] and use of
position embeddings [CW08; SWF+15] which showed strong performance without the use of position
recurrence, culminating in the introduction of the Transformer architecture [Vas+17].

The Transformer, introduced by [Vas+17], revolutionized NLP by enabling deeper and more efficient
language model training. Unlike LSTMs, Transformers capture global dependencies between input and
output regardless of distance while crucially allowing for significantly more parallelization, enhancing
their scalability. This led to the ability to train Transformer-based pre-trained models on large amounts
of data, as exhibited by GPT [Rad+18] BERT [Dev+19], XLNET [Yan+19], RoBERTa [Liu+19] and
T5 [Raf+20]. The results were striking. These models learn general representations of language
through pre-training on large text corpora with language modeling objectives, allowing for effective
fine-tuning on specific NLP tasks.

Most LLMs today are built on the Transformer architecture, which has led to steady improvement
in performance on downstream tasks by scaling both the number of model parameters and the vol-
ume of training data [Hof+22]. There are numerous popular families of LLMs available, such as the
LLama [Tou+23b; Tou+23a; Dub+24a], Mistral [Jia423; Jia+24b], GPT [Bro+20; Ope+24a], Claude
families!, and DeepSeek [Bi+24; Liu+24a; Liu+24b], each offering models of varying sizes. As illus-
trated in Table 1, LLMs can be categorized based on their hosting requirements—from small models
that can run on a laptop, to medium-sized models that require a server cluster, and large proprietary
models accessible via API. Whether one requires a lightweight model for personal use or a powerful
model for enterprise-level tasks, there are currently LLM solutions available.

Statisticians interested in research on actual LLMs can begin by leveraging resources and tools that
lower the barrier to entry while addressing the computational challenges associated with these models.
Please refer to Appendix B for more details.

2.2 Architectures of Pre-trained Language Models

As we have discussed, the evolution of neural language model architectures progressed from sequence-
based models such as convolutional [Kim14] and recurrent [HS97] models to the more advanced Trans-
former models [Vas+17]. Further success came from Pre-trained Language Models (PTMs), which

Thttps://www.anthropic.com/news/claude-3-family
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Figure 3: The architecture of a decoder-only Transformer. The model consists of L stacked Transformer
decoder layers. Fach layer contains a feed-forward network with weight matrices W7 and W, as well
as a multi-head attention module comprising the output matrix (O,,), value matrix (V;,,), key matrix
(Km), and query matrix (Qp,)-

integrate self-supervised learning and the Transformer model. Self-supervised learning allows the
model to learn from the data without explicit labels or supervision, while the Transformer model uses
self-attention mechanisms to capture long-range dependencies and contextual relationships in the input
data. Below we will introduce different components of the Transformer architecture.

Attention Mechanism The attention mechanism was first introduced to tackle the limitations of
the RNN encoder-decoder model, which struggled with long sentences due to its fixed-length vector rep-
resentation of the source information [BCB15]. This mechanism enhances the model by jointly learning
to align and translate. It identifies key positions in the source sentence for each target word prediction
adaptively, considering both these specific context vectors and all previously generated target words.
This approach effectively handles longer sentences, improving the model’s overall performance. The
Transformer model [Vas+17], built entirely on attention mechanisms, further leverages this approach
for superior results. In more detail, an attention function maps a query ¢ and a set of key-value pairs
{(k1,5)}, -+, {(Kpn,Tn)} to an output & The output is a weighted sum of the values as calculated by
0= a1V + -+ + a,Uy, with the weight «; for each value v; determined by a compatibility function
that matches the query ¢ with its corresponding key El

Transformer Overview The basic Transformer model operates on a sequence-to-sequence basis, in-
corporating both an encoder and a decoder, each constructed from a series of identical blocks [Vas+17].
The encoder maps an input sequence & = (z1,---,2,) to a sequence of continuous representations
Z= (21, ,2n). Given Z, the decoder then generates an output sequence ¢ = (y1, - ,¥Ym). The pri-
mary components of each encoder block are a multi-head attention (MHA) module and a position-wise
feed-forward network (FFN). To facilitate the construction of a more complex model, a residual con-
nection [He+16] is utilized around each block, succeeded by a Layer Normalization [BKH16] module.
Decoder blocks, in contrast to encoder blocks, incorporate additional cross-attention modules between
the multi-head self-attention modules and the position-wise FFNs. Moreover, the self-attention mod-
ules within the decoder are modified to inhibit each position from attending to positions that follow



it.

Since the Transformer model does not inherently encode sequential order, positional encodings
are introduced to provide the model with information about the relative or absolute positions of
tokens in the input sequence. These positional encodings are added to the input embeddings at the
bottom of both the encoder and decoder stacks. The original Transformer employs sinusoidal positional
encodings, where each position is represented by a combination of sine and cosine functions of varying
frequencies. This choice allows the model to extrapolate to sequences longer than those seen during
training. Formally, the positional encoding for a position pos and dimension d is defined as:

pos
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where dpodel Tepresents the dimension of the input embeddings. For more detail regarding each
individual module, including the incorporation of encodings, please refer to the original Transformer
paper [Vas+17]. In addition to sinusoidal encodings, several advanced positional encoding methods
have been proposed to enhance model performance and flexibility. Rotary Positional Embeddings
(RoPE) [Su+24] is one such method, designed to incorporate relative position information directly into
the attention mechanism. RoPE applies a rotation matrix to the embeddings, enabling the model to
better capture the relationship between tokens at different positions. Building on the idea of expanding
positional encoding capabilities, the recently proposed Contextual Position Encoding (CoPE) [Gol+24]
addresses a different limitation. Traditional methods, including RoPE, rely on token counts to derive
positions, which restricts their ability to generalize to higher levels of abstraction, such as attending to
the i-th sentence. CoPE overcomes this challenge by conditioning positions on context, incrementing
positions only for specific tokens determined by the model. This flexibility enables CoPE to handle
complex tasks like selective copy, counting, and Flip-Flop, while also improving perplexity in language
modeling and coding tasks.

Multi-head Attention A crucial component within the Transformer’s encoder and decoder layers
is the multi-head attention module which computes representations of the input and output without
using recurrence or convolution calculations. The attention function used in [Vas+17] is a scaled dot-
product function. The input to this function consists of queries and keys of dimension di, and values
of dimension d,. These queries, keys, and values are obtained by applying a linear transformation to
the representations output from the previous encoder/decoder layer. The output calculation of the
attention function is shown in Equation 1.

. QKT
Attention(Q, K, V) = Softmax( )V (1)
Vdy,

Empirically, it has been found beneficial to linearly project the queries, keys, and values h times
with different, learned linear projections to dg, dg, and d, dimensions, respectively. The attention
function is then performed in parallel on each of these projected queries, keys, and values, yielding
d,-dimensional output values. These are concatenated and once again projected, resulting in the final
values. The output calculation of the multi-head attention is shown in Equation 2, where multiple
projections parameterized by matrices WiQ,WiK , WY, WO are applied. Multi-head attention allows
for the capture of more nuanced syntactic and semantic information since the model can attend to
information from different subspaces at different positions.

MultiHead(Q, K, V) = Concat(head,, - - - , head; )W (2)
where head; = Attention(QW 2, KW/, viv)) (3)

Variants The Transformer architecture is versatile and highly extensible, allowing for the seamless
integration of new modules or the implementation of novel attention mechanisms. The application
of the Transformer architecture can take three distinct forms, depending upon the utilization of the
encoder and decoder components.

e Encoder-Decoder Transformers The full Transformer architecture, which incorporates both
the encoder and decoder components, is typically employed for sequence-to-sequence modeling
tasks, such as machine translation and text summarization. Pre-trained models that utilize this



full Transformer architecture, such as T5 [Raf+20] and BART [Lew+20], are commonly applied
in these contexts.

e Encoder-only Transformers This involves the exclusive use of the encoder component within
the Transformer architecture. The encoder typically functions as a feature extractor, with its
outputs serving as a representation of the input sequence. This method is commonly employed for
tasks such as text classification or sequence labeling, which can be viewed as token classification
problems. Typical pre-trained encoder models include BERT [Dev+19] and RoBERTa [Liu+19].

e Decoder-only Transformers This involves solely utilizing the decoder component within the
Transformer architecture, with the cross-attention module between the encoder and decoder be-
ing omitted, as shown in Figure 3. It is typically employed for sequence generation tasks, such
as language modeling. Recently, the unification of task formats into language modeling and the
scalability of decoder-only Transformer training have led to the rise of instruction tuning. This
method, which involves fine-tuning language models on a collection of tasks described via instruc-
tions, significantly enhances zero-shot performance on unseen tasks [Wei+22b]. Consequently,
most current large language models are based on the decoder-only Transformer ar-
chitecture. Notable examples include the GPT series [Rad+19; Bro+20; Ope+24a], Llama
series [Tou+23b; Tou+23a], and Mistral series [Jia+23], among others.

2.3 LLM Evaluation

As the number of LLMs continues to grow, the challenge of effectively comparing their performance
becomes increasingly important. Traditional benchmarks, such as ARC [Cla+18], MMLU [Hen+21a],
and MATH [Hen+21b], while valuable for evaluating specific capabilities like multi-task understanding,
mathematical reasoning, and commonsense knowledge, rely on fixed datasets with predefined gold
answers. This rigid structure limits their ability to assess models’ adaptability and creativity in
generating diverse, contextually appropriate responses. Moreover, as models become more advanced,
they tend to saturate these benchmarks, reducing their discriminative power and making it harder to
distinguish between state-of-the-art systems.

Chatbot Arena [Chi+24] addresses these limitations by providing a benchmark platform for eval-
uating LLMs through anonymous, randomized battles in a crowdsourced manner. Utilizing the Elo
rating system [MVMO09], which is widely used in competitive games such as chess, Chatbot Arena allows
users to compare models by engaging with them side-by-side and voting on which one performs bet-
ter. This approach not only facilitates scalable and incremental evaluation but also provides a unique
ranking order for the models. By inviting the community to contribute new models and participate
in the evaluation process, Chatbot Arena helps maintain an up-to-date leaderboard, offering valuable
insights into the relative strengths of various LLMs. This platform exemplifies a practical solution for
benchmarking LLMs in open-ended tasks, where traditional programmatic evaluation methods with
fixed gold answers fall short.

3 Training Pipelines of LLMs

3.1 LLM Pre-training

Between 2017 and 2019, a paradigm shift occurred in the learning of NLP models. The traditional
fully supervised learning paradigm began to be replaced by a two-step process: pre-training and fine-
tuning [Pet+18; Rad+18; Dev+19]. In this new paradigm, a model with a fixed architecture is first
pre-trained as a language model using unlabeled web data through self-supervised learning. This
pre-trained language model is then adapted to various downstream tasks by introducing additional pa-
rameters and fine-tuning these parameters using task-specific objective functions. The pre-training and
fine-tuning paradigm offers several advantages. Firstly, pre-training on a large text corpus enables the
model to learn universal language representations, which can be beneficial for many downstream tasks.
Secondly, pre-training provides a superior model initialization, which often results in better generaliza-
tion performance and faster convergence on the target task. Lastly, pre-training can serve as a form of
regularization, helping to prevent overfitting, particularly when dealing with small datasets [Erh+10].



3.1.1 Pre-training Objective

The choice of pre-training tasks plays a pivotal role in learning universal language representations.
These tasks should ideally be challenging and have substantial training data. In this section, we
provide a brief overview of one of the most widely used pre-training tasks.

Standard Language Modeling. Standard language modeling objectives focus on training the
model to learn the probability P(z) of texts from a training corpus [Rad+19]. Typically, text predic-
tion occurs in an autoregressive manner, predicting the tokens in the sequence one at a time, often from
left-to-right, although other orders are possible as well. Formally, a language model is parameterized
by a set of parameters 6 and learns a parameterized mapping from the context x.; to the next-token
x¢. The goal of the model is to predict the next-token in the sequence given the context, and this is
achieved by minimizing the conditional probability Py(x¢|x<;). The loss function of standard language
modeling objectives over a sequence of tokens @ = x1,x9, -+ ,xr is Lspm = — Zthl log Py(x¢|x<y).
Due to their simplicity, efficiency, scalability, and proven performance on a wide range of tasks, lan-
guage modeling objectives have become the preferred choice for pre-training LLMs.

In addition to the standard language modeling objective, other primary training objectives such as
corrupted text reconstruction [Raf+20] and full text reconstruction [Lew+20] are also widely utilized.
Beyond these primary objectives, auxiliary objectives have been developed to enhance the model’s
performance on specific downstream tasks. Common auxiliary objectives include next sentence pre-
diction [Dev+19], sentence order prediction [Lan+-20], discourse relation prediction [Sun+20], and
token-passage prediction [Liu4-20b]. These auxiliary objectives are strategically employed to provide
additional training signals that help refine the model’s understanding and generation capabilities,
thereby improving its applicability and effectiveness across a variety of NLP tasks.

3.1.2 Pre-training Data

The choice of pre-training datasets also plays a crucial role in the development and capabilities of LLM
models. These datasets, often composed of vast amounts of text data from various sources, serve as
the foundation on which LLMs learn the intricacies of language. By training on such massive corpora,
LLMs acquire general language understanding and the ability to generate coherent text.

Data Source Pre-training data can be broadly categorized into two types: general pre-training
corpora and domain-specific pre-training corpora. General pre-training corpora are broad datasets,
covering categories such as webpages, language texts, books, academic materials, code, parallel corpora,
social media, and encyclopedia [Liu+24f]. Webpages are a major source, offering extensive multilin-
gual content that often requires significant cleaning, as seen in derivatives like RefinedWeb [Pen+24]
from Common Crawl?. Language texts are sourced from large corpora like the American and British
National Corpora,* often focusing on specific languages or domains like finance. Books provide high-
quality, lengthy texts from sources such as Project Gutenberg® improve models’ understanding of
complex language. Academic Materials, such as those in arXiv,® contribute specialized scholarly con-
tent. Code data from repositories like The Stack [Koc+23] and Github” is essential for programming
tasks. Parallel corpora data, involving bilingual text pairs from resources like ParaCrawl [Ban+20] is
crucial for translation tasks. Social Media data from platforms such as StackExchange® and Reddit?
helps models learn conversational dynamics, while Encyclopedia data, particularly from Wikipedia,'°
strengthens models’ general knowledge. Interestingly, there are some unexpected phenomena relating
to how certain corpora can enhance the abilities of LLMs. For example, code data not only is essen-
tial for programming tasks, but also significantly enhances non-code performance when included in
pre-training. Specifically, [Ary+24] found that initializing models with code pre-trained data led to a

2https://commoncrawl.org/
Shttps://anc.org/
4http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/
Shttps://www.gutenberg.org/
Shttps://arxiv.org/
Thttps://github.com/
8https://stackexchange.com/
https://www.reddit.com/
Ohttps://www.wikipedia.org/



relative increase of 8.2% in natural language reasoning and a 12x boost in code performance. More-
over, they also found that using high-quality, synthetically generated code and code-adjacent datasets
like GitHub commits during pre-training or cooldown phases could result in substantial improvements
across various tasks including reasoning and world knowledge tasks.

Domain-specific pre-training corpora fine-tune models for specialized fields. For instance, financial
datasets like BBT-FinCorpus [Lu+23] and medical corpora like Medical-pt [Xu23] provide targeted
content that enhances model performance in finance, law, and other areas. These datasets ensure that
models are better equipped for specific applications.

Data Selection and Mixture Data selection and mixture in LLM training is essential for opti-
mizing model performance. This process is generally divided into three levels: token-level, sample-
level, and group-level selection. Token-level selection focuses on filtering individual tokens within the
data, offering precise control but requiring significant resources [Lin+24b]. Sample-level selection in-
volves choosing specific training examples, commonly used in fine-tuning. While heuristic methods
are typical [Rae+21; Sha+24; Sol+24], advanced approaches use optimization algorithms [Che+24b;
Min+22b], model perplexity [Mue+23], or even LLMs to guide selection [Wet+24; Sac+24], aiming to
enhance the quality of the training data. Group-level selection organizes data into pools, which are
then optimally mixed through mixture techniques. Early methods relied on manual mixtures [Gao+20;
Bro-+20], but more recent approaches use learned mixtures, either through fixed weights determined by
proxy models (“offline selection”) [Rae+21; Xie+23] or dynamically adjusted weights during training
(“online selection”) [Che+23a).

3.1.3 Scaling Laws

With the introduction of increasingly large language models [Bro+20; Rae+21; Smi+22], understand-
ing computational efficiency has become crucial. The compute and energy costs for training these
models are substantial [Rae+21; Tho+22], escalating with model size. In practical scenarios, the
training compute budget is often predetermined, depending on the availability of accelerators and the
duration of their use. Given that training large models is usually feasible only once, accurately estimat-
ing optimal hyperparameters for a given compute budget is essential. Kaplan et al. [Kap+20] provided
initial insights into computational efficiency for language models, discovering a power law relationship
between the number of parameters in an autoregressive LM and its performance. They suggested that
with a tenfold increase in computational budget, model size should increase by 5.5X, while the number
of training tokens should only increase by 1.8X. This led to a trend of training larger models to achieve
performance gains. Scaling laws have been shown to apply across various data modalities, including
language, images [Che+20], and videos [WTU20], as well as multimodal modeling [Tsa+19] and even
mathematical problem solving [Sax+19].

Beyond model size and training tokens, [Tay+23] derived scaling laws for different inductive biases
and model architectures, revealing significant variations in scaling coefficients among models. They
found that among ten architectures, the vanilla Transformer exhibited the best scaling behavior, despite
not having the highest absolute performance at each compute region.

In 2022, the Chinchilla scaling law [Hof+22] shifted the focus from model size to the number of
training tokens for computational efficiency. This law suggests that training slightly smaller models
on larger datasets is often more efficient than the previous approach [Kap+20], which favored larger
models on smaller datasets. Compared to Kaplan’s study, key differences introduced by the Chinchilla
study include: (1) a different learning rate schedule for all models, unlike [Kap+20], which did not
account for the impact of these hyperparameters on the loss; and (2) the inclusion of larger scale
models. The Chinchilla model, with 70B parameters trained on 1.4T tokens (approximately 20 tokens
per parameter), outperformed its much larger counterpart, Gopher [Rae+21].

The “Chinchilla efficient” model size and training dataset size, along with the achievable test loss,
can be determined as follows:

Nopt (C) = 0.6 C0-45
Deopt(C) = 0.3C05 (4)
Lopt(C) = 1070 079154 4 1.7,

where Nop¢ represents the optimal number of model parameters, Dot denotes the optimal number of
training tokens, and Lop¢ indicates the optimal final pre-training loss achievable under a fixed FLOPs
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compute budget C. Despite the trend towards larger models, the potential of training smaller models
with larger datasets remains relatively underexplored. Instead of focusing solely on training compute-
optimal language models, [Tou+23b] emphasized the importance of the inference budget. Inference-
optimal language models aim for optimal performance within specific inference constraints, achieved
by training small models with more tokens than recommended by traditional scaling laws[Hof+22].
[Tou+23b] demonstrated that smaller models trained with more data could match or even surpass the
performance of larger models. Additionally, [Tyl23] argued that existing scaling laws [Hof+22] might
not accurately predict scenarios where smaller models are trained for extended periods. Consequently,
efforts have been made to push the limits of scaling laws by training language models to achieve optimal
performance across various inference budgets by using more tokens than typically prescribed by the
Chinchilla scaling law. Notable examples include the Llama series [Tou+23b], TinyLlama [Zha+24c],
Llama2 series [Tou+23al, and Llama3 [Gra+24], which trained an 8B model on 15T tokens, far ex-
ceeding the optimal number of training tokens predicted by the Chinchilla law (approximately 200B
tokens). They found that model performance continued to improve log-linearly even after training the
8B and 70B models on up to 15T tokens.

After pre-training on massive corpora using self-supervised objectives, the parameters of the LLM
are well suited as an initialization for various downstream tasks. The pre-training provides the model
with a broad understanding of language, which can then be fine-tuned for specific applications. Beyond
pre-training strategies, understanding scaling laws plays a crucial role in optimizing model training
and deployment. For example, [JJS24] highlight how multi-objective considerations (e.g., safety and
accuracy) can influence computational efficiency, demonstrating that new entrants to competitive
markets can achieve safety alignment with fewer data points due to differing reputational dynamics.
Their findings that scaling rates slow with increasing dataset size suggest new strategies for allocating
compute resources effectively, particularly in multi-objective settings. These insights, combined with
advances in pre-training and fine-tuning, underscore the potential to refine model training workflows
and push the boundaries of computational efficiency across diverse applications.

3.2 LLM Prompting

For the largest language models, the paradigm has shifted for typical users from traditional supervised
learning to prompt-based learning, often called prompt engineering [Liu+23]. In supervised learning,
we use labeled data consisting of input-output pairs D = (z;, y;)i=1...n to tune the model parameter
6 so that we can predict the output for an input z that is not in the training data using Py(y|z).
However, in prompt engineering, the model parameter 6 is fixed, and instead, one tunes a template ¢
which is combined with 2 to form a new input &’ that achieves good performance when using Py (y|z’).
In other words, prompt engineering learning involves optimizing a template ¢ that is used to generate
a new input z’ from the original input z, rather than optimizing the model parameters 6 directly. This
approach allows us to adapt the model to new inputs without requiring retraining of the model. We
describe two main prompt-based learning techniques as follows.

Vanilla Prompt Engineering Vanilla prompt engineering involves the development of effective
input prompts for LLMs to generate better outputs [Liu+23]. Traditionally, prompts were manually
crafted based on intuitive templates, a process that requires considerable expertise and may not always
yield optimal results. To overcome this limitation, automated methods have been introduced, cate-
gorizing prompts into discrete and continuous types. Discrete prompts, also known as hard prompts,
involve natural language phrases and can be discovered through methods like prompt mining from
large corpora [Jia+20], paraphrasing existing seed prompts [YNL21], gradient-based search over to-
kens [Wal+19], and using LLMs to generate prompts based on inputs [GFC21]. Continuous prompts, or
soft prompts, operate within the embedding space of the model and do not require human-interpretable
language. Prefix-tuning is an example of this approach [LL21], where continuous task-specific vectors
are prepended to inputs, allowing the LM to perform the task more effectively without altering its pa-
rameters. In addition, some methods, such as P-tuning [Liu+24e] and PTR [Han+22], enhance hard
prompt templates by incorporating some tunable embeddings, rather than relying solely on purely
learnable prompt templates. These approaches blend the structure of hard prompts with the flexibil-
ity of trainable soft tokens, improving prompt performance and adaptability.
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LLM Size

Inference Requirements

Training Requirements

Examples

Small (<2B)

Hostable on a personal lap-
top (<5GB GPU memory)

Requires a server cluster
(<1 NVIDIA A100 40GB)

Gemma-2-2B,
Llama-3.2-1B

Medium (2~100B)

Requires a server cluster (<8
NVIDIA A100 80GB)

Requires a server cluster
(>1 NVIDIA A100 80GB)

Llama-3-70B,
Mixtral-8x7B

Large (>100B)

Requires a server cluster (>8
NVIDIA A100 80GB)

Requires a server cluster
(>32 NVIDIA A100 80GB)

Llama-3.1-405B

Accessed via API

Accessed via API

Claude-

(Size GPT-4,

3, Gemini-2

Proprietary
Unknown)

Table 1: Recent popular LLMs categorized based on their hosting requirements. Estimates for the
inference and training costs are based on floating-point 16 precision. New research is trying to compress
further to make larger models available locally [Par+24b; Xia+24a; Hua+24a].

In-Context Learning In-context learning is a paradigm that allows language models to perform
tasks by using a few examples as demonstrations within the prompt, without the need for further fine-
tuning [Bro+20]. Formally, given a set of demonstrations with inputs {z1, 22, ...,z } and correspond-
ing outputs {y1, Y2, .. ., Yn}, & prompt template ¢ is used to format each input into {2, 2%, ...,z }. For
a new input x, formatted as 2’ using the same template, the language model M predicts the output by
estimating the probability Py(y | 1, v1,-.., ), Yn,2'). By prepending these input-output pairs to the
current input, the model learns to perform the task through the context provided by these examples,
effectively enabling it to generalize to new tasks based on in-context information. Studies have shown
that increasing the number of examples leads to significant performance improvements across both gen-
erative and discriminative tasks [Aga+24]. Despite its apparent simplicity and effectiveness, in-context
learning presents several challenges that significantly impact model performance. The selection and
ordering of examples are crucial. Research has shown that the specific examples chosen in a few-shot
scenario can lead to vastly different outcomes, ranging from near state-of-the-art accuracy to almost
random guessing [Lu+22]. To mitigate this variability, advanced techniques such as using sentence
embeddings to select examples that are semantically close to the input [GFC21; Liu+22] or employing
entropy-based methods to optimize the sequence of examples have been proposed [Lu+22]. Moreover,
formal understanding of why in-context learning works has been a subject of ongoing research. Recent
studies suggest that in-context learning functions as a form of Bayesian inference, where the model
uses the provided examples to recover latent concepts [Xie+22]. Researchers have empirically ob-
served that replacing gold labels with random labels only marginally impacts performance [Min+22a].
Additionally, in-distribution inputs within the demonstrations significantly contribute to performance
gains [Min+22a]. This suggests that in-context learning likely helps elicit knowledge that the model
has already acquired during pre-training, rather than teaching the model new information through
just a few examples.

3.3 LLM Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT)

Even with extensive pre-training, LLMs may not excel at specific tasks without further adjustment. To
achieve improvements of this kind, a process known as Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT), which involves
fine-tuning with labeled data, is often necessary. For instance, the BERT paper [Dev+19] demonstrated
the effectiveness of fine-tuning the model on 11 distinct tasks. Although more recent LL.Ms can perform
tasks through in-context learning [Bro+20] or zero-shot prompting [Liu+23] without prior fine-tuning,
they still stand to gain from fine-tuning tailored to specific tasks or datasets. A notable example is
OpenAT’'s GPT-3.5 Turbo, which, despite its smaller size compared to GPT-4, could achieve superior
performance when fine-tuned with task-specific data.'!

SFT does not need to be based on a single task. Indeed, to further improve LLMs’ performance and
address data scarcity, researchers are also increasingly adopting Multi-Task Learning (MTL) [Car98|
for NLP tasks. This approach trains models on multiple related tasks simultaneously, broadening the
training dataset and reducing overfitting risks [CZY24]. MTL not only captures generalized and task-

M https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/fine-tuning
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specific knowledge but also facilitates the development of compact, efficient models through implicit
knowledge sharing [DH17; SCN18].

3.3.1 Instruction Tuning

The transformative idea that any NLP task can be converted into a text-to-text format has signifi-
cantly aligned with advances in generative language models [Raf+20]. This task paradigm shift allows
for the fine-tuning of language models across a broad spectrum of NLP tasks using an unified data
format [Mis+22], thereby ensuring a uniform training objective. A pivotal development in this area
is “instruction tuning” where a language model is fine-tuned on a collection of tasks described via in-
structions [Wei+22b]. This method has been shown to improve the zero-shot performance of language
models on unseen tasks. Models such as FLAN [Wei+22b] and T0 [San+22] exemplify this approach.
These models are trained to process a variety of NLP tasks through instructional prompts, setting new
performance benchmarks and demonstrating an impressive ability to generalize to tasks they were not
explicitly trained on. This evolution towards instruction-based task execution highlights the critical
role of multi-task learning in increasing the robustness and adaptability of language models [CZY24].

The significance of instruction tuning is further highlighted in the InstructGPT paper [Ouy+22],
which utilizes a novel dataset comprising prompts crafted by labelers and those submitted to early
InstructGPT models via the OpenAl API. This dataset includes a wide spectrum of tasks such as
brainstorming, rewriting, open-ended question answering, and more, reflecting the diverse and user-
centric nature of modern NLP applications. Labelers demonstrate the desired responses to prompts,
providing training data for SFT using GPT-3. The InstructGPT findings emphasize the necessity
of moving beyond traditional NLP tasks to include user-centric tasks like brainstorming, which are
not adequately captured by traditional NLP datasets. This expansion not only broadens the scope of
tasks that models are trained on but also enhances their ability to perform effectively on real-world,
user-driven tasks, marking a significant shift towards more adaptive and user-focused language models.

3.3.2 Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning

Given the sheer size of LLMs, a common approach to fine-tuning is to modify a small fraction of the
model’s parameters while leaving most of them unmodified. This approach, called “Parameter-Efficient
Fine-Tuning” (PEFT), focuses on selectively tuning a limited number of parameters to achieve the
desired performance gains without completely modifying the entire model. The PEFT strategies can
be broadly classified into three types [Han+24b]: (1) Additive fine-tuning, which injects new trainable
modules or parameters into the original model architecture. (2) Selective fine-tuning, which trains only
a subset of model parameters during fine-tuning. (3) Reparameterized fine-tuning, which constructs a
low-dimensional reparameterization of the original model parameters for training.

Additive Fine-Tuning Additive fine-tuning strategies, such as adapters [Hou+19; He+22b] and soft
prompts [LL21; Liu+24e], introduce only a minimal number of trainable parameters that are strategi-
cally positioned within the model architecture. Adapters are small layers inserted within Transformer
blocks, consisting of a down-projection matrix, a nonlinear activation function, and an up-projection
matrix. These layers act as computational bottlenecks, refining the model’s output while leveraging the
existing pre-trained parameters. On the other hand, soft prompts involve appending adjustable vectors
at the beginning of the input sequence, enhancing the model’s ability to utilize the rich information
within the continuous embedding space. This method adjusts the initial conditions of the model’s
input processing, allowing for fine-tuned performance improvements without extensive retraining of
the core model components. Both approaches maintain the original model architecture unmodified
while providing targeted enhancements for specific tasks.

Selective Fine-Tuning Unlike additive PEFT, selective PEFT fine-tunes only a specific subset of
the existing parameters within a model. This is achieved by applying a binary mask to the model’s
parameters, where each element of the mask is either 0 or 1, indicating whether the corresponding
parameter should be updated during fine-tuning. Only the selected parameters are adjusted based on
the gradients of the loss function, using a predefined learning rate. This method allows for targeted im-
provements on downstream tasks by optimizing a limited number of model parameters, thereby main-
taining the overall efficiency and scalability of the model. Techniques such as Diff pruning [GRK21],
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PaFi [LMM23], and FishMask [SNR21] exemplify this approach, focusing on refining the model’s
performance through selective parameter updates.

Reparameterized Fine-Tuning Reparameterization fine-tuning involves transforming a model’s
architecture by adjusting its parameters, often through a low-rank parameterization to maintain effi-
ciency during training and restoring the original weight configurations for inference. A notable tech-
nique in this domain is LoRA (Low Rank Adaptation) [Xu+24b], which introduces small, trainable
matrices operating alongside the pre-trained weights to inject task-specific updates without burdening
the inference process. This method modifies the output by adding an incremental update, effectively
capturing task-specific nuances while maintaining the model’s original efficiency. Extensions of LoRA,
such as DyLoRA [Val+23], dynamically adjust the rank of these matrices within a training budget
to optimize performance without a fixed rank constraint, enhancing training efficiency. Another vari-
ant, AdaLoRA [Zha+23], uses singular value decomposition to refine the update matrix, pruning less
significant components based on their impact, thus optimizing the parameter count. These reparame-
terization strategies ensure that PEFT not only preserves but also enhances model functionality with
minimal computational overhead, making them suitable for large-scale models.

These reparameterization techniques closely align with methodologies in high-dimensional statistics,
particularly low-rank matrix estimation and recovery [ZHTO06; CP11; CP10; CZ13; KX15]. Low-
rank techniques in statistics aim to estimate high-dimensional matrices by uncovering the underlying
low-dimensional structure in the data. Similarly, reparameterized fine-tuning leverages the low-rank
approximations in the model to adapt pre-trained models efficiently to new tasks, capturing task-
specific information with minimal computational overhead. This connection highlights the theoretical
foundation and practical utility of low-rank approaches, as both frameworks exploit the inherently
low-dimensional structure in data and models. By doing so, they provide a principled framework
for achieving a balance between complexity and accuracy, making them particularly well-suited for
large-scale machine learning models.

3.4 System 2 Prompting and Chain-of-Thought

“System 2 prompting” refers to prompts that elicit a deliberate reasoning-like process in AT models
that takes the form of the generation of intermediate steps before arriving at a final response [WS23;
Yu+24]. This contrasts with “System 1 prompting,” where a model directly produces a response
without intermediate steps. Inspired by human cognitive processes, System 2 prompting is de-
signed to handle complex reasoning tasks that System 1 might struggle with, by using techniques
like Chain-of-Thought [Wei+22a], Tree-of-Thoughts [Yao+23], Graph-of-Thoughts [Bes+24], Branch-
Solve-Merge [Sah+24], System 2 Attention [WS23], Rephrase and Respond [Den+24] and others.
These techniques aim to improve performance in areas like multi-step reasoning [Ran+24], mathemat-
ical problem solving [Wei+22a], and commonsense reasoning [Zha+24h]. While System 2 methods can
lead to more accurate and interpretable outcomes, they typically involve higher computational costs
and latency [Ope+24b].

Inference-Time Scaling Law In addition to the established scaling laws for training LLMs, recent
shifts in focus have highlighted the significance of inference-time scaling laws, particularly following the
introduction of OpenATI’s 0ol model [Ope+24b], which is designed to extend various computational steps
before generating responses. This can be achieved, for example, by (1) generating multiple candidate
responses and selecting the best using methods such as automatic verifiers [Bro+24], reward mod-
els [Nak+22], or self-consistency [Wan+23d; Che+23b], or (2) enhancing the reasoning process within
a single trial by introducing more intermediate thinking steps like reflection and revision [Ope+24b;
Qin+24; Hua+24b]. For instance, [Bro+24] demonstrated that across multiple tasks and models,
the coverage—defined as the fraction of problems solved by any attempt—significantly scales with
the number of samples across four orders of magnitude. Complementing this, [Sne+24] showed that
optimizing inference-time computation through a combination of (1) searching against dense, process-
based verifier reward models, and (2) adaptively updating the model’s response distribution based
on the test-time prompt can yield greater performance improvements than merely scaling model pa-
rameters. Furthermore, [Dee+25; Tea+25] observed that by directly optimizing for outcome-based
rewards, the system can self-evolve and scale its inference time without external intervention, high-
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lighting the dynamic nature of this process. Theoretically, advances have also been made, as shown
by [Liu+24g], which revealed that Transformers equipped with Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [Wei+22a]
processing—allowing the Transformer to auto-regressively generate a sequence of intermediate tokens
before answering questions—can be adept at handling complex problems that inherently require serial
computations. These insights collectively suggest that strategic enhancements in inference-time com-
putation could unlock new capabilities in LLMs, paving the way for more sophisticated and nuanced
machine reasoning.

3.5 LLM Reinforcement Learning & Preference Optimization

Current strong LLMs can be prompted to perform a variety of tasks. However, these models sometimes
exhibit unintended behaviors, such as making up facts or producing biased or toxic content [Wei+21;
Bom+22; Ken+21]. This issue has been framed as a lack of “alignment” of the models, where alignment
in LLMs is defined in terms of desiderata such as “ensuring that models are helpful, honest, and
harmless” [Ask+21].

3.5.1 Approaches to Aligning LLMs

To tackle the issue of aligning LLMs, researchers have developed two distinct categories of approaches:
(1) Reward-based methods, which involve training a reward model using preference data and sub-
sequently optimizing the model’s behaviors to maximize the reward received; and (2) Reward-free
methods, which eliminate the reward model altogether and instead directly utilize human preferences
to train the LLM.

Reward-based methods Many leading proprietary LLMs, including GPT-4 [Ope+24a] and Claude
3,2 employ reward-based methods for alignment, specifically Reinforcement Learning from Human
Feedback (RLHF) [Sti4+20]. The RLHF pipeline usually includes three phases: (1) supervised fine-
tuning (SFT); (2) reward modeling and (3) RL optimization.

1. SFT Phase: RLHF typically starts by fine-tuning a pre-trained LM with supervised learning,
using high-quality data across a large and diverse set of instruction following tasks. This pro-
cess aims to establish a well-prepared initial model, denoted as 75FT, which serves as a good
foundation for subsequent training stages.

2. Reward Modeling Phase: During this phase, the SF'T model is prompted with input z to
produce pairs of answers (y1,y2) ~ 7 T (y|z). These pairs are then evaluated by human labelers
who indicate their preference between the two, represented as y,, > y;|z, where y,, and y; denotes
the preferred and dispreferred response among (y1,y2) respectively. The preferences are assumed
to be generated by some latent reward model 7*(y, ), which we do not have access to. A common
approach to modeling these preferences is the Bradley-Terry (BT) model [BT52], which posits
that the human preference distribution p* can be expressed as:

exp(r*(z,y1))
(@) + exp(r (@, 72)) 5)

P (y1 = yolx) =

Given a static dataset of comparisons D = {x(i), yq(if), yl(i)}fvzl sampled from p*, we can parametrize
a reward model 74(x,y) and estimate its parameters via maximum likelihood. This setup is
treated as a binary classification problem, where the negative log-likelihood loss is defined as:

Lr(ry, D) = =Ky y, .y)~pllog o (r4(x, yuw) — r4(z,y1))]; (6)

and where ¢ is the logistic function. In the context of LMs, the network r4(x, y) is often initialized
from the SFT model 75T (y|x) with an additional linear layer on top of the final Transformer layer
that produces a single scalar prediction for the reward value [Zie+20]. To ensure a reward function
with lower variance, it is common practice to normalize the rewards, such that E, ,p[re(x,y)] =
0 for all . Additionally, having a separate reward model offers the advantage of utilizing it for
rejection sampling during inference time. This process involves generating multiple responses

12https:/ /www.anthropic.com/news/claude-3-family
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to a user query and then employing the reward model to identify and select the most suitable
response, thereby enhancing the overall performance of the model [Sti+20].

3. RL optimization Phase: During the RL phase, the learned reward function r4(z,y) is used to
provide feedback to the language model. Following prior work [Jaq+17; Jaq+20], the optimiza-
tion is formulated as

MAX By D,y (y10) [rg(z,y)] — BDxLIme(y|z)||meet (y] )], (7)

where [ is a hyperparameter controlling the deviation from the reference policy m..f, which is
initially set as the SFT model #5FT. In practice, the language model policy 7y is also initialized
to 75FT. This constraint is crucial as it helps maintain the model within the bounds of the dis-
tribution for which the reward model is accurate, ensuring diversity in generation and preventing
the model from collapsing to a few high-reward responses. Furthermore, the training process
requires careful implementation of early stopping to prevent reward distributions from collaps-
ing to the same distribution across all prompts, regardless of their diversity [Son+23]. Due
to the discrete nature of language generation, the reward function is typically constructed as
r(z,y) = re(z,y) — B(log ma(y|z) —log mrer(y|z)), and maximized using PPO [Sch+17]. Addition-
ally, some research has explored alternative RL algorithms, such as REINFORCE [SB18], as po-
tential replacements for PPO in RLHF'. This exploration aims to reduce the computational costs
and alleviate the challenges of sensitive hyperparameter tuning associated with PPO [Ahm+24].

Reward-free methods RLHF is a complex process that often requires significant memory resources
and extensive hyperparameter tuning. As a result, several recent studies have explored alternatives
to RLHF, with Direct Preference Optimization (DPQO) emerging as a notable method. Described in
detail in [Raf+23], DPO is an offline preference optimization algorithm that eliminates the need to
train a separate reward model, thereby simplifying the process and enhancing training stability. It
utilizes a novel reward model parameterization that facilitates the extraction of the optimal policy in
a closed form. The DPO loss function is defined as:

M_BlogMﬂ' (8)

L To; Tref) = —E(g ~ {lo J( lo
DPO( 0 f) ( ,yw,yl) D g B gﬂ'ref(yw|x) Wref(yl|l')

The DPO pipeline proceeds as follows: (1) Sample completions yi,ya ~ myet(+|2) for every prompt x, la-
belinig them with human preferences to construct the offline preference dataset D = {:E(i), yl(,f), yl(i)}iil
and (2) optimize the language model 7y to minimize Lppo for the given e and D and chosen f.
Typically, mef is initialized to 75FT whenever available. Despite its advantages, DPO exhibits several
limitations, including susceptibility to overfitting [Aza+24], a tendency to decrease the likelihood of
preferred responses [Pal+24], and inefficiencies in memory and processing speed due to the simultane-
ous maintenance of reference and current policies for loss computation [MXC24]. Additionally, DPO
can lead to an issue known as length explosion in responses [Par+24a]. To mitigate these challenges,
numerous studies have proposed different DPO variants [Aza+24; Eth+24; Pal+24; Pan+24; Xu+24a;
MXC24; Par+24a]. In particular, Iterative DPO [Xu+23] and variants yield improvements over DPO,
indicating the importance of training on model responses that are on-policy.

3.6 LLM Self-Alignment

Aligning LLMs using human feedback is often bottlenecked by the size and quality of human-annotated
data. As models reach or surpass human-level intelligence in particular domains, it is expected that
future models may require feedback that goes beyond what humans can provide in order to provide
an adequate training signal. Leveraging the LLM itself to provide such feedback, in particular to
create high-quality data for instruction-finetuning, called “synthetic data,” has become a promising
and scalable solution.

3.6.1 Synthetic Data Generation

Current alignment methods in synthetic data generation often involve several key components: (a)
Instructions, (b) Responses, and (c¢) Feedback on those responses.
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Instructions have typically been provided by human users and consist of questions or tasks that
the user wants the model to address during a dialog interaction. Although there are publicly avail-
able instruction datasets sourced from human users, such as ShareGPT,'® OpenAssistant [Kop+24],
WildChat [Zha+24f], and LMSYS-Chat-1M [Zhe+24], large-scale instruction datasets remain scarce
due to privacy and other concerns. Consequently, several studies have focused on generating synthetic
instructions. For instance, Self-Instruct [Wan+23e] employs an iterative bootstrapping algorithm, be-
ginning with a limited set of manually crafted tasks to guide the generation process. This approach uses
few-shot prompting to enable the model to create novel prompts, which are then added to the prompt
pool for further bootstrapping. Similarly, MathScale [Tan+24b] extracts topics and concepts from
seed math questions to construct a concept graph. Concepts are randomly sampled from this graph,
and few-shot prompting is used to prompt GPT-3.5 to generate new questions. CodecLM [Wan+24c¢|
utilizes LLMs to summarize use cases and required skills from existing seed instructions, subsequently
decoding novel instructions based on different combinations of use cases and skills.

Utilizing Responses generated by models in the training loop has been found to have significant
potential in enhancing training outcomes, as in the standard RLHF training loop (cf. Sec. 3.5). For
example, self-generated responses can easily be leveraged through pairwise preference learning, where
positive and negative generations are both used to train the model [Pan+24]. Other examples of
self-training include STaR [Zel+22], which collects successful model-generated rationales that solve
problems effectively, using them as training data for iterative supervised fine-tuning.

To effectively utilize responses for supervised fine-tuning (SFT) or preference learning, it is crucial
to assess their quality through feedback. If a response is suboptimal, it may still be improved through
various methods. Feedback on responses can be binary or scalar, indicating the quality of a response, or
it can be preference-based, showing relative quality among multiple responses. For scalar or preference
feedback, while some tasks with fixed short answers are straightforward to evaluate, tasks requiring
long, free-form generation pose challenges. Standard approaches are to use a reward model, or by LLM
prompting, referred to as LLM-as-a-Judge. Recent studies have shown that LLM-as-a-Judge prompting
can yield feedback that aligns well with human judgments [Li+23; Zhe+23]. Feedback can also be
provided in natural language, critiquing the response. For instance, Constitutional AT [Bai422] uses
LLMs to generate critiques and revisions based on constitutional principles to enhance model-generated
responses. Other specialized critic generators, such as Shepherd [Wan+23c], PandalL.M [Wan+24b],
Auto-J [Li+24b], and LLMCRIT [YLG24], have been developed.

3.6.2 Self-Rewarding Language Models

Current alignment methods, such as RLHF, heavily depend on human annotation for some of the
aforementioned components, particularly instructions and feedback. However, there is a scarcity of
high-quality public instruction sources, especially those involving complex and challenging tasks, such
as advanced mathematics and reasoning. As Al systems become increasingly sophisticated, the reliance
on human feedback becomes more problematic. Superintelligent AT could generate outputs and exhibit
behaviors that surpass human comprehension, such as producing vast amounts of novel code that may
be difficult to interpret or potentially dangerous to execute. The question is how to maintain trust
and control over these powerful models. Training such Al systems that remain helpful and harmless
even as they surpass human-level performance suggests that we will need techniques and data that do
not rely primarily on human inputs.

One promising approach to address the challenge of aligning advanced Al is iterative preference
optimization [Xu+23], which leverages a reward model rather than relying on human annotators to
score LLM outputs. This method has proven effective when a well-trained reward model is avail-
able [TGH23; MXC24; Guo+24a]. However, a particularly intriguing idea is to forgo the assumption
of access to an external reward model. Instead, both the LLM and the reward model are the same,
allowing the model to improve itself autonomously. Demonstrating that iterative preference optimiza-
tion can also be effective with synthetic instructions would further validate its potential to provide an
entire autonomous training pipeline.

Self-rewarding language models [Yua+24] embody this concept. These models begin with a small
set of human-authored data that provides basic instruction-following and evaluation capabilities. The
model then iteratively improves itself by generating responses to synthetic instructions and scoring

13https://huggingface.co/datasets/RyokoAl/ShareGPT52K
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these responses using an LLM-as-a-Judge mechanism [Zhe+23]. The best and worst responses for
each instruction are selected for further training through DPO, allowing the model to enhance its
instruction following and evaluation capabilities without any human intervention. The authors show
that it is possible to achieve iterative self-improvement using the model’s instruction following and
evaluation capabilities on pure synthetic generated instructions. Building upon this, meta-rewarding
language models [Wu-+24a] take the concept further by not only curating training pairs for instruction
following but also for evaluation (LLM-as-a-Judge performance). In each iteration, the model compares
multiple judgments on a single response and selects the best judgment pairs for DPO training in
addition to response pairs. This refinement allows the model to improve both its instruction-following
and evaluation skills more effectively than the self-rewarding approach. These methods represent a
significant step toward aligning highly advanced Al, reducing the need for direct human supervision.

3.6.3 Challenges

Although synthetic data can greatly enhance the scalability of model training, recent studies have
highlighted challenges associated with using data generated by large language models (LLMs).

Reward Misspecification In iterative preference optimization, reward models are crucial but in-
herently imperfect. These models, whether generative or classifier-based, serve as proxies for human
judgment, but their flaws can lead to significant issues [GSH23]. This phenomenon is often described
by Goodhart’s law, which states that when a measure becomes a target, it ceases to be a good
measure. In this context, over-optimization can amplify the reward model’s biases, distorting true
performance rather than enhancing it. Several types of biases can arise in this process. Position bias
occurs when an LLM exhibits a propensity to favor certain positions over others, potentially skewing
results [Zhe+23]. Verbosity bias is another concern, where an LLM judge favors longer, more verbose
responses, even if they lack clarity, quality, or accuracy compared to shorter alternatives [Sin+24;
Dub+24b]. Additionally, self-enhancement bias, a term adopted from social cognition literature, de-
scribes the tendency of LLM judges to favor answers generated by themselves, further complicating
the evaluation process [Zhe+23]. To address these challenges, researchers have introduced benchmarks
like RewardBench [Lam+24] and JudgeBench [Tan+24a]. Both of these benchmarks systematically
evaluate the abilities of LLM judges to correctly identify the better and worse responses within a pair.
They cover various categories, including chat, safety, and reasoning, among others. These benchmarks
help identify the strengths and weaknesses of different reward models, guiding the development of more
reliable and effective reward models for preference optimization.

Distribution Shift and Lack of Diversity Recent findings indicate that while LLMs can generate
text nearly indistinguishable from human-authored content, the overall distribution of these LLM-
generated texts differs notably from human text. Specifically, LLM-generated texts tend to have trun-
cated “tails,” i.e., they produce fewer extreme or rare outputs, and exhibit reduced variability [Shu+23;
Doh+24]. Training on LLM-generated data could potentially lead to a phenomenon where a narrow
range of behaviors results in decreased performance, as seen in tasks like language modeling [Shu+23;
Doh+24] and iterative preference optimization for mathematical reasoning [WLL25]. Studies show
maintaining a mix of clean, human-authored data alongside LLM-generated content during training
helps preserve diversity and prevents the model from deteriorating in performance [Shu+23; Doh+24;
Ger+24]. A few works go beyond the mixing scenario and study how to curate or filter synthetic data
to avoid such performance deterioration [Fen+24b; Zha+24b].

4 Designing Trustworthy LLMs by Statistical Methods

As LLMs increasingly permeate various aspects of society, ensuring their trustworthiness has become
a critical challenge. Trustworthiness encompasses a range of dimensions, including interpretability,
accountability, and algorithmic fairness. Statistical methods offer a rigorous and systematic approach
to address these challenges, providing tools to analyze, enhance, and monitor the behavior of LLMs.
This section explores how statistical techniques can contribute to the design of trustworthy LLMs
across several key areas. First, we discuss mechanistic interpretability, which aims to uncover how
LLMs make predictions and generate outputs. Next, we examine uncertainty quantification, a vital

18



component for understanding and communicating the reliability of model predictions. The section
then delves into methods for LLM watermarking, which ensures the provenance and authenticity
of generated content, and privacy-preserving mechanisms to safeguard user data. We also address
algorithmic fairness, focusing on statistical strategies to mitigate biases in LLM outputs. Finally, we
provide a statistical perspective on LLM self-alignment, a process for aligning model behavior with
human values and goals. Together, these topics underscore the essential role of statistics in fostering
trust and accountability in the era of large-scale AT models.

4.1 Uncertainty Quantification

While LLMs produce human-like responses with impressive accuracy across various tasks, they are also
prone to hallucination [Ji+23; RSD23], raising concerns about their reliability. Quantifying uncertainty
is crucial for addressing these limitations, as it allows models to provide not just answers but also
confidence in their outputs, enabling users to make more informed decisions.

Uncertainty Metrics While uncertainty estimation and calibration are well-established for tra-
ditional machine learning models [Abd+21; Gaw+23], the emergence of LLMs has introduced new
challenges and demands. Unlike fixed-dimensional outputs typical of traditional models, LLM re-
sponses are often complex, requiring uncertainty metrics that can operate on sentence-level outputs.
This complexity necessitates innovative approaches to quantify uncertainty effectively. Classical met-
rics, such as entropy, can be directly calculated on the probability distribution of next-token prediction
and averaged over all tokens [MG21]. To incorporate the special structure of language model, existing
approaches further considered semantic features such as semantic similarity [Fom-+20; LLS22], se-
mantic equivalence [KGF23] and token importance [Dua+24b; Bak+24], as well as internal signals in
language models like logits and hidden states [Kad+22; Che+24a; Liu+24c| into the metric design. In
general, they can be easily computed in a white-box setting where the underlying representation and
prediction distribution are available, while for black-box models, some can be calculated via repeated
sampling of the response [Kad+22; LTS24; CM24]. Overall, these approaches aim to develop robust
uncertainty metrics capable of appropriately assessing the confidence of LLM-generated responses in
a meaningful and scalable manner.

Conformal Prediction in LLMs Conformal Prediction (CP) [VGS05; AB23] has emerged as a
versatile framework for distribution-free statistical inference. CP constructs confidence sets for predic-
tions based on the empirical distribution of residuals, ensuring validity without assumptions about the
underlying model or data. Its flexibility and computational efficiency have made it an appealing tool
for LLMs despite challenges like large output spaces and non-exchangeable token sequences. To address
these issues, works such as [Kum+23; Ren+23] have restricted the output space, applying CP to tasks
like multiple-choice question answering and robot actions, while [RGG23] calibrated nucleus sampling
to improve token-level predictions. Other methods, such as [UZM24], adapt CP to non-exchangeable
settings by leveraging latent representations for nearest-neighbor searches, resulting in more precise
prediction sets. Beyond improving accuracy, CP has been extended to control quantities like toxicity
and hallucination risks [Zol+24; Yad+24; MH24; CGC24], enabling safer and more aligned LLM ap-
plications. CP methods have also been leveraged for evaluating LLM performance. [Ye+24a] applied
CP to benchmark LLMs on five natural language processing tasks, measuring average confidence set
sizes for multiple-choice questions to quantify uncertainty. In machine translation, [Gio23] and [ZM24]
used CP to assess translation quality, providing calibrated confidence estimates for both human and
machine evaluations. Additionally, [Sch+21; Sch+22b] proposed confident early exiting methods for
Transformers, where intermediate layers assess uncertainty to speed up inference while maintaining
consistency with the full model.

Hallucination Detection Recently, there has been a growing trend toward adopting uncertainty
estimation methods to address hallucination detection in LLMs. The core idea is that the logits and
hidden states of LLMs encapsulate information about the model’s confidence in its generated output,
which can be leveraged to identify hallucinations. For example, [AM23; Slo+23; Che+24a] use activa-
tions from hidden layers as input to train a classifier specifically designed to detect hallucinations, while
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[Ver+23] develop epistemic neural networks that aim to reduce hallucination occurrences by model-
ing epistemic uncertainty. Despite these advances, the lack of a consistent and rigorous definition of
hallucination across the literature poses challenges to standardizing this task. However, uncertainty
estimation remains a well-defined problem, and insights from uncertainty quantification can be di-
rectly applied to improve hallucination detection in LLMs, offering a robust statistical foundation for
this critical challenge. One example to frame the hallucination detection within a hypothesis testing
framework. Specifically, given a question ¢ and an LLM-generated answer M(q), the problem can be
formulated as follows:

Hy(q,M(q)) : M(q) is not correct for ¢ vs. Hy(q, M(q)) : M(q) is correct for q.

The object is to construct a test function T(q7 M(q)) € {0,1} that, with probability at least 1 — §
over its construction, ensures that at least 100(1 — )% of incorrect (g, M (q)) pairs in future question-
answering instances are detected: Pj (P ar(q) (T(q7 M (q)) = 1|Ho(q, M(q))) > «) < 6. To achieve this,
[Nie+24] propose a hypothesis test that provides finite-sample, distribution-free type I error control,
leveraging a set of i.i.d. samples consisting of (¢, M (q)) along with a correct answer for gq.

Future Research Although existing uncertainty quantification methods have shown promise in var-
ious aspects of language models, many challenges remain. First, many uncertainty metrics rely on the
entropy of the next-token prediction distribution in the white-box setting or the consistency between
multiple responses in the black-box setting. However, uncertainty in the generation distribution may
not appropriately capture the factual accuracy of language model outputs. For example, when a
language model exhibits high confidence in incorrect facts, its confidence estimates can become mis-
calibrated, making it difficult to detect errors through uncertainty metrics alone. Furthermore, recent
research has demonstrated that these metrics can be fragile and easy to manipulate under adversarial
attacks [Zen+24]. Future work should focus on developing more robust uncertainty metrics that better
reflect the reliability of responses and improve the alignment of existing metrics with factual correct-
ness. Second, as previously mentioned, the broad applicability of conformal predictions in the context
of language models is limited by the challenges of non-exchangeability and the large discrete space of
natural language data. Addressing these limitations by designing computationally efficient conformal
prediction methods that are better aligned with the structure of language data is an exciting area for
future research. Lastly, beyond current applications, we want to highlight that uncertainty quantifica-
tion has the potential to benefit a broader range of applications, such as generalizing to multi-round
interactions, guiding data collection, and enhancing model interpretability. Exploring these directions
can be helpful in advancing uncertainty-aware language models and improving their trustworthiness
in real-world applications.

4.2 LLM Watermarking

The capability of LLMs to generate human-like text has raised significant concerns regarding poten-
tial misuse. For instance, StackOverflow, a leading question-and-answer platform for programmers,
implemented a temporary ban on Al-generated responses to prevent the dissemination of misleading
information [Vin22]. Similar concerns about misinformation proliferation have emerged across various
domains, including fake news [Zel4-19], academic integrity [MML23], and data authenticity [Shu+23].
Consequently, robust techniques for attributing text to LLMs have become essential for enabling indi-
viduals and platforms to detect and enforce policies regarding LLM usage.

A direct approach to detecting LLM usage in text is to train detectors based on linguistic features
that distinguish human-written text from LLM-generated text. Some studies trained these detectors
in an end-to-end manner on collected data [GPT23; Zer23; BL24; KKO24], whereas others exploited
structural properties of LLMs for detection [Ipp+20; GSR19; Mit+23] or relied on inherent stylistic
distinctions without training [Yan+24; Tul+4-24]. However, these ad-hoc methods have shown degraded
performance as LLMs become increasingly capable of generating human-like text [Web+23]. It remains
true that contemporary LLM-generated text still exhibits distinguishable features compared to human-
written text [PCJ25]; furthermore, these methods often exhibit vulnerability to adversarial attacks and
can show bias against non-native English writers [Kri+24; Sad+23; Lia+23|, but this is an area that
is evolving.

A more proactive and controllable approach involves subtly modifying the text generation processes
of LLMs to enable provable detection, known as watermarking, by embedding subtle yet detectable
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statistical signals into the generated text [Kir+23a]. This technique leverages the probabilistic nature
of LLMs, allowing the model provider to utilize pseudorandomness in the generation process.

Statistical Formulation The statistical framework for watermarking in text generation can be
formulated as follows [Li+25]: let the next-token prediction distribution at the ¢-th token be P;, which
represents a multinomial distribution. The watermarked LLM first generates a pseudorandom variable
(¢ using a hash function

Ct = A(wl:(t—l)v Key)v

where wy,(;—1) denotes the first t —1 tokens, and Key represents a private key. It then samples the next
token wy = S(Py, (;) through a decoder S. The decoder can be deterministic or incorporate randomness
that is independent of (;. This design enables the computation of the pseudorandom number from
the observed text and the private key in both the generation and detection phases (transmitted via a
trusted protocol). Formally, the tuple (A, S,Key) constitutes a watermark.

Detectability of the watermark signal is enabled by the dependence between the token w; and
pseudorandom variable (;. [Li+25] proposed constructing a pivot statistic Y; = Y (wy, ;) for t =
1,...,n that follows a fixed distribution for human-written text, which formulates the problem of
distinguishing between human-written text (null) and LLM-generated text (alternative) as hypothesis
testing:

Ho(human) : Y ~ po i.i.d. for all ¢ vs. Hy(LLM) :Y; ~ pq, p, for all ¢. (9)

One can then either reject or accept the null hypothesis via

1if 30 h(Yy) > Y,

t 10
0 if Y7 h(Y2) < Ynjas (10)

Th (len) = {

where 7, o is a threshold determined by the sample size n and the significance level o.

To elucidate the rationale behind the detection rule (9), observe that under Hy, human text compo-
sition follows complex cognitive processes that are statistically independent of pseudorandom variables
C1:n- By construction, Y; = Y (wy, ¢;) follows a known distribution o provided that w; is independent
of ¢;. Hence, Y., h(Y;) follows a known null distribution so that an appropriate threshold can be
calculated to control the type I error. Under H;, Y; follows p; p,, which depends on the unknown
and varying token distribution P;. An effective choice of the score function h would increase this sum
under the alternative hypothesis. Indeed, [Li+25] established a general framework to determine the
optimal score function through a minimax optimization problem.

Unbiased Watermarks The Gumbel-max watermark [Aar23], implemented internally at OpenAl,
exemplifies watermarks that can be analyzed within this statistical framework. It relies on the Gumbel-
max trick: let W be the token vocabulary, and let { = (Uy)wew consist of |W]| ii.d. copies of
U[0,1]. Then, the Gumbel-max trick states that'* arg max, ey (logU,)/P, follows the multinomial
distribution P. [Aar23] proposed using the decoder

log Uy,
S(P,¢) = arg max P

for selecting the next token. Several detection rules of the form (10) have been proposed [Kud+24;
Fer+23; Li+25]. Notably, [Li+25] developed an optimal sum-based test under certain conditions,
achieving the fastest exponential rate of decrease in type II errors. More recently, [Li+24c] introduced
a robust detection rule based on a truncated family of goodness-of-fit tests.

Because the Gumbel-max trick samples exactly from the underlying multinomial distribution, the
resulting watermark is unbiased. Formally, a watermark is unbiased if, for any token w and token dis-
tribution P, one has P¢ (S (P,¢) = w) = P,,. Unbiased watermarking schemes are generally preferred,
as they preserve the LLM’s token distribution, thereby maintaining text quality. Another unbiased ex-
ample is the inverse transform watermark [Kud+24], which corresponds to inverse transform sampling
of the multinomial distribution. Its optimal detection rule was also derived in [Li425; CLZ25].

14In an abuse of notation, in this section P, denotes the coordinate of the probability vector P corresponding to token
w, while generally we write P; to refer to the entire vector at time ¢.
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Biased Watermarks Beyond the unbiased regime, the green—red list watermark [Kir+23a] is a
popular instance of a biased watermark, due to its simplicity and intuitive design. In this watermark,
the token vocabulary is randomly partitioned into a “red list” and a “green list,” where the probabilities
of green tokens are increased. One parameter in this watermarking scheme controls the magnitude of
the distortion in the next-token distribution, while another determines the size of the green list. During
detection, if the proportion of green tokens in a text exceeds a specified threshold, the text is classified
as LLM-generated. Several studies have refined this approach [Huo+24; Wou24; Cai+24] by proposing
methods to optimally select these parameters, thereby balancing watermark detectability with text
quality. Meanwhile, [Xie+24b; Hu+24; Wu+23b] introduced unbiased variants of the green-red list
watermark by applying techniques such as maximal coupling. Furthermore, an optimal detection
rule is established in [CLZ25], addressing both the minimization of type I and type II errors and the
minimization of type II error for a fixed type I error rate.

Other Watermarking Schemes A variety of other watermarking schemes have been proposed,
and the list is growing. Many have been evaluated only empirically, and rigorous statistical analysis
remains to be developed in these cases. Some of the more statistically inspired approaches include that
of [Dat+24], who introduced a production-ready watermarking system at Google DeepMind based on
tournament sampling for multinomial distributions. [CGZ24; ZWL23] employed a secret, hash-based
mechanism to subtly modulate token-selection probabilities, ensuring that the watermark remains
invisible without the key but verifiable with it. [Fai+23] presented a watermark that is highly detectable
and embeds a publicly verifiable cryptographic signature into the LLM output using rejection sampling.
[He+24b] developed a watermarking scheme for tabular data following the principles of the green-red
list watermark. [Xia-+24b] injected watermarking signals into both the frequency and pixel domains
of images after generation and employs a classifier to detect the watermark’s presence. [ZLW24]
investigated decoders that transform logit vectors into token probabilities and proposed a provably
robust watermark. [He+24a] characterized optimal watermarking schemes by minimizing a lower
bound on the worst-case type II error while ensuring the worst-case type I error and watermarked-text
distortion remain below specified constants. [GF24] introduced an approach that first selects a sound
watermark detector producing p-values, then generates multiple candidate texts from an LLM prompt,
and finally outputs the text with the lowest p-value. Although this strategy enhances robustness, it
increases computational overhead due to multiple text generations.

Future Research Looking ahead, several challenges persist in developing comprehensive statisti-
cal foundations for watermarking in complex usage scenarios. In practice, watermarked text can be
compromised through paraphrasing or content alteration that removes or obscures watermark sig-
nals [Kir+23b; TZL24; Zha+24e|. Notably, text often comprises a mixture of human-written and
LLM-generated content, necessitating further research on unknown and complex source compositions
[Li+24c]. One direct solution involves developing algorithms for localizing watermarked segments
[Zha+24g; LLZ24]. Another unresolved challenge concerns pseudorandomness collision, where repeated
pseudorandom numbers occur in the text sequence [Kud+24]. [Wu+24b] demonstrated that collision
introduces bias into distortion-free watermarks and proved the impossibility of perfect distortion-free
watermarks under collisions. Certain watermarking schemes are also vulnerable to “watermark steal-
ing,” where attackers can reverse-engineer and remove or spoof the watermark [JSV24]. A crucial
challenge in implementing watermarks for LLMs lies in ensuring robustness against adaptive prompt-
ing and supporting multi-user tracing [CHS24b; CHS24a]. Moreover, achieving low computational
overhead in watermark detection remains critical [Hua+23a]. Additionally, watermarking methods
can be utilized to protect copyrighted training data by detecting data misappropriation [CLZ25].
From a theoretical perspective, a statistical framework of watermarks necessitates assuming simple
yet informative structures of next-token prediction distributions [Li+25]. For empirical evaluation of
watermarks, current metrics may be insufficient for assessing how biased watermarks affect generated
content [SZ23]. Finally, when watermarking schemes are implemented in conjunction with acceleration
techniques such as speculative sampling, [HH24| identified an inherent trade-off between watermark
strength and sampling efficiency.
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4.3 Privacy and Copyright

Over the past few years, language models have grown in model size and sample size at an unprecedented
speed, making the preservation of user privacy increasingly challenging. Prior work has shown that
LLMs are able to memorize a large portion of training data [Car+21; Car+23|, and adversaries can
easily extract gigabytes of training data from LLMs. For example, [Nas+23] showed that ChatGPT
reveals a person’s personal contact information when prompted with “repeat this word forever: ‘poem
poem poem poem’,” and the authors have recovered ten thousand examples from ChatGPT’s training
dataset at a query cost of 200 US dollars. This poses significant risks to user privacy as personal

information and confidential documents could be disclosed through interaction with the model.

Data Sanitization The simplest way to avoid releasing private information is to remove this infor-
mation from the training data. This approach is often referred to as the “data sanitization procedure”
[0Z03; Ami07]. The data sanitization procedure can be formulated as a binary classification problem
and can be efficiently implemented by modern machine learning methods [Der+17; Lis+21; Vak+22].
Recently, data sanitization has been widely used as a pre-processing step for removing personally iden-
tifiable information (PII) or protected health information (PHI) in many companies, such as Microsoft
and PayPal [Wil23; BMW20]. However, sanitization relies on a formal definition of private information,
and for language data, this definition may depend on the context and have no well-defined boundary.
Therefore, data sanitization works best for well-formatted private data, such as social security numbers
and medical records, and has limited power for general privacy-preserving purposes [Bro+22].

Differential Privacy To preserve data privacy from the model side, a standard approach is to exploit
the framework of differential privacy (DP) [Dwo06]. DP ensures that adversaries cannot distinguish
whether a specific data point is included in the training set of the model. The standard method to
provide DP guarantees in deep learning is to replace the standard optimizers with DP optimizers (e.g.,
DPSGD [Aba+16; Bu+20]), an approach that has been extensively used in LLM training [Hoo+21;
Ani+22], fine-tuning [Li+21; Yu+21; Hua+23c], and prompt learning [Dua+24a]. However, as DP
optimizers require clipping the gradient and injecting noise into the training procedure, it can hurt
the model performance and require more computational resources for hyperparameter tuning [Li+21],
making many of the existing methods impractical at the scale of current LLMs. This is an area where
significant new research is needed.

LLM Unlearning After LLMs are trained, it would be desirable to eliminate the influence of specific
data from the model while preserving the model’s utilities on other tasks. This task is often referred
to as “machine unlearning” [CY15]. While exact unlearning requires re-training the language model
without the target data from scratch, it is possible to approximately achieve machine unlearning
efficiently. [NRS21; Gin+19; Guo+20; Sek+21; Geo+24] introduced theoretical metrics for machine
unlearning based on the notion of differential privacy and proposed unlearning methods based on
Newton update removal mechanisms. However, these algorithms require computing the Hessian of loss
functions, which is intractable for LLMs.

Recent research has explored computationally efficient unlearning methods for LLMs. Gradient
ascent is a commonly used technique that reverts the learning process by minimizing the next-token
prediction likelihood on target data [Jan+23; YXL24]. However, reverting the optimization process
through gradient ascent can be unstable as it leads the model parameter to diverge. To mitigate the
issue, [Zha+24d; Fan+24] designed an alternative loss function named “negative preference optimiza-
tion” (NPO). The NPO loss generalizes the gradient ascent objective via adaptive weighting of the
unlearning samples and ensures that the loss function remains bounded, thereby achieving a slower
divergent rate and enhanced stability compared to gradient ascent. Another variant of gradient ascent
is to relabel the target data by randomly assigned labels and train the model to fit on the random
labels [YXL24]. Beyond the gradient ascent-based method, there are several different approaches, such
as localizing and fine-tuning the crucial model units (e.g., layers, weights, neurons) for the unlearning
task [Men+22; PHB24; Yu+23; Wu+23a] and using influence functions [Jia+24a]. However, most of
the current unlearning methods require specifying a target task or content to be unlearned, and there
is still a lack of standardized corpora for LLM unlearning [Liu+25].
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Copyright Beyond user privacy concerns, the ability of LLMs to memorize and reproduce training
data raises critical issues regarding copyright protection. Copyrighted material embedded in train-
ing datasets can appear in model outputs, either inadvertently or deliberately, potentially violating
intellectual property rights [Sam23]. While this issue can be partially addressed through data saniti-
zation, differential privacy, and prompting techniques that mitigate the risk of disclosing copyrighted
material [Elk+23; VKB23; CS24], urgent research efforts are needed to ensure that training processes
and model outputs remain unconnected to specific instances of copyrighted content. Such research is
crucial for establishing a pathway toward building models that comply with copyright regulations and
support responsible AI deployment. Taking a different angle, [Wan+24a] has proposed an economic
framework leveraging cooperative game theory principles to enable model developers to compensate
copyright owners for using their data in training.

Data Misappropriation A related issue is data misappropriation, which refers to the unauthorized
use, access, or exploitation of data for unintended or unpermitted purposes, often violating legal or
ethical regulations. This concern has been at the center of several high-profile debates. For example, the
lawsuit between The New York Times and OpenAl [Tim23] highlights tensions surrounding the use of
copyrighted data in training LLMs. Additionally, OpenAI’s Terms of Service explicitly prohibit the use
of ChatGPT’s outputs to develop competing models, underscoring the need for mechanisms to detect
whether a newly trained LLM has incorporated ChatGPT-generated content—a process often referred
to as model distillation. Detecting such data misappropriation is challenging, as the probabilistic nature
of LLMs generates content that may resemble, but does not directly copy, the original data [Sag23;
Ges24]. This difficulty has spurred significant research into methods for identifying and tracing LLMs-
generated data [Sad+23; Mit+23; Ren+24]. A statistical hypothesis testing framework is established
in [CLZ25], and optimal detection of data misappropriation is established.

These challenges and advances highlight the urgent need for robust frameworks that ensure ethical
AT development, protect intellectual property, and maintain trust in Al systems. The interplay between
statistical methods and practical detection mechanisms will continue to play a critical role in navigating
the complex issues of unlearning, copyright, and data misappropriation in LLMs.

Future Research While significant progress has been made in privacy protection, copyright en-
forcement, and unlearning, several key challenges remain. One major challenge is the evaluation of
privacy-preserving techniques. Current methods, such as differential privacy and data sanitization,
lack standardized evaluation metrics, making it difficult to quantify the trade-offs between privacy
protection and model performance. Developing robust benchmarks to assess these trade-offs is essen-
tial for advancing practical privacy solutions in LLMs. Another challenge lies in context-dependent
privacy risks. The definition of private information is highly context-dependent, making it difficult to
apply a one-size-fits-all privacy solution. While sanitization techniques work well for structured data,
sensitive information in free-form text often requires more nuanced handling. Future research should
explore adaptive privacy mechanisms that dynamically assess context before enforcing safeguards, en-
suring more reliable protection across diverse applications. Furthermore, continual unlearning remains
an open problem. Most existing unlearning methods assume a static dataset, but in practice, LLMs
are often deployed in environments where data continuously evolves. As new information is incorpo-
rated, there may be legal or ethical requirements to forget specific data, requiring efficient and scalable
unlearning techniques. Developing frameworks that support continual or real-time unlearning will
be critical for maintaining compliance with evolving data privacy regulations while preserving model
utility. Addressing these challenges will require collaboration between statisticians, machine learning
researchers, legal experts, and policymakers. By integrating rigorous statistical methodologies with
emerging Al advances, the community can work toward building more transparent, accountable, and
privacy-preserving language models.

4.4 Interpretability

Interpretable machine learning is a broad concept that captures “the extraction of the relevant knowl-
edge from a machine learning model concerning relationships either contained in data or learned by the
model” [Mur+19]. As LLMs have been deployed in more and more real-world applications, their inter-
pretability has received an increasing amount of attention as people wish to ensure their alignment with
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human values and understand their potential risks and failures. Simple machine learning models, such
as linear regression or decision trees, are often considered interpretable since the dependency of model
output on the model structure and training data is easy to characterize. Language models, however,
contain billions of parameters and numerous layers, such that the precise dependency of output on data
and model structure can be too complicated for humans to comprehend. Therefore, recent efforts have
been focusing on mechanistic interpretability, which aims to explain the LLMs on an algorithmic
level through reverse engineering the detailed computation performed by the LLMs. As proposed in
[Ola+20], the current mechanistic interpretability research consists of three areas: features, circuits,
and their universality.

Features Unlike classical tabular data, where each of the coordinates represents a concrete variable,
textual input is highly structured and it is unclear how the LLMs extract meaningful features from
the data. Recent work has found that the features are learned and encoded by groups of neurons in
LLMs; for example, [Gur+23] showed that some neurons in LLMs are activated for names of sports.
Similarly, neurons that encode various features have been discovered, including sentiment neurons
[RJS17], knowledge neurons [Dai+22], and skill neurons [Wan+22]. Moreover, it was found that
the LLMs can encode multiple features in a single neuron [Elh+422a; Elh+22b; Gur+23]; i.e., the
neuron can be activated by different concepts. This leads to the hypothesis of superposition, which
implies a model can represent a greater quantity of features compared to the number of neurons.
To extract superposition features, [SBM22; Bri423; Hub+24] train sparse autoencoders to map the
neuron activations in LLM to a higher-dimensional representation with sparsity. By jointly minimizing
the reconstruction loss with the L1 penalty on the high-dimensional representation, the researchers
have successfully extracted features that are more interpretable than the original neuron activations.

Circuits Instead of identifying individual features, a global approach to mechanistic interpretability
is to identify the “circuits” in LLMs [Ola+20; Elh+421]. This approach is motivated by the circuit
hypothesis that views LLMs as a computation graph that implements their capability through the
composition of several subnetworks within the model. Formally speaking, a language model is repre-
sented as a directed acyclic graph G = (V, &), where V denotes the set of nodes (the MLP layers or
attention layers) and £ denotes the set of edges (the connection between those layers). For a specific
task, a circuit is defined as a sub-graph in LLMs that satisfies the following three criteria [Wan+23b;
Shi+24]:

e Faithfulness: The circuit can perform the task as well as the whole model.
e Completeness: The circuit contains all the nodes used to perform the task.
e Minimality The circuit doesn’t contain nodes irrelevant to the task.

Using this approach, researchers at Anthropic have identified the “induction head” that is crucial for
LLMs to execute in-context learning [Ols422]. An induction head consists of two attention heads that
work together to copy a previous pattern, for example, if [A][B] appears in the sequence earlier, the
induction head will make the Transformer more likely to predict [B] when the model receives input
[A] again. Therefore, the induction head can capture the information in the prompt and provide the
primary source of in-context learning ability. Similarly, existing research has identified the correspond-
ing circuits in LLMs for various tasks, including indirect object identification [Wan+23b], doc string
completion [HJ23], and acronym prediction [GMT24]. Furthermore, to make the circuit identification
process automatic for general tasks, [Con+23] proposed an algorithm that greedily removes the edge
on the computational graph in a topological order.

The evaluation of a circuit often involves an ablation study that knocks out the circuit, imputes
the computation by either zero or the mean value, and then compares the performance of the re-
maining model to the original model. To make the comparison more precise, [LJ24] proposed an
optimal ablation procedure to optimize the performance of the remaining model on various imputation
methods. Furthermore, to formalize the circuit evaluation process statistically, [Shi+24] proposed a
nonparametric hypothesis testing procedure to test the three criteria for valid circuits above.
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Universality Although mechanistic interpretability has provided a systematic approach to investi-
gating how an LLM implements a certain task, a critical question is that the features and circuits are
specific to a given LLM model (usually a toy model or smaller model such as GPT-2), and it is un-
clear whether these findings are universal across all models. Investigation into universality has yielded
a mixed result: [Ols422; Wan+23b] has discovered similar circuits in multiple LMs, while [CCN23]
also found evidence that LMs trained from different initialization may implement different circuits.
Therefore, understanding the degrees of universality of mechanistic interpretability remains a crucial
open problem. We refer interested readers to [Rai+24] for a more practical review of mechanistic
interpretability in LLMs.

Physics of LLMs Except for the general mechanistic interpretability approach described above,
another seminal series of works aimed at interpreting the LLM through the “physics” perspective and
discovering the universal law of all LLMs [All24]. Toward this goal, it divides the intelligence of LLM
into multiple different dimensions such as structure, reasoning, and knowledge, and then studies each
individual dimension through idealized control experiments. In each experiment, the authors manage
the data and tweak hyperparameters, such as data quantity, type, difficulty, and format, to determine
the impact of each factor on LLM performance and suggest further improvement. Using this approach,
extensive experiments and observations have been made on learning hierarchical language structures
[AL23a], graduate-level mathematical reasoning [Ye+24b; Ye+24c|, knowledge extraction [AL23D],
manipulation [AL23c]|, and capacity [AL24].

Geometric Laws Recent empirical studies have revealed several geometric laws that emerge in deep
learning models after training. This line of research was pioneered by [PHD20], which documented a
pervasive phenomenon called “neural collapse” in multilayer neural networks. Neural collapse refers
to a geometric law in which the last-layer features and weights exhibit symmetric structures that favor
large margins, an inductive bias with significant implications for interpretability due to its precise
geometry [Fan+21; Ji+22; Thr+22]. This law has since been extended to intermediate layers and
LLMs [HS23; WP24; HS24]. In the context of LLMs, [HS24] offers a new perspective on feature
formation by showing that pre-trained LLMs enhance the predictability of contextualized features
evenly across all layers, from the first to the last.

Future Research. While recent advances have improved LLM interpretability, several critical chal-
lenges remain. A major challenge is developing systematic methods for editing internal representations
to induce desired behaviors, such as reducing hallucinations or improving factuality, without retrain-
ing. Instead of relying solely on post-analysis approaches, future work should explore ways to train
AT models with interpretability as a built-in objective, potentially enabling more transparent and
predictable model behavior from the outset. Additionally, enhancing safety through interpretability
is essential for mitigating vulnerabilities like adversarial manipulation or harmful content generation.
Collaborative efforts between machine learning researchers and statisticians will be key to building
more interpretable and reliable LLMs that support safer and more accountable Al systems.

4.5 Algorithmic Fairness

Modern LLMs are trained with massive quantities of text collected from the real world, and biases
towards certain groups or individuals are inherited from the training data. As a consequence, the usage
of LLMs may lead to discrimination against certain gender [KDS23], race [An+24], religion [AFZ21],
and many other sensitive characteristics [NCR23] in downstream applications. For example, when
asked to write reference letters for Kelly (a common female name) and Joseph (a common male name),
it was observed [Wan+23a] that ChatGPT tends to describe Kelly as a warm and likable person and
Joseph as a leader and role model, indicating that LLMs tends to follow the gender stereotypes that
males are associated with leadership.

Statistical Formulation Before applying any mitigation techniques, it is essential to establish a
statistical formulation for algorithmic fairness in LLMs. Fairness assessments typically consider paired
groups, denoted as A and B, such as sentences including male and female words, or young and old
groups. The primary objective is to evaluate disparities between these groups.
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Fairness in LLMs can be formulated using two main approaches: outcome-based metrics and
probability-based metrics. Outcome-based metrics treat the LLM as an opaque system, assessing
fairness based on the scores (or labels) directly associated with the model’s outcome response. Follow-
ing [Liu+420al, a dialogue model D can be represented as a function D : C'+— R that maps a context
C' to a response R. Given a measurement function M that assigns a scalar score s to each response
R, the model D is considered fair for groups A and B with respect to M if:

Ecnr, M(D(C)) = Ecnr, M(D(C)),

where T4 and T denote the distribution of the context C' related to groups A and B respectively.

In contrast, probability-based metrics analyze the behavior of the language model by examining
the probabilities it assigns to outputs. For example, the probability of generating profession-related
words like “engineer” or “doctor” should be similar for male names like “Joseph” and female names
like “Kelly”. Likewise, prompts related to African Americans should yield a comparable rate of toxic
adjectives as those related to European Americans.

To formalize fairness, let U represent a specific set of sensitive words (e.g., high-paying professions,
toxic adjectives), U denote the collection of all such sets, and G = {(A%, B") | i = 1,2,...1} define the
paired groups of interest. A fairness criterion, following [ZRZ24], can be expressed as:

[Plo(x) eU |z e A)—Plo(x) eU |x € B)|<a, VYUelU, (A B)eg, (11)

where the probability is taken over o(x) ~ f(x), with the next-token output o(x) drawn from the
language model f(x).

To address these fairness issues, many bias mitigation techniques have been studied in different
stages of the LLM workflow, including data pre-processing, model training (in-processing), and post-
processing [Gal+23].

Pre-Processing In the pre-processing stage, the general methodology is to break the imbalance
between different groups in the training data. Under this category, typical approaches include data
augmentation via alternating group-imbalanced words [Lu+20], subset selection [GMA22], instance
reweighting [HBC22]. Collectively, these pre-processing strategies align the data with fairness objec-
tives, enabling LLMs to learn representations that are less prone to perpetuating societal biases.

In-Processing In the model training stage, bias can be mitigated by leveraging some fairness metrics
into the training objective. A common approach is to add a fairness metric into the loss function as
a regularizer. In particular, a family of distance-based metrics is used to shorten the distance of
different groups in the embedding space, such as ¢y distance between sentence embeddings [Liu+20a],
cosine similarity [Hua+20] and Jensen-Shannon divergence [Yan+23; Woo+23]. Besides distance-
based metrics, another line of work attempts to design metrics that can disentangle the relationship
between embeddings and the group identity. Towards this goal, [BB19; KB21; Par+23] proposes to
encourage the orthogonality via minimizing the projection length of neutral word (e.g., leadership)
embeddings onto gender embeddings, and [CPC21; WCH23] encourage independence between learned
word embeddings and gender via minimizing the mutual information.

In addition to adding fairness metrics as regularization terms, one may also change the training
objective to mitigate bias. Along this line, [Xia+24d] identifies an inherent algorithmic bias emerging
from RLHF in the post-training phase of LLMs, which significantly amplifies majority preferences
while diminishing minority preferences. To resolve this fairness concern, [Xia+24d] introduces prefer-
ence matching RLHF, which incorporates an additional regularization term in the reward objective.
[Che+21; He+22a; Oh+22] applies contrastive learning with counterfactual data augmentation to max-
imize the similarity between the original sentences and their counterfactual analogs. [ZLM18; Jin+21;
HBC21] use an adversarial training framework, where they train an attacker to predict the protected
attribute from the embeddings of the encoder, and an encoder to prevent the attacker from identi-
fying the protected attribute. [Ouy+22; Bai+22] utilize reinforcement learning with feedback from
human or machine learning models to encourage the model generate fair texts. [Nak+24] establishes
a theoretical framework of leveraging LLMs to artificially increase the sample size of underrepresented
classes in imbalanced classification and spurious correlation problems.
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Post-Processing After the model is trained, one may enforce fairness by modifying the generating
distribution. A direct approach is to constrain the distribution to generate texts with only unbiased
words and phrases, for example, [Geh+20; Rol+21] forbid the use of toxic words according to a list,
[SSB22] search for outputs in the distribution with different genders to the highest likelihood output,
[Shu+22; Sch+22a] use another ML model to identify the harmful words and replace them with neutral
words. An alternative approach is to edit the next-token probability. For example [Geh+20; Kim+23;
LKW23] reweight the token probability in the generatve distribution according to a fairness score
learned from an evaluation model, and [Liu+21; Hal+23] separately train smaller expert and anti-
expert models specialized in generating non-toxic and toxic texts, and then in the inference stage,
tokens with higher probability in the expert model are up-weighted and tokens with lower probability
in the anti-expert model are down-weighted. There are also recent studies that apply multi-group
fairness notions in LLMs. [ZRZ24] introduces a framework for post-processing machine learning models
so that their predictions satisfy multi-group fairness guarantees, and applies this framework to achieve
the notion (11).

Future Research While significant progress has been made in mitigating algorithmic biases in
LLMs, several key challenges and open problems remain. One fundamental issue is the trade-off
between fairness and utility. Bias mitigation techniques often come at the cost of reduced model per-
formance, particularly in nuanced real-world applications. Future research should explore principled
ways to balance fairness constraints with overall model accuracy, potentially by developing adaptive
or task-specific fairness constraints that optimize both fairness and utility. Another critical chal-
lenge is context-dependent fairness. Existing fairness metrics and debiasing strategies typically rely
on predefined sensitive attributes such as gender or race. However, fairness concerns can be highly
context-dependent, varying across applications, languages, and cultural perspectives. A promising
direction is to develop dynamic, context-aware fairness measures that adapt to different scenarios, en-
suring that bias mitigation strategies remain relevant across diverse settings. Furthermore, fairness in
multi-modal and interactive Al systems remains an understudied area. Many real-world applications
involve interactions between text, images, and structured data, and biases may manifest differently
across modalities. Research should focus on extending fairness-aware learning techniques to multi-
modal LLMs and conversational Al systems to mitigate biases in more complex settings. Additionally,
the long-term impact of fairness interventions requires further investigation. Most current evaluations
assess bias mitigation based on short-term performance metrics, but biases may re-emerge as models
are fine-tuned, updated, or interact with users over time. Developing robust longitudinal studies to
assess the durability of fairness interventions will be crucial for ensuring sustainable bias mitigation.
Finally, scalability and computational efficiency of fairness interventions remain practical concerns.
Many existing approaches, particularly in-processing techniques that modify training objectives, intro-
duce significant computational overhead, making them challenging to implement for large-scale LLMs.
Future work should explore lightweight debiasing techniques that maintain fairness guarantees while
remaining computationally feasible.

4.6 LLM Alignment: A Statistical Perspective

Alignment with RLHF and Preference Optimization Alignment is a crucial step in the lan-
guage model training pipeline, as it aims to ensure that the model generations align with human
preferences. Existing alignment procedures are mostly implemented via reinforcement learning from
human feedback (RLHF), which attempts to learn a reward function based on the pairwise human
preference data and learn the corresponding optimal policy. Denote S the space of states, A the space
of actions, and r(s, a) the reward function of taking action a € A at state s € S, the RL process seeks
a policy 7(s) that maximizes the reward Es[zthl r(sp, w(sp)] from step 1 to H. In the context of lan-
guage model alignment, the state s € S and action a € A correspond to the input prompts and model
responses, and the reward function represents the human satisfaction of the model response given the
prompt. Under this framework, [ZJJ23] used the Bradley-Terry-Luce model to generate offline human
preference data and showed that a variant of MLE can achieve near-optimal sample complexity under
a linear reward function, a result that was later generalized to general reward functions [Zha+24a],
partially observed reward [Kau+24], and multi-party reward [Zho+24a] settings. Compared to the
standard RL, RLHF uses preference data that contains less information compared to the reward,
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therefore it is often considered a harder task. However, [WLJ23] showed that for a wide range of
preference models, algorithms from traditional reward-based RL can solve the RLHF task with low
extra complexity.

Self-alignment On the theoretical front, [Ger+24; DD24] analyzed the phenomenon of model col-
lapse on a range of statistical models, including linear regression, generalized linear models, and non-
parametric regression, and found that the estimation error grows linearly in the setting where we
replace the original data with the synthetic data in each iteration, and converges to a certain constant
when one keeps augmenting the original data with synthetic data. Recent work [DFK24] shows that
while increasing model size can mitigate model degradation when training with synthetic data, mixing
synthetic data with real human data cannot fully eliminate the model collapse issue.

5 LLM-Empowered Statistical Analysis
5.1 Data Collection

Recent developments have yielded dramatic improvements on a variety of specific NLP tasks, including
summarization, reasoning and extraction tasks. Such abilities enable using powerful LLMs for zero-shot
or few-shot text mining, and extracting structured data from unstructured texts.

5.1.1 Extract Structured Data from Unstructured text

One prominent application of LLMs is sentiment analysis (SA), a long-standing text mining task which
aims to extract human sentiments from contextual data. These extracted sentiments can then serve as
inputs for downstream statistical models, such as predictive models for Twitter engagement, election
outcomes [Alv+23], and other social phenomena.

Beyond sentiment analysis, LLMs have shown remarkable effectiveness in extracting structured
data from complex, unstructured sources such as electronic health records and other medical datasets.
For example, recent work [Tan+423] demonstrated that fine-tuning on a large volume of synthetic
Biomedical Named Entity Recognition (NER) and Biomedical Relation Extraction (RE) data gener-
ated by ChatGPT significantly improved performance. Specifically, for biomedical NER tasks (e.g.,
NCBI Disease, BC5CDR Disease, BC5CDR Chemical), the Fl-score improved from 23.37% to 63.99%.
Similarly, for RE tasks (e.g., GAD, EU-ADR), the Fl-score increased from 75.86% to 83.59%. These
results illustrate the potential of LLMs to transform data extraction workflows and improve statistical
analysis pipelines in high-stakes domains like healthcare.

5.1.2 Synthetic Data Generation

The rise of the research fields of super-human alignment as well as self-rewarding are due to the
expensive costs of human-written instructions and annotations that are limited in quantity, diversity,
creativity, and more efforts have shifted to synthetic data generation using powerful language models.
Recent work [Wan+23e] has shown the ability of language models to self-improve by prompting models
to generate natural instructions at human level that are later used for boostrapping. With development
of synthetic text generation tasks, adaptation to generating realistic statistical data has become more
popular in recent years.

Tabular Data The generation of realistic synthetic tabular data has received considerable atten-
tion in recent years. Tabular data collection is often expensive and fraught with challenges, including
class imbalances, long-tailed label distributions [Cao+19], privacy concerns that restrict data sharing
[Gas+16], and data impurities such as noise or missing values [LT20]. Synthetic data generation pro-
vides a practical solution to these challenges, enabling the development of robust statistical models
while addressing privacy and class imbalance issues [Cho+17; Bor+22]. For instance, [Bor+23] in-
troduced a synthetic tabular data generation pipeline using an auto-regressive generative LLM. They
showed that discriminative models trained on synthetic tabular data outperformed competitors trained
on real data. Additionally, [Nak+24] proposed leveraging synthetic tabular data to address imbalanced
classification and spurious correlation challenges, demonstrating the potential of LLMs to improve sta-
tistical workflows even in complex and resource-constrained settings.
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Financial Data Rational expectations remains the dominant model of beliefs in much of macroe-
conomics and finance and in recent years the use of surveys to tie beliefs to observable data has
emerged as a prominent approach. [Byb23] proposed an alternative method of generating beliefs using
LLMs and evaluate how well generated expectations of the stock market match the expectations of
the American Association of Individual Investors (AAII) survey and Duke CFO Survey.

5.2 Data Cleaning

LLM as coder for tabular data cleaning LLMs can automatically generate code for cleaning,
preprocessing, and transforming raw data, saving data scientists considerable time and effort. For
example [Tu+24] described how ChatGPT with Code Interpreter can assist statisticians with checking
for missing/null values, removing duplicate rows if necessary, checking for inconsistent/invalid values,
converting categorical columns to numerical representations.

LLM for automatic feature engineering Feature engineering refers to the process of building
suitable features from raw data. Given input data {(X,Y")}, feature engineering seeks a transformation
¢(x) to maximize the prediction accuracy using {(¢(X),Y))}. Although modern machine learning
models are capable of learning a wide variety of complex relationships, feature engineering is still
crucial when the data is limited and the prediction model is simple, and it often relies on domain
knowledge. With the use of LLMs, it is possible to automatically construct features using the domain
knowledge embedded in it. For example, [HMH24] prompted LLM with contextual information about
the datasets, a sample of data, and several few-shot examples of useful feature engineering, and then
asked LLM to create a new feature. [Han-+24a] prompted LLM to generate explicit decision rules to
solve a classification task and then convert those rules into binary features for fitting the prediction
model.

LLM as judge for scalable text data filtering It is standard practice to clean up text before
feeding it into any kind of machine learning algorithm. Whether one is doing pre-training or fine-
tuning, cleaning data before training helps ensure accuracy and improving text quality. To ensure
Llama 3 is trained on data of high quality, a series of data-filtering pipelines are applied to pre-training
dataset including using heuristic filters, NSFW filters, semantic deduplication approaches, and text
classifiers to predict data quality. Besides standard heuristics such as filtering emojis, html tags, xml
parsing, lower casing and other text standardization, more recently, LLMs have been employed to
assign scores or rankings to text data for filtering high-quality text data for training. One prominent
approach is to further fine-tune LLMs as text classifiers. For example, Llama 2 is employed to generate
the training data for the text-quality classifiers that are powering Llama 3. Other approaches such
as BartScore, directly apply BART, an encoder-decoder pre-trained language model, to texts for
evaluating its fluency, factuality, informativeness in an unsupervised fashion. Recent reward scoring
methods such as DPO reward also use LLM-predicted logits on texts to judge which one is better
among a pair of texts. More recently, with emergent abilities of LLMs such as Chain-of-Thoughts(CoT)
[Wei+22a] and In-Context Learning (ICL) [Bro+20], have been employed as a scalable and explainable
way of approximating human judgments which are otherwise expensive to obtain. [Zhe+23] reveal that
strong LLM judges such as GPT-4 can match the quality of human-level preference, achieving over 80%
agreement with human annotations on two challenging benchmarks consisted of open-ended questions,
without finetuning on domain-specific tasks. [Yua+24] can employ LLM-as-judge prompting to score
its own training data for filtering and such self-reward pipeline during iterative training can yield a
model that outperforms many existing state-of-the-art (SOTA) models including Claude 2, Gemini
Pro and GPT-4 0613 on prominent NLP leaderboards.

5.3 LLMs for Data Analysis

There is evidence that LLMs can perform fundamental mathematical reasoning on graduate-level
mathematical tasks. However little prior work has evaluated the reasoning capabilities of LLMs per-
forming statistical analysis, especially on real data. [Liu+24d] reveals that even the strongest models
can struggle in data analysis. For example GPT-4 can only achieve 58% accuracy on basic statistical
reasoning tasks such as “What is a 95% confidence interval?”
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Tool Usage For Quantitative Analysis In practice people have shown that ChatGPT can be
fed directly with tabular data to perform direct table analysis such as aggregation, averaging etc, and
generate SQL statements capable of filtering, sorting, aggregation and summation logics, and execute
SQL queries on given database it reads from the prompt.

Statistical Analysis for Text Data Text data has long been a rich source for statistical analysis,
with methods like topic modeling providing interpretable summaries of large corpora. Traditional
models such as Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) analyze word co-occurrence patterns to identify
latent themes within a text corpus, offering a probabilistic representation of topics [BNJ03; Ke+23;
KW24; WZT23]. These approaches have been widely used to uncover hidden structures in text data,
serving as a foundation for many downstream applications. With the advent of LLMs, more advanced
methods have emerged for extracting structured data from unstructured text in a scalable manner,
enabling further statistical analysis. A promising avenue for such investigations has been the use of
“word embeddings”—a family of techniques that conceive of meaning as emerging from the distribu-
tion of words that surround a term in text. By integrating text embeddings into statistical models,
the model can leverage contextual information and enhance the regression analysis with a richer repre-
sentation of the input text. In a nutshell, the method takes contextural embeddings which have been
pre-trained on large corpora such as BERT, Llama or GPT, then this requires only a simple linear
transformation of the averaged embeddings to conduct further statistical modeling such as regression
[RSS23]. Such use of word embeddings for prediction has been heavily employed in classification tasks
[SK21] to improve model prediction accuracy. Another useful feature of word embeddings is to capture
the semantic relationship between words and texts.

Statistical Inference with LLM Annotation In many statistical analysis, such as social sur-
veys, human annotation is slow and expensive to obtain. Meanwhile, LLMs can simulate human
annotations efficiently with very low cost, but these annotations can be potentially biased and fail to
provide valid statistical analysis. Motivated by this dilemma, [Ang+23; ADZ23] proposed Prediction-
Powered Inference (PPI), a general framework that allows researchers to utilize predictions from any
black-box machine learning model and perform valid statistical inference, such as computing p-values
and confidence intervals. Assume that the researcher collects human annotation on a small dataset
(X;,Y;), and observes a large unannotated dataset (Xz)?:tf\j_l from the same distribution. In addi-
tion, a pre-trained model f is available to provide predictions Y, = f(X;). The target is to estimate
the parameter 6* = arg mingeg E[ly(X,Y")], such as sample mean or regression coefficient. The PPI
estimator [Ang+23; ADZ23; JLZ25] can be written as:

. 1 1< 1y
GPPI _ i V) LY — = /¢ - F(XG — / i, F(X5)). 12
argmelnn; o(Wi, Ys) n; o(Wi, f( ))+N¢:n§;1 o(Wi, f(X3)) (12)

Compared to using human annotation only or naively using machine learning predictions as gold
standard labels, the PPI estimator can effectively leverage the information from predictions while
preserving statistical validity (e.g., coverage). It has been successfully applied to assist various com-
putational social science studies with annotations generated by LLMs, such as detecting hate speech
[Ega+24] and studying the bias in media outlets [Gli+24]. In addition, [JMS24] underscores the po-
tential of scaling laws to guide the effective integration of LLMs-generated surrogate data, addressing
a critical bottleneck in scenarios where collecting high-quality data is expensive or impractical. The
discovery that surrogate data can significantly reduce test error, even when unrelated to the original
dataset, raises questions about the limits of this approach and its implications for generalization.

5.4 LLM-assisted Medical Research

Today, we have access to more health data than ever, with the potential to revolutionize modern
medicine through LLMs. There are many diseases that are difficult to diagnose and cause considerable
amounts of damage to the body before discovery [Ram+17]. Many people in the world do not have
access to quality medical information or healthcare [BO17]. LLMs can process and analyze large
volumes of data quickly, providing healthcare professionals and patients with valuable insights and
potential diagnoses. Patterns that may be unobservable or difficult to differentiate by humans may
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get picked up by an LLM, and they can provide consistent information that is up to date with the
latest research and data [Nav+23]. This has the potential to improve diagnostic support and improve
accessibility of medical question-answering. Synthetic medical data generated by LLMs can increase
data accessibility and advance medical Al research. It is important to keep in mind, however, that
there are considerable risks and considerations when it comes to the use of LLMs in medicine—bias,
hallucinations, ethical violations, lack of accountability, and lack transparency, to name a few. Here,
we review some important and recent advances in large language models for medicine. For a more
comprehensive review, see Zhou et al., 2024 [Zho+24b].

Early Transformer-Based Clincial Language Models There are a variety of recent language
models that are pre-trained on vast amounts of medical data and fine-tuned for specific tasks within
medicine and healthcare. The most well-known early example of pre-training and fine-tuning a
Transformer-based model on clinical data is Clinical-BERT [Als+19]. Using the same encoder ar-
chitecture as BERT, the authors train the model on clinical notes from ICU admissions. As a result,
Clinical BERT is able to uncover semantic relationships between medical concepts. Clinical BERT is
widely used in a variety of clinical Al workflows to produce embeddings for medical concepts in EHRs
data [YW21; SLG20; BDP20; Kan+23].

LLMs for Clinical Text Generation With the significant advances in generative Al models,
medical and clinical large language models were developed for synthetic medical data generation, and
fine-tuned for a variety of natural language processing tasks. It is difficult to access and share large-scale
clinical text and clinical LLMs due to concerns in privacy and maintaining HIPAA compliance. Kweon
et al., 2023 developed Asclepius, the first generative shareable clinical large language model [Kwe+23].
There are versions based on the Llama2-7B and Llama2-13B architectures, and versions based on
the Llama3-8B and Mistral-7B architectures. The models generate synthetic clinical notes based on
anonymized case reports from PubMed Central. Peng et al., 2023 developed GatortronGPT, which
uses 277 billion words of text from 126 clinical departments and 2 million patients at the University
of Florida Health in conjunction with 195 billion words of diverse English text [Pen+23]. The authors
then generate 20 billion words of synthetic text to train synthetic NLP models that accomplish tasks
such as clinical concept extraction, event relations, semantic similarity, natural language inference, and
question answering.

LLMs for Medical Question-Answering There are also a variety of large language models
specifically constructed for medical question-answering, which can democratize medical knowledge,
increase access to underserved populations, and potentially reduce physician burden by improving effi-
ciency. [Sin+23] developed Med-PALM2—trained using the PaLM2 architecture and targeting medical
domain-specific fine-tuning [Sin+23]. The model incorporates instruction fine-tuning applied to mul-
tiple question-answer datasets. The authors train a “unified” model optimized for performance across
all datasets using dataset mixture ratios. The model also incorporates ensemble refinement, where the
model produces multiple generations via temperature sampling, and is then conditioned on the gen-
erations from the previous step to produce a refined explanation and answer. This step is performed
multiple times, and the final answer is then determined by a plurality vote. Han et al., 2023 developed
MedAlpaca based on the Llama architecture and trained on various question-answer pairs from medical
flash cards, StackExchange, and Wikidoc [Han+23]. Med-PALM?2 is a closed source model, whereas
MedAlpaca is open source. Xie et al., 2024 developed the Me-LLaMa family of open-source foundation
large language models for medical application, which combines biomedical papers, clinical notes, and
general domain data [Xie+24a]. Me-LLaMa outperformed ChatGPT on many medical datasets.

LLMs for the Identification of Social Determinants of Health There have been recent efforts
in the use of LLMs to identify social determinants of health (SDoH). SDoH are the conditions in
which people are born, grow, live, work, and age that significantly influence health outcomes. Some
examples can include economic stability, education, social and community context, neighborhood, and
food accessibility. Identifying SDoH could provide a more holistic view of a patient’s health, and help
stratify patients for more targeted prevention and resources. Guevara et al., 2024 developed models
to extract SDoH by applying existing LLMs (Flan T-5, GPT 3.5, GPT 4) and fine-tuning with LLM-
generated synthetic SDoH data [Gue+24]. For fine-tuning, LLMs were prompted to generate new
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sentences for SDoH categories using annotation guidelines as reference. Sample synthetic sentences
were taken as reference to generate more synthetic sentences. The models identified 93.8 percent of
patients with adverse SDoH, compared to 2 percent ICD-10, thus showing great promise for the use
of LLMs in identifying SDoH.

Multimodal LLMs in Medicine Recently, in addition to textual input, large language models have
been adapted to handle other types of data such as images, charts, screenshots, pdf, video, audio, etc.
For example, for the incorporation of medical images in multimodal medical LLMs, vision Transformers
(ViT) are often integrated to handle the image input. ViT produces vector representations of the image,
which are concatenated with text representations to form a single sequence. LMMs such as Flamingo-
CXR [Moo+23] and Med-PaLM [Li+24a] are comparable with radiologists in controlled settings for
generating radiology reports [Hua+23b]. Google’s Gemini models are a new generation of multimodal
models with novel capabilities. Med-Gemini in particular incorporates multimodal capabilities and
the ability to integrate the use of web search, resulting in state of the art performance on complex
diagnostic challenges, image challenges, video question answering and text summarization [Ani+23].

Challenges in LLM adoption in Healthcare While LLMs have been rapidly developed for re-
search in healthcare and medicine, several daunting challenges arise that limit their use in many
high-stakes applications. These challenges and issues include algorithmic biases, poor calibration, hal-
lucinations, misinformation, and response arbitrariness [San+23; Sim+24; Gao+24]. Due to the unique
nature of medical data and the critical need for safety, these models require specialized prompting,
fine-tuning, and alignment to ensure they are truly useful and reliable in real-world clinical settings.
For example, LLMs demonstrate suboptimal clinical reasoning under uncertainty [Omi+23]. LLMs
also have been known to exhibit significant bias [San+23; Cas+23; Aza+24; Cha+24], which can lead
to fairness issues, particularly harming underrepresented minority individuals when clinicians rely on
LLMs for decision support [PFB24; Ayo+24|. Researchers have cautioned against adopting LLMs in
healthcare until these challenges are mitigated [Szo24; FDW24; Tes+24].

6 Discussion

6.1 Statisticians’ Small Language Models

Statisticians, often operating with fewer computational resources compared to their computer science
counterparts, bring a distinctive strength to the development of language models: the ability to de-
sign resource-efficient, theoretically grounded models that leverage statistical principles. While the
computer science community has focused on scaling LLMs through sheer data size and computational
power, statisticians excel in developing “small language models” (SLMs) that achieve competitive
performance in particular domains by emphasizing efficiency and structure over brute force. Statis-
ticians’ advantage also lies in their expertise in embedding domain knowledge into model design.
Techniques such as sparsity assumptions, hierarchical modeling, and structured regularization allow
SLMs to achieve more sample efficiency. For instance, sparsity-inducing priors can focus the model’s
capacity on relevant features, reducing the need for excessive data while improving interpretability.
Similarly, hierarchical Bayesian approaches can incorporate multi-level dependencies in text data, of-
fering a principled way to share information across contexts and reducing the effective sample size
needed for training. These methods can outperform large models in scenarios with limited data, noisy
observations, or constrained resources, such as personalized medicine, legal text analysis, or financial
modeling.

SLMs also align with statisticians’ focus on interpretability. By prioritizing simpler architectures
and explicit assumptions, SLMs are inherently more transparent, allowing researchers and practition-
ers to trace the model’s predictions back to specific features or interactions. This interpretability is
especially critical in high-stakes domains where trust and accountability are paramount. In contrast,
LLMs, while powerful, often function as black boxes, limiting their applicability in settings where
explanation is necessary. Moreover, statisticians are well-positioned to cooperate with computer sci-
entists in tackling the computational challenges associated with modern AI. Techniques that bridge
statistics and computer science, like low-rank approximation, variational inference, and penalized op-
timization, can be employed to reduce the computational footprint of training and inference. Applied
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to SLMs, these approaches make the models not only more accessible but also environmentally sus-
tainable, addressing concerns about the carbon footprint of large-scale Al systems. By focusing on
principled model design, statisticians can create models that require less computational power while
maintaining robustness and adaptability.

Statisticians’ SLMs are not intended to replace LLMs but to complement them. While LLMs excel
at broad, open-ended tasks, SLMs can specialize in domain-specific applications, delivering competitive
performance with far fewer resources. By leaning into their strengths in theory-driven modeling, sample
efficiency, and interpretability, statisticians can carve out a unique and impactful role in the rapidly
evolving AI landscape. This approach not only democratizes access to advanced language modeling
capabilities but also ensures that Al development is aligned with the values of efficiency transparency,
and sustainability.

Statisticians also have an important role to play in the design of “wrappers” that surround black-
box LLMs—performing roles such as calibration, uncertainty quantification, and debiasing on the
LLM outputs. The Prediction-Powered Inference (PPI) estimator referred to earlier is an instance
of such a wrapper. Causal inference methods can profit from black-box LLMs if properly deployed
around the LLMs. Experimental design methods from statistics remain relevant in the LLM era.
Thus, statisticians can both provide alternatives to LLMs and augmentations of LLMs in addition to
contributing to theoretical analysis of LLMs.

6.2 Towards Understanding LLMs

The remarkable success of LLMs has inspired growing efforts to understand their inner workings, of-
ten using tools from statistical learning theory. Initial research has made strides by examining LLMs
through the lenses of approximation, optimization, generalization, and prompting mechanisms. For
instance, studies have demonstrated the universal approximation properties of Transformers across var-
ious architectures [Yun+20a; Yun+20b; KS24], their computational expressiveness as Turing-complete
systems [PMB19; WCM22], and their superior optimization dynamics compared to MLPs in specific
tasks [Wan+24d]. On generalization, researchers have refined bounds on sequence length [Zha+22;
TT24] and extended them to non-i.i.d. settings such as time-series data [Lim+24]. Prompting tech-
niques, such as in-context learning and chain-of-thought prompting, have further advanced our un-
derstanding of LLM adaptability and reasoning. Theoretical work interprets ICL as implicit Bayesian
inference arising from pre-training distributions like hidden Markov models [Xie422] and explores its
capacity to approximate diverse algorithms, including gradient descent, Newton’s method, and rein-
forcement learning [Aky+22; Von+23; Fu+23; Bai+24; LBM24; ZFB24; Guo+24c|. CoT prompting
enhances reasoning by decomposing tasks into sequential steps, improving both accuracy and inter-
pretability [Wei+22a; Yao+23]. For example, CoT has been shown to increase the approximation
power of Transformers in arithmetic and equation-solving tasks [Fen+24a] and promote sparse at-
tention patterns that simplify learning [Wen+24]. Furthermore, many pre-trained LLMs exhibit the
attention-sink phenomenon [Xia+24c], where certain “sink tokens” receive disproportionately high
attention weights. [Guo+24b] analyzed this phenomenon using simplified models and attributed it
primarily to the softmax operation in attention heads. Finally, the pre-training of LLMs has found
to follow an empirical scaling law, in which the test error improves polynomially with the model size
and sample size. [Lin+24a] theoretically derived the scaling law in the context of infinite-dimensional
linear regression, aligning with observed empirical scaling laws.

Despite these advances, our understanding of LLMs remains incomplete. Traditional statistical
frameworks, while valuable, often fall short of explaining emergent phenomena like zero-shot general-
ization, in-context learning, and CoT reasoning, which arise from intricate interactions between model
architecture, training data, and optimization dynamics. For instance, while ICL can be partially ex-
plained through algorithm approximation and Bayesian inference, its ability to adapt flexibly across
diverse tasks without parameter updates remains a challenging puzzle. Similarly, CoT’s capacity to
enhance reasoning through structured task decomposition highlights gaps in our theoretical under-
standing of how attention mechanisms drive complex problem-solving. These behaviors underscore
the need for new frameworks that integrate insights from statistical learning theory, optimization, and
cognitive science to fully capture the nuanced capabilities of LLMs. Addressing these gaps presents a
significant opportunity for statisticians to contribute by developing innovative theories and method-
ologies, ultimately bridging the divide between empirical successes and foundational understanding of
these transformative technologies.
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6.3 Human-AI Collaborative Data Science

As LLMs continue to advance, an important future direction lies in fostering effective human-AT collab-
oration, where Al systems complement rather than replace human expertise. While LLMs demonstrate
remarkable capabilities in reasoning, text generation, and decision support, they lack deep understand-
ing, contextual awareness, and accountability—factors that are crucial in high-stakes applications such
as medicine, law, and scientific research. Thus, rather than viewing Al as a replacement for human
intelligence, a more promising approach is to develop frameworks that integrate human expertise with
Al-driven insights to achieve superior outcomes.

One promising avenue for human-Al collaboration is interactive decision-making, where LLMs pro-
vide recommendations, assist with exploratory data analysis, or generate potential solutions, while
human users retain final control and oversight. For example, in statistical modeling, LLMs can auto-
mate tedious tasks such as data preprocessing, feature engineering, and model selection, while human
analysts focus on domain-specific reasoning, hypothesis testing, and interpreting results. Similarly,
in medical applications, Al can assist doctors by summarizing patient records or suggesting poten-
tial diagnoses, but the final decision remains with human experts, ensuring accountability and ethical
considerations.

However, interactive decision-making introduces new statistical challenges, particularly due to the
non-i.i.d. nature of data. In traditional statistical and machine learning settings, models are typically
trained on independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.) data. However, in human-AT collabora-
tion, the data distribution adapts dynamically based on prior Al suggestions and human feedback.
This feedback loop can introduce selection bias, concept drift, and strategic adaptation, where human
decision-making patterns shift based on AI recommendations. For example, if a recommendation sys-
tem in hiring disproportionately suggests candidates from a particular demographic, decision-makers
may adjust their selection patterns accordingly, reinforcing feedback loops and exacerbating bias. Stan-
dard statistical tools that assume fixed distributions become inadequate in such settings, necessitating
the development of adaptive inference methods, causal modeling techniques, and robust statistical
frameworks that can account for evolving data distributions. See [Per+20; Gar+24; GC24] for more
discussions of these issues and further pointers. Another key research direction is designing adaptive
AT systems that can dynamically adjust to user expertise and preferences. Current LLMs operate
largely as static models, generating responses based solely on input prompts. However, effective col-
laboration requires Al systems that learn from user feedback, refine their responses over time, and
personalize their assistance based on the expertise level of the user. This could involve techniques
such as reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF'), uncertainty-aware AI models that defer
decisions to humans when confidence is low, or interactive Al systems that engage users in dialogue
to refine understanding and reduce ambiguity.

Addressing these challenges requires a multidisciplinary effort, bringing together statisticians, com-
puter scientists, social scientists, legal scholars and policymakers to design fair, transparent, and ac-
countable Al systems. By integrating rigorous statistical frameworks with advances in LLMs, the
community can work to ensure that human welfare remains a central consideration in the development
of next-generation Al models.
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A Historical Development of LLMs

The capabilities of LLMs arise from two critical components: representation learning and language
modeling. Representation learning involves learning a numerical representation of input text, in a way
that captures their underlying relationships and patterns. Language modeling involves predicting the
next word in a sequence of texts, allowing for coherent and fluent text generation.

A.1 Representation Learning

The first step in an LLM is to transform natural language into a format that computers can understand—
specifically vectors, matrices, and tensors. The symbolic lexical units (i.e., words) that comprise sen-

tences require effective numerical representation strategies, known as word embeddings. Grounded on

the distributional hypothesis, which posits that linguistic items that occur in similar contexts have

similar meanings [Har54], such methods have gradually become more sophisticated over time.

Early attempts at capturing word meanings involved bag-of-words representations, which represent
documents as sparse vectors, with a dimension for each element of the dictionary, for example as
in TF-IDF [Spa72]. Matrix-decomposition methods were subsequently introduced, such as Latent
Semantic Analysis (LSA) [Hof01; LD02], to represent words as (dense) vectors. Many such methods
implicitly involved weights that were defined or learned in an unsupervised fashion. Supervised learning
methods such as Support Vector Machines were later used to train bag-of-word representations that
aimed directly at solving particular tasks [Joa98], leading to performance improvements. Supervised
training of dense word embeddings by gradient-based or neural methods similarly gave improvements
[Bai+09; WBU11], with the caveat that relatively large datasets were required. While useful, most
of these methods fell short of solving challenging tasks in NLP, as they lacked the capacity to convey
complex semantic and syntactic nuances of words in context.

Neural methods first grew to prominence with the advent of Word2vec [Mik+13] and similar ap-
proaches such as GloVe [PSM14] which directly learn low-dimensional word representations from local
word context. The specific objective functions underlying the architecture of these models were ex-
plored in foundational works such as those by [Ben+03; CWO08; Col+11; TRB10], setting the stage
for subsequent innovations. Word2vec, for instance, encompasses two specific models: Continuous
Bag-Of-Words (CBOW) and Skip-gram. The CBOW model predicts a target word based on its sur-
rounding context, whereas the Skip-gram model predicts the surrounding context given a target word.
Both models utilize a straightforward yet efficient neural network architecture that effectively captures
semantic and syntactic word relationships [Mik+13]. These approaches generate dense word embed-
dings, which are compact vectors where each dimension encodes a latent feature of the word. After
this unsupervised training, these vectors were then often used as input or initialization for a supervised
training stage for the task of interest.

These approaches to representation learning focused on words as the primary unit, which gave rise
to several challenges, including a large vocabulary size and the issue of out-of-vocabulary words. To
address these challenges, the concept of tokenization was introduced. Tokenization plays a crucial
role in the effectiveness of these models. It involves breaking down text into smaller units, or tokens,
which affects the granularity of the learned representations. A popular technique used in this context
is Byte Pair Encoding (BPE) [Gag94|, which reduces vocabulary size by merging the most frequent
pairs of bytes or characters. This method not only helps manage vocabulary size but also addresses
challenges related to out-of-vocabulary words in new texts. Thus, the evolution of representation
learning, language modeling, and tokenization techniques has become a unified and interdependent
process.

A.2 Language Modeling

In the early stages of language models (LMs), LMs were mostly statistical regression models, relying
on the Markov assumption to predict the next word from the most recent context. The dominant
models were n-gram models [Jel98; GL04; Ros00], which determines a word’s probability based on the
preceding n—1 words. Challenges for these models included the need to tackle data sparsity—the issue
of assigning zero probabilities to unseen words or n-grams [CG96]—and to cope with the exponential
number of transition probabilities that need to be estimated as n increases. As n was typically thus
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Framework Key Features Use Case Tutorial Link
PyTorch Dynamic graphs, commu- Fine-Tuning, prototyping https://pytorch.org/
nity support tutorials/
TensorFlow  Scalability,  production Large-scale training https://www.tensorflow.
readiness org/tutorials
JAX High-performance com- Experimental optimization https://jax.readthedocs.
putation, flexibility io/en/latest/tutorials.
html
Table 2: Core Frameworks for Model Development.
Library Key Features Use Case Tutorial Link
Hugging Face Pre-trained models, tok- Fine-Tuning, experi- https://huggingface.co/
Transformers enizers, multi-task support mentation docs/transformers/index
LangChain Tool integration, output Application develop- https://python.langchain.
chaining ment com/docs/introduction/

Table 3: Model Libraries and Pre-trained Models.

forced to be small (e.g., 1-5 words) the idea of using such models to complete a long context input
seemed out of scope.

B Key Resources: Accelerating Progress in LLM Research

The development of LLMs require a combination of computational resources, robust frameworks, and
specialized tools. Over the years, a variety of open-source tools and libraries have been developed,
significantly lowering the barrier to entry for researchers and practitioners. This section provides
a detailed overview of the most popular and widely adopted resources for LLM research, focusing
on frameworks, model libraries, data preparation tools, and utilities for training, deployment, and
analysis.

B.1 Core Frameworks for Model Development

PyTorch PyTorch has become the dominant deep learning framework for LLM research due to its
flexibility, dynamic computation graph, and extensive community support. Its ease of debugging and
seamless integration with other libraries make it ideal for developing and fine-tuning LLMs.

TensorFlow and JAX TensorFlow remains a competitive choice for large-scale training, partic-
ularly with its distributed computing capabilities. JAX, with its functional programming paradigm
and support for automatic differentiation, is gaining traction for research prototypes and cutting-edge
optimization techniques.

Please see Table 2 for the comparison of those frameworks.

B.2 Model Libraries and Pre-trained Models

Hugging Face Transformers Hugging Face’s Transformers library is a cornerstone of LLM re-
search, providing pre-trained models, tokenizers, and utilities for fine-tuning across multiple tasks. Its
intuitive API and extensive documentation make it accessible to researchers at all levels.

LangChain LangChain simplifies the process of integrating LLMs into applications by enabling

seamless chaining of language model outputs and external tools, such as APIs or databases.
Please see Table 3 for more descriptions.
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Tool Key Features Use Case Tutorial Link

Hugging Curated datasets, effi- Loading and preprocessing  https://huggingface.co/

Face cient streaming datasets docs/datasets/index

Datasets

clean-text Text normalization, Data preparation https://github.com/
cleaning noisy datasets jfilter/clean-text

SentencePiece Subword tokenization Text tokenization https://github.com/

google/sentencepiece
Hugging Subword tokenization Text tokenization https://huggingface.co/
Face  Tok- docs/tokenizers/index

enizers

Table 4: Datasets and Data Preparation Tools.

B.3 Datasets and Data Preparation Tools

Hugging Face Datasets Hugging Face Datasets provides a vast library of curated datasets and
tools for loading, filtering, and processing data. It supports efficient streaming and preprocessing
pipelines, enabling researchers to work with massive datasets without excessive memory usage. The
library also integrates seamlessly with Hugging Face’s tokenizers and models, making it an essential
tool for LLM research.

Data Cleaning Tools Preprocessing is crucial for preparing datasets for LLM training. Tools like

clean-text simplify the cleaning of noisy datasets by removing special characters, normalizing text,

and correcting encoding issues. Additionally, tokenization libraries such as SentencePiece and Hug-

ging Face’s tokenizers library are indispensable for converting text into model-ready input formats.
Please see Table 4 for summarization.

B.4 Training and Fine-Tuning Utilities

DeepSpeed and Megatron-LM DeepSpeed and Megatron-LM are indispensable for scaling the
training of LLMs. DeepSpeed’s ZeRO (Zero Redundancy Optimizer) optimization reduces mem-
ory overhead, enabling the efficient training of massive models on limited hardware. Additionally,
Megatron-LM excels in model parallelism, splitting large models across multiple GPUs for distributed
training.

Hugging Face Fine-Tuning Frameworks Hugging Face provides an intuitive and widely used
framework for fine-tuning pre-trained models on downstream tasks. Using the Trainer API, researchers
can efficiently fine-tune models with minimal code. Hugging Face also supports custom training loops
for more advanced fine-tuning setups.

Hugging Face PEFT Frameworks Hugging Face’s PEFT frameworks build on techniques like
LoRA to offer additional methods for adapting large models to specific tasks while keeping the majority
of the model frozen. This accelerates fine-tuning and reduces resource requirements.

TRL & OpenRLHF TRL (Transformers Reinforcement Learning) and OpenRLHF are powerful
libraries designed to simplify the implementation of RLHF and Direct Preference Optimization (DPO).
Please see Table 5 for summarization.

B.5 Inference and Deployment

vLLM and TensorRT-LLM vLLM and TensorRT-LLM are optimized tools for low-latency in-
ference of large language models. vLLM focuses on efficient memory usage, enabling faster batch
inference for serving applications. TensorRT-LLM, developed by NVIDIA, supports high-throughput
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Tool

Key Features

Use Case

Tutorial Link

DeepSpeed ZeRO optimization, scal- Large-scale training https://www.deepspeed.
ability ai/tutorials/
Megatron- Model parallelism Large-scale training https://github.com/
LM NVIDIA/Megatron-LM
Hugging Easy fine-tuning setup, Fine-Tuning pre-trained https://huggingface.

Face Trainer

Trainer API

models

co/docs/transformers/
training

Hugging Efficient fine-tuning tech- Resource-constrained set- https://huggingface.co/

Face PEFT niques tings docs/peft/index

OpenRLHF RLHF, DPO Post training, AI align- https://github.com/

ment OpenRLHF/OpenRLHF
TRL RLHF, DPO Post training, Al align- https://huggingface.co/
ment docs/trl/index
Table 5: Training and Fine-Tuning Utilities.
Tool Key Features Use Case Tutorial Link
vLLM Memory  optimization, Production inference https://github.com/
fast batch inference vllm-project/vllm

TensorRT- High-throughput GPU Optimized GPU model https://github.com/

LLM inference serving NVIDIA/TensorRT-LLM/
tree/release/0.5.0

Hugging Simplified API deploy- Rapid integration https://huggingface.co/

Face End- ment inference-endpoints/

points dedicated

Triton Scalable serving with  Scalable LLM deployment https://developer.

Inference multi-framework support nvidia.com/

Server triton-inference-server

Ray Serve Distributed, parallel in- Scalable LLM deployment https://docs.ray.io/en/

ference

latest/serve/index.html

Table 6: LLM Inference and Deployment.

model inference on GPUs, taking advantage of advanced hardware accelerations. Both tools are ideal
for production environments requiring high-performance LLM deployment.

Triton Inference Server NVIDIA’s Triton Inference Server simplifies LLM deployment by support-
ing multiple frameworks (e.g., PyTorch, TensorFlow, ONNX). It enables scalable, production-grade
model serving with GPU and CPU backends.

Hugging Face Inference Endpoints Hugging Face provides an easy-to-use platform for deploying
LLMs as APIs, making it simple for developers to integrate models into their applications without
managing infrastructure.

Ray Serve Ray Serve is a distributed model serving library that supports scaling and parallel
inference for large LLMs. It integrates seamlessly with distributed computing frameworks.
Please see Table 6 for more information.
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Tool Key Features Use Case Tutorial Link

Weights & Experiment tracking, hy- Experimentation, visual- https://docs.wandb.ai

Biases perparameter tuning ization

TensorBoard Training progress moni- Model performance analy- https://www.tensorflow.
toring sis org/tensorboard

MLflow Experiment lifecycle Comparing  experiments, https://mlflow.org/docs/
management model versioning latest/index.html

Table 7: Visualization and Analysis.

B.6 Visualization and Analysis

Weights & Biases Weights & Biases (W&B) is a powerful tool for experiment tracking, hyper-
parameter optimization, and real-time visualization of training metrics. It integrates seamlessly with
most machine learning frameworks, providing interactive dashboards that display loss curves, accu-
racy trends, and other performance indicators. W&B is particularly useful for collaborative research,
allowing teams to share results and insights easily.

TensorBoard TensorBoard is a widely adopted visualization toolkit for monitoring model training
and evaluation. Its key features include plotting scalars (e.g., loss and accuracy), displaying images,
and analyzing graph structures. TensorBoard’s ease of integration with TensorFlow and PyTorch
makes it a staple in the machine learning community.

MLflow MLflow is an open-source platform for managing the lifecycle of machine learning exper-

iments. It supports logging of metrics, artifacts, and parameters, as well as model versioning and

deployment tracking. MLflow’s UI allows researchers to compare experiments and optimize workflows.
Please see Table 7 for summarization.

B.7 Cloud and Hardware Resources

Cloud computing platforms have become integral to large-scale LLM research and deployment. They
provide scalable, on-demand access to powerful computational resources like GPUs, TPUs, and spe-
cialized accelerators, enabling researchers to run experiments without heavy upfront investment in
infrastructure.

AWS (Amazon Web Services) Offers EC2 instances optimized for deep learning, such as p4d
instances equipped with NVIDIA A100 GPUs. AWS also provides SageMaker, a managed service for
building, training, and deploying machine learning models.

Google Cloud Platform (GCP) Features TPU (Tensor Processing Unit) instances and Vertex Al
a platform for scalable training and inference. GCP is especially advantageous for TensorFlow users.

Microsoft Azure Provides Azure Machine Learning, a suite of tools and services for machine learn-
ing workflows, alongside GPU-powered VMs optimized for deep learning tasks.
Please see Table 8 for summarization.
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Platform  Key Features Use Case Tutorial Link
AWS EC2  instances with  Training, deployment https://aws.amazon.com/
GPUs, SageMaker ai/machine-learning/
GCP TPUs, Vertex Al Scalable training, experi-  https://cloud.google.com/
mentation products/ai
Microsoft Azure ML, GPU-powered = Experimentation, deploy-  https://learn.microsoft.
Azure VMs ment com/en-us/azure/

machine-learning

Table 8: Cloud and Hardware Resources.
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