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RAMA

[SQUEAKING] [RUSTLING] [CLICKING]

So let's start with a quick review. Last week, we looked at BERT, how BERT was created. And we learned about

RAMAKRISHNAN:this technique called masking, which is a kind of self-supervised learning. And the idea of masking was very

simple. We asked ourselves the question. We have seen ways in which people can take images and pre-trained

models like ResNet on vast body of images. But then for each image, somebody had to go and label them.

So for text, we asked the question, well, what does it mean to label a piece of text when we don't actually have
a clearly defined end goal in mind, except the general goal of pre-training things? And then we said oh, well,
what we can do is we can actually replace some of the words in every sentence with what we call a mask token.

And then we just train the network to recover the blanks, to fill in the blanks.

And this technique, which is one of many ways of doing what's called self-supervised learning, is called
masking. And we described how, if you essentially take all of Wikipedia, and for every sentence, you mask it
like this, and then train a network to recover, to fill in the blanks, the resulting network becomes really good at
doing all kinds of interesting things. And that, in fact, the first such network, or one of the first such networks,
was called BERT. And in fact in your homework, you've been looking at BERT and so on and so forth. That's

masking.

Now we're going to switch gears and talk about a different kind of self-supervised learning, which is different
from masking, which turns out to be weirdly more interesting and powerful. So we are going to look at another
technique. And this technique is called next word prediction. So now it is actually, in some sense, a special case
of masking, where you're basically saying, take a sentence and, instead of randomly picking a word and making

it a blank, you're saying, I'm just going to take the last word and make it a blank.

And then you send the sentence in. And then you have the machine just fill in the blank on the last word,
predict the next word. And you don't have to use full sentences for it. You can use parts of sentences for it,
sentence fragments as well. So if you take the same sentence as before, the mission of the MIT Sloan School,
you can literally divide it into-- well, you can give the and ask it to predict mission. If you can give it the mission

and ask it to predict of. You give it the mission, of, ask to predict the. You get the idea.

So every sentence fragment, you can take, and literally just give it the first few and then predict the next one,
first few, next one, first few, next one. So this is next word prediction. And so what we're going to do now is
we're going to actually take the transformer encoder architecture that we used to build BERT in the last class.

And we're going to try to use it to solve next word prediction, to build a model that can do next word prediction.

So this is what we have. So what we're going to do is, if you take the phrase, the cat sat on the mat, so the
phrase was, let's say, the cat sat on the mat, so what you might want to do is to say, OK, this is the input.
Output, the cat. Then maybe you have the cat. And then the output is sat. The cat sat on, and so on. You get the

idea.

And then, finally, we have the cat sat, whoa, whoa, whoa, whoa, the mat. This, basically, what we have, all these
inputs and outputs. But we're going to very compactly express it as if we're just coming in through as one sort
of data point in one batch. And that's what we're doing here. So what we're going to do is we're going to stack it

up like this, where we have the cat sat on the, on the left, meaning everything but the last word.
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And then we're going to take that same sentence and just shift it to the left one. So the cat sat on the mat, we
cut off the mat, right? And that becomes the input. Then we cut off the first word, and that becomes the output.
So when you look at it that way, you can see here, the, you will want the to be used to predict cat, you will want

the cat to be used to predict sat, and so on and so forth.

So this is just a little sort of manipulation so that we don't have to have dozens of sentences or sentence
examples just for one starting sentence. So if you have something like this, what you can do is you can run it
through positional input embeddings, like we have done before with BERT. Then we can run it through a whole

bunch of transformers. It's like a transformer stack. Then we get these contextual embeddings.

Then we run them through maybe one or more RelLUs, if you want, because it's always a good idea to stick
some RelLUs at the very end. And then we basically attach a softmax to every one of the things that are coming

out. And then that softmax is actually going to be a softmax whose range is the entire vocabulary.

For now, let's assume that the vocabulary is just a vocabulary of words, not tokens. We'll get into tokens a bit
later on in the class. For now, just assume it's words. And roughly speaking, let's say there are 50,000 words in
our vocabulary. So each of these softmaxes-- and this is exactly what we did for BERT, by the way. Each of

these softmaxes is like a 50,000 way softmax.

But what we're going to do is, here, when we look at it this way, since we are fundamentally bothered about
next word prediction, as you will see later on, we are actually going to ignore all these predictions because who

cares? We are only going to look at the last one to figure out, OK, what is the last prediction?

What is it? Because the last prediction is going to be based on everything that came before it here. So this is
really the next word that's actually being predicted. All the things before, we don't care so much. And all this

will become slightly clearer because we're going to make a couple of passes through it. Yeah?

How do we predict the end of a sentence then?

So the notion of a sentence has disappeared at this point. What we're going to do is, when we look at how we

tokenize the input for these kinds of models, we're actually going to take punctuation into account.
Oh.

So we're going to take periods into account, exclamation marks into account, and so on and so forth. And that
will answer your question, and we'll come back to that. So this is what we have. So all right, so just to be clear,
the embedding that's coming out of the final dense layer is passed through its own softmax with the number of

softmax categories equal to the vocab size.

All right, so first of all, so let's say we train models, a model like this, with lots of inputs and outputs. This just
looks like BERT. It's not that different, except that there is no notion of a mask. Do you notice any problems

with the way this thing has been set up?
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For some words, like the, you're going to have a lot of potential output pairs that come out of that.

True, which means that if you have a word like the, the next word--

Very hard to predict.

True. So some words may be hard to predict, depending on the last word of the sentence that was the input.

That's what you're getting at, yeah. Other concerns? So | want you-- yeah?

Since you're using contextual on this, the output of the first word is going to have access to the second word.

And so it's kind of like cheating.

Bingo. So remember, bingo is a technical term in deep learning, which means great. So if you go to this, as she
points out, if you look at the self-attention layer, note, remember, the self-attention layer is the key building
block of the transformer block. And so in the self-attention layer, every word, we calculate its contextual

embedding by weighting-- weighted averaging of its relationship to all other words in the sentence.

So the last word can see the first word, the first word can see the last word, and so on and so forth. But when
we are doing next word prediction, this feels problematic because you're peeking into the future. So let's say
that you want to predict the next word. If you look at this architecture, what it can simply do, it can simply copy

it from the input because it can see the whole sentence.

So if | tell you, hey, the cat sat on the mat, if | just gave you, the cat sat on the, can you predict the next word
for me? You'd be like, yeah, duh, it's mat. The whole thing becomes challenging only if | say, the cat sat on the
dash. Now, predict the dash. So to put it another way, let's say that you want to predict-- you're fed in the first

two words, and you want to predict this. This is the right answer for the prediction.

The network should only use the first two. However, but because self-attention can see sat, it can see this next
word, it will trivially learn to predict the next word to be sat. There is no challenge for it. So this is the key

problem. This is the key problem with just using the transformer as is.

What's our loss function here?

The loss function in all these things is actually the same as before, which is that, for every output that's coming
out-- so imagine you have just a traditional classification problem, in which you have one output, let's say,

dividing-- you're classifying things to 10 categories, like we did with the Fashion MNIST, 10 digits.

So you have 10 outputs, and that goes through a softmax. And then you have 10 probabilities. And there we
use cross-entropy. So here, for every one of these things, we use cross-entropy. So we take this output, and
there's a cross-entropy just for that, plus a cross-entropy for that, and so on and so forth. So we minimize still

cross-entropy, but the sum of all these cross-entropies.

And does it get complicated at all by the fact that we have a large vocabulary size now, So lots of output?
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It gets complicated just because there are more things to worry about, compute and so on and so forth. But
conceptually, no difference. Whether you have 10,000 or 50,000, it's the same thing. It's just that, instead of
classifying an input into one of 10 categories, the inputs themselves are as long as the number of words in your

sentence.

So each word that comes into your sentence is being classified in one of 50,000 ways. So essentially, you have
as many classification problems as you have number of words in a sentence. But at the end of the day, the loss

function is the sum of all those things, or to be more precise, the average of all those things.

Actually, | think | may have a slide about this, which | may have hidden because | wasn't sure if | would have
time. Let's unhide it. And | did not agree ahead of time that we're going to set this up like this. All right, so,
yeah, so we still use a classic-- cross-entropy loss function. So each word that comes in, so the cross-entropy is

actually minus log probability of the right answer.

And you may recall this from earlier in the class. So we just do the same thing for cat sat on the, everything,
and then we just take the average, 1 over 7. Boom, that's it. So to go back to this problem, so this is the issue.
The issue is that we can't allow words to be predicted knowing the future. They should only know about the past

words.

So what do we do? We have to make a change to the transformer to make it work for next word prediction. So
what we're going to do is when we are calculating the contextual embedding for a word, remember, the context
embedding for a word is going to be a weighted average of all the other word's embeddings. We will simply give
zero weight to future words. If you give zero weight to future words, it's almost as if they don't exist. And this

will become clear in a second.

So imagine that this is the thing we are going to calculate. These are all-- for every word in the sentence, we are
calculating the pairwise attention weight. And you will remember, | went through this with an iPad thing last
week. We calculate all the weights. So, for example, to find the-- so all these weights in every row will add up to

1.

And so you take the contextual embeddings of the cat sat on the, multiply them by their respective weights
that add up to 1, which is the first row of this table. And that gives you the contextual embedding for the word
the, so on and so forth. And since we can't look at the future words, all we do is we go take this table and we
just zero everything out in red. We just zero everything here out. And then we renormalize so that the

remaining cells, the non-zero dot cells, will still add up to one in each row.

So what that means is that, if you're actually only looking at the, only this thing is going to play a role. For cat,
only this thing is going to play a role. So let's give an example. So to calculate-- to predict on, you'll only look at

the words for the cat sat. The rest of it will not be considered at all.

Now, the effect of doing all this is that-- by the way, this is called causal self-attention. This tweak is called
causal self-attention. It's also called masked self-attention. Just different labels for the same thing. And so what
that means is that, when you're looking at the input for the, only the is going to be used to predict cat. When

you look, the cat, only these two are going to be used to predict sat and so on, and so on, and so forth.
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So this thing here, so all we do is we go into our transformer and we just change each attention head to be a
causal attention head. And the way it's actually done under the hood is actually very elegant for computational
efficiency purposes, but | won't get into it because it gets a bit involved. But the key idea is replace basic plain

vanilla attention with causal attention, a.k.a., masked attention.

When you do that, boom, suddenly, it starts working for an expert prediction. It can't cheat anymore. And when
we do that, we get the transformer causal encoder. And, by the way, the word causal here, there's no
connection to causality. So it's just a term. So if you look at the original transformer paper, it was created for

translation, for machine translation, English to German, those kinds of use cases.

So it had something called an encoder, which we are very familiar with from last week. And then it had
something called a decoder. And it was called the encoder-decoder architecture. And we're not going to cover
the encoder-decoder architecture because we are not covering machine translation in this class. But I'm
mentioning this because this part of the architecture is called a decoder because it uses-- see, here thereis a

masked attention business going on here. Because it is using this masked attention, it's called decoder.

So the transformer encoder is also referred to sometimes as the transformer decoder. But the word decoder has
two meanings. It's a synonym for the causal encoder, like we have seen today. It's also used to refer to
sequence-to-sequence translation problems for the second part of its architecture. So you just have to keep it--
it will become clear from context what we are talking about. In this course, of course, there is no confusion

because we're not going to be looking at translation. We may say decoder, causal encoder. It's the same thing.

So | thought there were some transformers that use bidirectional things. Did you-- is it different from

[INAUDIBLE]?

No, all bidirectional means is that | can see everything. So the encoder we looked at last week, the basic self-
attention thing is bidirectional. Basically, all it means is | can look in both directions to see, what are the words
there? In causal, you're not using the one in the future, correct? All right, so to summarize where we are, this is

what we looked at last week for BERT. And this is the transformer encoder.

And we take the same thing. And instead of multi-head attention, we would do causal multi-head attention. We
get the decoder, a.k.a., causal encoder. And we use the left for masked prediction. We use the right for next
word prediction. All right, so now, instead of having an encoder, if you have a causal encoder, a TCE here, now

we can train models for expert prediction using the same exact approach as before.

We set up the inputs and the outputs, like | described earlier. We run it through a bunch of stacks, a stack of
causal encoders, dense, RelLU, softmax, and so on and so forth. Otherwise, the details don't change, but all

important changes go into the attention layer and make it masked or causal. Any questions so far? Yeah?

This would only apply when we're training the model, not when we're validating or testing the model, right?

So if you give me a sentence after training, the final prediction is the only thing you care about. And by

definition, the final prediction will use everything that came before it. So we're OK. Was that your question?

No, | think the fact that we're zeroing out the weights with feature words, | thought it would apply more when
we're training the model and we're trying to minimize the loss as opposed to when we're asking ChatGPT what

the next word or sentence should be.



RAMA Right. But the point is, when we actually use them, what is the objective? What do we want to do when we

RAMAKRISHNAN:actually use them for inference, once we finish training? Our objective is given a particular string. Get me the
next word. And to find the next word, you can, in fact, use everything that came before it. And, therefore,
without any change to this model, it'll just work for your intended purpose. You don't have to go in there and

change it to-- you don't have to unmask it for inference because you don't need to. Yes?

AUDIENCE: | have one question that's regarding when we do the puzzle transformers, we are putting certain weights to 0 fol

the words which are to be predicted, and then we [INAUDIBLE].

RAMA No, the words that are in the future.
RAMAKRISHNAN:

AUDIENCE: Future.

RAMA Yeah.
RAMAKRISHNAN:

AUDIENCE: And then we normalize it.

RAMA Correct.
RAMAKRISHNAN:

AUDIENCE: And if trained a transformer earlier on all the words, all the words together, so won't be there be a difference in

weights between both of these?

RAMA Between the two ways of training? The weights are going to be very different. And they are two different
RAMAKRISHNAN:models. BERT is used for certain things. And this kind of model, which is the basis of GPT, is going to be used for
other things.

AUDIENCE: We are training it as well like that, by putting [INAUDIBLE] by moving some of the weights to 0.

RAMA Correct. So what I'm talking about here is the-- what we are trying to do here is to say, let's say that we want to
RAMAKRISHNAN:do next word prediction as the task, as a self-supervised learning task. And we want to train such a model on a
vast amount of text data. Well, we can't just use what we did last week because it's not going to work because

of the fact you can see the future. Therefore, we make a tweak.

And then we build this model. Now the question becomes, OK, what can we do with such a model? We have
basically trained two different kinds of models, the one that can see everything, BERT, and the one that can't

see the future, which is actually GPT. So what can you do with it? And we're going to come to that.

All right, so now once you train such a model, given any input sentence, let's say that the sentence is, it was a
dark and. It was a dark and. It goes through all these things. And remember what | said earlier. The fact that it's
predicting something after just seeing it, we don't really care. What we're really curious about is, what is the

next thing it's going to say?
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And the next thing it's going to say is going to be, basically, what's coming out of this softmax. Does it make
sense? We don't care about anything that went before it because we already have a half-formed sentence. And
we want to just find the next thing here. So we only care about this. These things will come out of the

architecture of the model, but we throw them out. We don't even pay any attention to them.

We only look at what's coming out in this one here. And what comes out of that softmax, remember, is a 50,000
way table of probabilities. That's what a softmax is. It's a whole bunch of probabilities that add up to 1. And so
it's going to-- and let's say, for example, that you have starting with aardvark all the way to zebra. And these

are the probabilities.

So it was a dark and, just for kicks, | put stormy as the most-- highest probability number. But these numbers
will add up to 1. We have this table. And then what we do is we choose a token from this table. We get to
choose. There's a whole bunch of numbers in this table, and we get to choose a token. The simplest thing one

can think of is just choose the word that is the most likely, and we choose the word that's most likely here.

And we're going to have a whole section on how to choose these things coming up. For now, let's go with the
simple option. We're going to just choose the one that's most likely, 0.6. And then we attach it to the input. So
now the input has become, it was a dark and stormy. We run it through. And, again, we only care about the last

one softmax.

We do that, we get another table. And this table turns out-- the table keeps changing because the softmax is
different for each time you run it through because the input has changed. So you get a new table, and it turns
out the most likely one is night. And then we attached-- so night comes out the other end. And we attached

night here, and we keep on going.

We can keep on going maybe till we basically tell the model, OK, generate up to 100 tokens and stop. It might
stop after 100. Or it might decide, the model may decide, in fact, that when it sees a punctuation, like a period,
or an exclamation mark, or something, that's going to stop. And we have control over this when it stops and

how it stops.

But this is sort of the basic process. And you folks are all very used to it because you've all been playing with
ChatGPT and the like. But the basic building block is next word prediction, feed it back to the input, next word

prediction, keep on doing it. You keep on doing it, then, suddenly, it's writing entire novels for you. Yeah?

The longer the initial input is, it's better. It's going to give you a better prediction?

It depends on your objective. So, fundamentally, you have some task you want the thing to do for you. And that
task may-- and you need to give it all the information it can possibly find useful. Yeah, so the long-- the more

helpful the input, the better. Maybe that's how | would say it. Yeah?

Would this also apply to something like Google Search or-- because they also do next letter prediction too, but

with this [INAUDIBLE].

Yeah, so the Google autocomplete, for example, | don't know if they actually use this kind of model under the
hood or not. | just don't know. These things tend to be kept tightly under wraps. If they were to-- if they were
using it, my guess is that they-- so | don't know if you folks have seen, recently, over the last few months, they

have-- there is a generative Al panel that opens up when you do a Google search.
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That panel, | suspect, uses this, but | don't know if the default Google autocomplete actually uses it or not
because it's very compute heavy. So | don't know what they do. So, yeah, this is what you do. Other questions

on this, on the mechanics of it? Yeah?

For our vocabulary list, I'm assuming it's static [INAUDIBLE].

Yeah, correct. And as you will see here, it's not really a word vocabulary. It's a token vocabulary, but, yes, it is

static for a given model.

And | guess I'm assuming for Google or any other sort of search engine, that wouldn't necessarily be static. And

so when it comes to, | guess, base-- or even [INAUDIBLE] because the model would be different [INAUDIBLE].

Sort of thinking about what happens to new words and things that are formed? And how does it handle it if the
vocabulary is static? There's a very elegant solution that's coming up. All right, so now, in other words, we have
learned how to do sequence generation. We already saw that we can do classification with BERT. We can do

labeling with BERT, BERT-like models, which are trained on mass prediction.

And for generating sequences, now we know how to do it. We just need to use a transformer causal encoder.
Now, these kind of models, sequence generation models trained on text sequences using expert prediction, are

called autoregressive language models or causal language models.

And, of course, the GPT family is perhaps the most well-known example of an autoregressive language model,
autoregressive because people who have done econometrics and some regression know the notion of
autoregression means that you predict something, and then you use sort of the past predictions as inputs into
the next time you predict. So this is the notion of autoregression. You predict, you feed the prediction back, get

the next prediction, and keep on cycling through. Yes?

So when you put it in as inputs into GPT, for example, and it has that-- it shows you the next words as it's come

in. Is that an indication of it doing this recalculation and what you described?

Correct. That's exactly what's going on. In fact, if you use the API, that is the thing called the streaming API,
where it will actually stream each token that's coming out through every pass. And you can actually see
everything very clearly. But when you actually work with the web interface, and you see the thing almost as if
it's typing, like a human, what I've heard from people-- | don't know if this is true. What I've heard from people
is that they can actually do it much faster. They slow it down intentionally to give you the feeling that it's

actually coming from a human.

So it's like a UX trick to slow it down, to make it feel as if someone is actually typing something on the other
end. So when you're interacting with a chatbot, for example, sometimes, you will see it actually typing. Slowly,
you can see the bubble and you can see the typing. It's actually intentionally slowed down because you know
it's a bot otherwise. So there's a little bit of UX creepiness, maybe, going on. | don't know to what extent this is
100% true and how pervasive it is, but folks who work in the field have told me that this actually is not

uncommon.



So that's what's going on here. These are language models. And, of course, GPT-3 is an autoregressive
language model. And the reason why we have an L in front of the LLM, because it was trained on lots of data
with lots of parameters. At some point, it's not a small language model anymore. It's a large language model.

Yeah, so it's LLM. Nothing more momentous than that.

So as it turns out, GPT-3 uses 96 transformer blocks, 96 blocks,. And each block has 96 causal attention heads.
And you can see-- you can read the GPT-3 paper. It gives you all the details of the architecture. That is
interesting because, GPT-4, they didn't publish the architecture. From GPT-3-- after GPT-3, everything became

closed. So we actually don't know what the architecture is, even though there's a lot of speculation on Twitter.

But GPT-3, we know exactly what happened. It's 96 blocks. Each has 96 causal attention heads. And then the
data was actually, they scraped $30 billion sentences from a whole bunch of sources web text, Wikipedia, a
bunch of book databases. And then they basically just took those 30 billion sentences and just trained it
exactly, next word prediction. That's it. Now, when they trained GPT-3, | think it cost them a lot of money
because things were not as-- we hadn't figured out how to do it as efficiently as we know now, but it was still

pretty amazing.

And I'll talk about what is so special about GPT-3 in just a minute or two. So this is what we have here. And as
you folks have seen, the notion of generating text is very powerful because we can obviously generate text. But
you can also generate code because code is just text. We can generate documentation for code. We can

summarize text. We can answer questions. We can do chatbot. The list goes on.

All the excitement we see around GenAl from the time ChatGPT came out is precisely because this simple idea
of text in, text out is just so flexible. It's so versatile. It can handle all sorts of use cases. That's why there's so
much excitement. By the way, if you're really curious, | would actually recommend seeing this video, where this

guy, Andrej Karpathy, builds GPT from scratch.

It's a fantastic video. If you have even a little bit of curiosity about how these things are actually built, | would
strongly recommend checking it out. And there's also a little blog post where this person-- basically, if you know
NumPy, you can actually create GPT-3, GPT, using NumPy without using any frameworks and things like that. So

| found it super interesting and helpful to understand what exactly is going on, so if you would like to do this.

So now we're going to talk about decoding sampling strategies, which is, | said that when we produce-- when we
come up with the softmax for that last token, we have 50,000 choices. What do we pick? As it turns out, to
actually get really good performance out of GenAl systems, like ChatGPT, you need to be quite thoughtful about

how to decode, how to actually sample from that table. So we'll talk about that for a bit.

So first of all, definition, the process of choosing a token from the probability distribution from the-- coming out
of the softmax-- I'm sticking this table right here. This is the softmax. This process of choosing it is called
decoding. That's the technical term for it. We get this table, we have to decode, meaning we have to pick

something from this table. That's called decoding.

Now, there are two sort of extreme cases of very highly simple ways to do this. The first thing, of course, is just
pick the one-- just pick the word with the highest probability. This is called greedy decoding. So in this case, for
example, if stormy is 0.6, the highest probability in this whole table, we just pick stormy. So that is the obvious

extreme simple case.
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The other thing we can do, which is also super simple, is that, because we have a probability table here, we can
just reach into the table and sample a word out of it in proportion to its probability, which means that, if you
have this table and you're sampling from it, if you sample from it 100 times, 60 times, you probably get stormy

because the probability is 0.6.

But some small fraction of the time, you may get strange things, like aardvark, and zebra, and so on and so
forth. You're just literally doing random sampling. That's a fine way to do it too. Right. There's nothing wrong
with that. So these are both options. So the key thing you need to remember is that-- which one you pick. And

there are some variations on it, which we'll get to in a moment.

What you pick, which way to decode your pick, really depends on what your task is, what you're trying to use
the system for, the LLM for. So the broad thing to remember is that, if you're working on questions for which the
factual accuracy of the response is really important and/or you want the output to be deterministic, meaning

every time you ask it a particular question, you really want the same answer back.

You can imagine a customer call support agent, where the two different customers ask the same question, and
they get different answers. You don't want that. So you want deterministic outputs. So in those situations, you
should use greedy decoding. It's a good starting point because you will get-- you won't get any random stuff

because, for any given input sentence, the softmax that comes out of the table is not going to change. It's the

same table.

And if you're always picking the highest number in the table, that's not going to change either. So guaranteed
determinism. And I've found that for reasoning questions and things where you're asking questions, math
questions, reasoning questions, logic questions, you should really sort of keep it as greedy as possible in my

experience.

Now, there are other situations where random sampling is actually a better option. If you're doing creative
things, write a poem, write a haiku, write a screenplay, things like that, you do want a lot of creativity, in which
case, actually, randomness is your friend. You get a lot of different varieties of responses, diversity of

responses. All that is really good.

The price you pay for it is that, you lose determinism, the outputs are going to be stochastic. They're going to
be random. They're going to vary from the same question. The answer is going to vary again and again. But in
many cases, maybe it's OK. You don't care. So that's how, roughly, we think about it. The other one | want to
say is that the diversity of response is also important because, if you imagine a chatbot, if you ask questions, if

the chatbot always responds in the same stilted robotic fashion, it kind of starts to get annoying.

You want some variation in the output because a human will never give you the same thing back. Though |
must say that when | interact with call center agents, | think they're just cutting and pasting from a text library,
so it does look kind of robotic. So maybe we are already kind of used to this. But anyway, so those are some of

the things to keep in mind. Yeah?

If you're using random sampling, do you end up with a better estimation of the uncertainty and probabilities
that are more calibrated, in the sense that the table that you end up at the end is the real probability that you

observe from the words in your corpus?
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The table doesn't change, regardless of how you sample it. The table is a starting point for sampling. All

decoding is about what token from the table you're going to pull out.

Oh, so it doesn't impact the loss function?

No. Yeah, all those things are fixed. You literally get the table, and then you literally can forget how you got the

table. And now decoding starts.

Is that the reason why ChatGPT would generate a different answer given the same prompt if we run it again and

again? Because they are using random sampling?

Correct. That's exactly why. And we'll see-- I'll do a demo of it very shortly because you can actually manipulate

it.

If you do the prediction word-by-word, is there a way to make it resilient to mistakes? If you say, the night was

dark and aardvark, that can mess up the next word, right?

It can totally mess it up.

So how does it get itself back on track?

It cannot. And so great question. And we'll look at an example of things going off the rails in just a second.

Yeah?

Is this how Bing works, where you can slide between being more creative and more accurate?

Yeah, exactly. So Bing has this creative, balanced, precise something. They're basically under the hood. They're
manipulating some of the-- we're going to look at some of those parameters in just a moment. They're just
manipulating it for you. But if you use the API, you can manipulate it directly. All right, so here is the basic thing

to remember about random sampling.

So our hope is that, for any given sentence, we think that there is probably some set of good answers for the
next word and a whole bunch of bad answers, intuitively. So we want the probability of the good stuff. We want-
- you can imagine a distribution as going like that. There is the head of the distribution, the first few words in
the distribution, if you sort them from high to low probability. And then there is all the long tail of kind of

inappropriate-- not inappropriate, irrelevant words.

So our hope is that the model is so good that, for any given input phrase, it basically concentrates the output
probability in the softmax, so just a few good words, and sort of, kind of zeroes out everything else. That is the
ideal scenario because, in that scenario, if you do random sampling, by definition, you'll pick something from

the high quality head of the distribution, and life is good.

Now, we want random sampling to sample from the head and not from the tail. That's the key point. And what
do | mean by head and tail? Let's be very clear. So imagine you have-- take the table that we looked at, the
softmax table, which went from, what, about aardvark to zebra. And let's say we sort the table based on high to

low probabilities.
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So maybe what's going to happen is that stormy is going to have a probability of, | don't know, 0.6. And | think,
if | remember right, a night had a probability of 0.3. And then there were a whole bunch of other words, all the
way to the 50,000th word. From highest low probability, so this is what I'm-- so you can think of this as like a
probability distribution

And so, basically, what we are saying here is that this is the head of the distribution, while this long tail is the
tail of the distribution. And we want our system to grab something from the head and not from the tail because
the head is the stuff that's actually the relevant, useful, good stuff. That's really what we're trying to do here.

Does it make sense?

So to come back to this-- and here is the most important point to remember about this slide. While the
probability of choosing any individual word in this long tail is pretty small-- for any one word, it's pretty small--

the probability of choosing some word from the tail is high. Some word from the tail is high.

So to go back to this thing here, yeah, so in this particular example, 0.6 plus 0.3, there is a 0.9 probability it's
going to be either stormy or night. But there is a 10% probability it's going to be one of these words. And who

knows what that word might-- it's going to be. It might be some random nonsense word.

So what that means is then this goes to a point from before. If the LLM happens to sample a token from the tail,
which is not good, it won't be able to recover from its mistake. It'll just go off the rails, which is why every word

that gets generated, it's really important to get it right because it can't recover very often.

Is there a technical way to define the difference between the head and the tail?

No.

[CHUCKLING]

It's like this common thing people use. And the reason why it's not is because it's so problem dependent as to
what the-- basically, you're saying that for any particular problem, | think, depending on the question, the right
number of words is probably 20. For the same-- for a different question, maybe it's 40. For a totally different

model, for the same question, maybe 10. So because of that variability, we just can't figure it out.

So all right, and I'll show you this, how to do this, in just a moment. So just for kicks, | went in to GPT 3.5. And
then | said, students at the MIT Sloan School of Management are? And | said, predict the next word. So it turns
out, invited is the most likely next word, followed by given, expected, required, and able. These are the top five
words. And the probability is 3%, 2%, pretty small probabilities. But then the words that are below it, the

remaining whatever, 50,000 odd words, are even lower.

So here, the most likely word is invited. So what | did is | went in there and said, OK, let me try again now with,
students at the MIT Sloan School of Management are invited. And now autocomplete that. Find me the next
thing. So it comes back with-- see, now, this is my new prompt, students at the MIT School of Management
invited to submit their original white papers to the annual MIT something. It seems reasonable. It doesn't seem

bad. It seems reasonable.
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Now let's mess it up a bit. So now | go in there, and | noticed that the word masters and the word spending
were much lower probability than these top five words. | just mucked around until | found these things. So this
is only 0.05%. This is 0.11%. So these are clearly in the tail. They're not the most likely. So | said, what's going

to happen if | actually force it to use masters? And then | force it to use spending. This is what you get.

Students at the MIT School of Management are masters of chaos.

[CHUCKLING]

They routinely blow past deadlines, fracture. And then | couldn't take it anymore. | stopped it.

[CHUCKLING]

A single word. And then | said, students, students at MIT School of Management, are spending, which is the

other unlikely word, the semester learning life skills-- so far, it looks promising-- through knitting socks.

[LAUGHTER]

I'm not making this stuff up. This is GPT 3.5. So, yes, it will go off the rails. You have to be super careful. And so

the way we sort of tame random sampling to make it work for us-- yeah?

Do you think that these sentences refers-- the past-- the master of chaos routinely blow past deadlines, you

think is something that it was in the training set?

Yeah, that is-- the thing is, it's basically doing some very rough and approximate pattern matching from all the
training data it was trained on. So it doesn't mean, for example, that on the mit.edu website, on the collection
of sites, that, actually, there were text saying that, yeah, MIT Sloan students were doing all this crazy stuff. It's
probably more like a whole bunch of college, university websites probably had some content like that. Maybe

there was a bunch of Reddit people posting stuff like that.

So it's just doing some rough pattern matching. It's basically looking-- the thing is, you have to remember,
always, with large language models, what it's trying to give you, it's giving you a response that is not
implausible. There is no guarantee of correctness. There is no accuracy, nothing like that. It's giving you a

probabilistically plausible response. That's it.

Now, us Sloanies being Sloanies, we look at stuff like this and we get offended. So we are imputing our values
onto each generation, but it doesn't know and it doesn't care. So, in fact, when | typed in something like, list all
the awards that Professor Ramakrishnan has won, it gave me an amazing list of awards. Apparently, | won this

and | won that. | won-- now, none of it is true, to which a student said, not yet.

[LAUGHTER]

So | had the TA make a note of that fine person's name.

[LAUGHTER]

Yeah, so that's what's going on. Yeah?

| get the sense, maybe there's--
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Could you use the microphone, please?

| get the sense that maybe there's some sort of sliding window, that somehow weighting later words more
strongly than earlier words, given how far out-- because they do have the context of students at MIT should
have steered it in a certain direction, even with the presence of the word masters. So is there something like

that happening?

No, it is just-- the thing is, think about the training process. And the training process, we gave it sentence
fragments. And we asked her to predict the next word. Now, clearly, the more you know about the input that's
coming and the longer the input, the more clues you have to figure out what the right next word prediction is

going to be.

If | say, the capital of, you'll be like, | don't know. It's got to be a country, | guess, or a state, but | don't know
anything more than that. But if | say, the capital of France is, dramatic narrowing of the cone of uncertainty. So
that's basically what's going on. And, in fact, there's a very beautiful expression I've heard, which is that what

elements do, they call it subtractive sculpting.

So what | mean by that is it's sort of like, when you start, it's like this big block of marble. And then every word
chips away at the marble. And then when you're done, it's kind of pretty clear. It's David inside the marble.
That's sort of what's going on. All right, so to come back to this, what can we do? We can-- there are three ways

in which you can tune random sampling to make it work for you.

The first way and the idea of all these things is that you have some probability distribution. We are now going to
sort of manually focus on the head. And then we're going to kill everything else, and only focus on the head and
sample from that head, which immediately begs the question, how will you decide what the head is? And that

was sort of Elena's question from before.

How will you decide what the head is? So one way we do that is to say, you know what? | know we have 50,000
words in the vocabulary. | don't care. Each time, I'm only going to pick the top K words. K could be 10, 20, 30,
40, 50. That's very problem dependent. I'm going to pick the top 20 words, and I'm going to ignore everything
else and only sample from the top 10 or the top 20. That's called top-k sampling.

And so the way it works is that let's say this is your whole distribution. And | just stopped at red instead of
going all the way to 50,000. And then you see and you decide, let's say that you want k to be 2. So you just
grab the top two words, k equals 2. And then you renormalize the probability so they add up to 1. So 0.6 and

0.2, renormalize, it becomes 0.75 and 0.25.

And now, just imagine that this is the new softmax table that you're sampling from. And you grab a number
from-- I'm sorry, a word fro