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Survey

Ideas in recent LLM research:

▶ Auxiliary steps in query⇝ answer: chain of thought, retrieval, tool use

▶ Training on synthetic generated data (esp. for reasoning and planning)

▶ Using verification and consistency to (self-)improve LLMs

▶ Alignment with reward models by RL fine-tuning

What can ideas from inference in latent variable models do for this field?
What do they have to do with safety?

[I’m not a LLM expert™, but work on probabilistic inference and generative
models. Please forgive any references to ancient (2023 and earlier) history.]

Thank you to all collaborators (ask for specific refs to [my work] and [others’]).
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▶ Amortised inference and learning to sample
▶ Why Bayesian ML for safety?

▶ Latent variables in language models

▶ Amortised inference in LLMs
▶ Intractable inference in text: algorithmic aspects

▶ Reasoning as probabilistic inference

▶ Applications to red-teaming and safety tuning

▶ Extracting inaccesible knowledge from foundation models
▶ Inverse language graphics

▶ LLMs as symbolic knowledge bases

▶ Conclusion and outlook
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Review of (amortised) probabilistic inference

latent variables

uu �� ))
++observation1 // observation2 // observation3 // · · ·

Probabilistic inference:

p( latents | observations ) ∝ p( observations | latents )p( latents )

Amortization: training a model qθ( latents | observations ) to approximate
p( latents | observations )
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Review of (amortised) probabilistic inference

Examples of latent variable models z
p(x |z)−−−→ x :

▶ Mixture model (e.g., GMM): ℓ → x
▶ ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ncomponents} is a mixture index, categorical p(ℓ)
▶ For each value of ℓ, p(x |ℓ) is a distribution in a chosen family

▶ Variational autoencoder: z → x (continuous latent → data)
▶ p(z) typically fixed to a standard Gaussian
▶ p(x |z) is Gaussian with mean&variance given by a neural net

▶ Bayesian neural network: θ → (x → y)) (parameters and inputs →
outputs)
▶ θ are parameters of a neural net
▶ y are the outputs of a neural net p(y |x ; θ) with some inputs x
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Review of (amortised) probabilistic inference

Examples of latent variable models z
p(x |z)−−−→ x :

▶ Topic model: θ → d (topic vector → document)
▶ θ ∈ ∆ntopics is a topic vector, Dirichlet p(θ)
▶ p(d |θ) is a multinomial distribution over word count vectors

▶ Probabilistic grammar (e.g., PCFG): τ → s (syntax tree → sequence)
▶ p(τ): τ is generated hierarchically by applying probabilistic replacement rules (S →

NP VP, VP → V N, . . . )
▶ s is a sequence of leaves (terminal symbols)
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Review of (amortised) probabilistic inference

In a model z
p(x |z)−−−→ x , we may need to sample or approximate

p(z | x) ∝ p(x | z)p(z) by a neural parametric model qθ(z | x)
▶ To ‘explain’ a data point x by a latent z (e.g., text⇝parse tree)

▶ As part of trainining the generative model (EM, wake-sleep, end-to-end
variational bound optimization)

What if the latent variable z is language?

▶ Many interesting explanatory variables are symbolic (text, causal graphs,
programs, . . . ) and representable in language

▶ Humans work with (and verbalise) symbolic latent variables and perform
structure learning

▶ Inference in discrete, compositional spaces is a hard modelling problem
▶ Esp. efficient and asymptotically unbiased inference
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Why Bayesian ML for safety?

▶ Uncertainty awareness (evidenced in human cognition)

▶ Robustness; risk minimisation in environments with unknown latents

▶ Posterior sampling problems appear in safe RL (e.g., distribution over
trajectories under constraints)

▶ What about LLMs?
▶ More useful as wide priors than as faithful reasoners
▶ . . . or as inference models themselves
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Intractable inference in language models

Consider an autoregressive LM:

pLM(w1w2 . . .wn) = p(w1)p(w2 | w1)p(w3 | w1w2) . . . p(wn | w1 . . .wn−1)

How to perform conditional sampling in such a model?
▶ Sampling even from simple variations of the distribution is intractable. . .
▶ Tempered sampling: p(w1:n) ∝ pLM(w1:n)

1/T

▶ Sampling text of a given length
▶ Sampling text with a given suffix or lexical constraints
▶ Sampling from the product of the LM with a verifier score

▶ Prompting schemes are biased

Think of a LLM as a policy or proposal,
finetune it to sample from the desired distribution
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Reasoning in language as a posterior inference problem

X

Z

Y

‘A deeply moving storyline.’ Label: Subjective

The review expresses a personal opinion.

3 + 4− 8 Answer: −1

eval(3 + 4) = 7, eval(7− 8) = −1

The cat was hungry. Now the cat is sleepy, not hungry.

She caught and ate a mouse. / She meowed until she was fed. / . . .

[Hu et al., ‘Amortizing intractable inference in LLMs’, ICLR 2024]

?
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[Hu et al., ‘Amortizing intractable inference in LLMs’, ICLR 2024]

Autoregressive LM:

pLM(w1w2 . . .wn) = p(w1)p(w2 | w1)p(w3 | w1w2) . . . p(wn | w1 . . .wn−1)

Intractable infilling posterior:

pLM( Z | X , Y ) =
pLM( Z | X )pLM(Y | X , Z )∑
Z ′ pLM Z ′ | X )pLM(Y | X , Z ′ )

∝ pLM( X , Z , Y )

Chain-of-thought reasoning is a case of infilling
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Reasoning in language as a posterior inference problem

Other cases of latent variables Z intervening in X ⇝ Y :

▶ Retrieval-augmented generation ( Z is a set of retrieved documents)

▶ Tool use ( Z is a sequence of tool calls)

▶ Program/proof synthesis ( Z is a (probabilistic?) program)

▶ Hierarchical prompting ( Z is a sequence of prompts)

▶ Long-form text generation ( Z is a plan, a high-level plot and set of
characters, . . . )
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Do LLMs just have a data problem?

p( latents | observations ) ∝ p( observations | latents )p( latents )

Posterior predictive modelling ( observations ⇝ future observations ) is a
cognitive shortcut (done by LLMs)

I want to
plan a short
holiday in
Scotland.

1. Saturday: arrive in Edinburgh. 2.

prompt
��

Sunday: visit castle, then train to London.

Modelling the posterior well requires big data unspecialised for the task

Foundation models (LLMs) have knowledge of (some) latent variables
[but querying for that knowledge is an intractable inference problem]
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Digression: Reinforcement learning for sequential inference

Sampling as sequential decision-making: train policy to sample the posterior

▶ Reward for sampling latents z given observations x :
R(z ) = p(z , x ) ∝ p(z | x )
▶ Want to sample proportionally to R; specialized algorithms for this
▶ Generative flow network / inference as control / off-policy HVI

▶ MDP specifies generative process structure
▶ Unifies autoregressive, diffusion, other structured generative processes

Nikolay Malkin (University of Edinburgh) Simons Institute 15 April 2025 Amortised inference meets LLMs 7 / 21



Digression: Reinforcement learning for sequential inference

Sampling as sequential decision-making: train policy to sample the posterior
▶ Reward for sampling latents z given observations x :

R(z ) = p(z , x ) ∝ p(z | x )
▶ Want to sample proportionally to R; specialized algorithms for this
▶ Generative flow network / inference as control / off-policy HVI

▶ MDP specifies generative process structure
▶ Unifies autoregressive, diffusion, other structured generative processes

P φ
(θ
4
| G

4
)

θ4

R(G4, θ4)

A

B

C

G
0

A

B

C

G
1

A

B

C

G
2

A

B

C

G
4

A

B

C

G
3

A

B

C

G
5

A

B

C

G
6

A

B

C

G
7

Add B
→ A

Pφ(G1 | G0)

Add B
→ C

Pφ(G3 | G1)

. . .

. . .

. . .
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Amortising intractable inference in LLMs

Think of a LLM as a policy or proposal,
finetune it to sample from the desired distribution

Finetune LLM (as a MaxEnt RL policy) to sample from p( Z | X , Y )

X

Z

Y

Amortized posterior
(finetuned LLM)

Z

X Y

qpolicy(Z|X[, Y ])
reward

pLM(XZY ))

[Hu et al., ‘Amortizing in-

tractable inference in LLMs’,

ICLR 2024]

Then use the learned policy to sample Z for new X
▶ ‘Learning to reason/explain in a demonstration-free way’
▶ Use of off-policy RL methods allows flexible use of known examples
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Other approaches to intractable language sampling problems

▶ MCMC methods
[Phan et al., ‘Training chain-of-thought via latent-variable inference’, NeurIPS 2023]
[Lew et al., ‘Sequential Monte Carlo steering of language models. . . ’, 2023]

▶ Hybrid approaches (twisted SMC)
[Zhao et al., ‘Probabilistic inference in language models via twisted sequential Monte
Carlo’, 2024]

▶ Local distillation into tractable models
[Zhang et al., ‘Tractable control for autoregressive language generation’, ICML 2023]

▶ Versions of entropic RL also work for diffusion LMs
[Venkatraman et al., ‘Amortizing intractable inference in diffusion. . . ’, NeurIPS 2024]

▶ Some self-improvement methods approximate this without likelihoods
[Zelikman et al., ‘STaR: Bootstrapping reasoning with reasoning’, NeurIPS 2022]
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Other approaches to intractable language sampling problems

▶ MCMC methods

▶ Hybrid approaches (twisted SMC)

▶ Local distillation into tractable models

▶ Versions of entropic RL also work for diffusion LMs

▶ Some self-improvement methods approximate this without likelihoods
[Zelikman et al., ‘STaR: Bootstrapping reasoning with reasoning’, NeurIPS 2022]

(standard) RL fine-tuning : test-time search

::

amortisation by entropic RL : test-time Monte Carlo
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Amortised LLM posteriors as reasoners

▶ Once trained, qpolicy( Z | X ) can be used to sample reasoning chains
▶ Posterior predictive: sample many chains and take the most likely Y

p( Y | X ) =
∑
Z

qpolicy( Z | X )pLM(Y | X , Z )

The use of

‘greatest’ suggests

a personal opinion.

// Label: Subjective‘The new Rebus novel is
one of Rankin’s greatest,
as measured by interna-
tional sales. . . ’

22

-- The review quotes

factual information.
// Label: Objective

▶ Variational EM: also update pLM(Y | X , Z )
Subjectivity classification

Method Test accuracy (%) ↑
Zero-shot prompting 51.7

Training samples

10 20 50

Few-shot prompting 61.3 61.8 65.8
Supervised finetuning 64.3 69.1 89.7

Amortized posterior 71.4 81.1 87.7

+EM 75.2 78.7 89.9

Arithmetic with tool use (3,4,5 operands)

Test accuracy (%) ↑
Method Easy in-dist. Hard in-dist. OOD

Chain of thought 35.5 21.0 10.5
Supervised finetuning 72.1 19.6 12.8
PPO 30.6 13.7 5.6
Amortised posterior 95.2 75.4 40.7

Instruct-GPT-J 6B; [Hu et al., ‘Amortizing intractable inference in LLMs’, ICLR 2024]
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▶ Posterior predictive: sample many chains and take the most likely Y

p( Y | X ) =
∑
Z

qpolicy( Z | X )pLM(Y | X , Z )

▶ Variational EM: also update pLM(Y | X , Z )
Subjectivity classification

Method Test accuracy (%) ↑
Zero-shot prompting 51.7

Training samples

10 20 50

Few-shot prompting 61.3 61.8 65.8
Supervised finetuning 64.3 69.1 89.7

Amortized posterior 71.4 81.1 87.7

+EM 75.2 78.7 89.9

Arithmetic with tool use (3,4,5 operands)

Test accuracy (%) ↑
Method Easy in-dist. Hard in-dist. OOD

Chain of thought 35.5 21.0 10.5
Supervised finetuning 72.1 19.6 12.8
PPO 30.6 13.7 5.6
Amortised posterior 95.2 75.4 40.7

Instruct-GPT-J 6B; [Hu et al., ‘Amortizing intractable inference in LLMs’, ICLR 2024]
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Other intractable inference problems

��

��

David noticed he had put on a lot of weight recently. He examined his habits to try
and figure out the reason. He realized he’d been eating too much fast food lately.

��

��

��

He stopped going to
burger places and started
a vegetarian diet.

$$

He still didn’t

stop his unhealthy

habits.

zz

He decided to switch

to healthier foods.

**

He decided to cut

out the fast food.

��

He decided to go to

the gym.

tt
After a few weeks, he
started to feel better.
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CoT via posterior inference: Failures

▶ Assumption that base LLM is a good prior
▶ Does not address hallucination/miscalibration

1− 9− 8 =? −→ eval(1− 9) = −8, eval(−8 + 8) = 0

▶ Much slower than supervised finetuning (as exploration is needed)

▶ Task-specific models, not universal reasoners
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LLM posterior inference: Outlook

Constrained LLM as entropic policy: Application to planning problems
[Yu et al, ‘Flow of reasoning. . . ’, 2024]:
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LLM posterior inference: Outlook

Application to event sequence modelling from text
[Song et al., ‘Latent logic tree extraction for event sequence explanation. . . ’, ICML 2024]
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LLM posterior inference: Outlook

Use in formal reasoning (proof synthesis)
[Ho et al., ‘Proof flow. . . ’, 2024]
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LLM posterior inference: Outlook

What is missing?

▶ Features of human probabilistic reasoning: System 2 inductive biases
(e.g., memory bottlenecks), abstractions/chunking

▶ Interactivity (⇝ soft RLHF, active learning, adversarial settings)
▶ Could be less prone to overoptimization ⇝ misalignment

▶ Grounding, multimodal models
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LLM posterior inference: Outlook

Recent large models seem to be even better
probabilistic priors for reasoning
[Ruan et al., ‘Reasoning to learn from latent
thoughts’, 2025]

Nikolay Malkin (University of Edinburgh) Simons Institute 15 April 2025 Amortised inference meets LLMs 13 / 21



Red-teaming as probabilistic inference

Should women be

allowed to vote?

How do I make a

bomb?

How do I

infiltrate MI6?

No, they are too

emotional.

Sorry, I can’t

answer that.

First, bug their

HQ...

Model

Attack x Response y

[Lee et al., ‘Learning diverse attacks. . . ’, ICLR 2025]
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Red-teaming as probabilistic inference

The players in black-box red-teaming:
▶ pθ(x): attacker LM
▶ pϕ(y | x): target LM
▶ pψ(toxic | x , y): toxicity classifier
▶ pref: reference (base) LM

Train the attacker to maximise expected toxicity score of response:

Ex∼pθ(x),y∼pϕ(y |x)[log pψ(toxic | x , y)]− βKL(pθ ∥ p1/γref ),

equivalent to sampling from the posterior

p∗(x) ∝ exp

(
1

β
Ey∼pϕ(y |x)[log pψ (c = 1 | x , y)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

R1(x)

· pref (x)1/γ︸ ︷︷ ︸
R2(x)

,

where β > 0 and γ > 0 are hyperparameters
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Red-teaming as probabilistic inference

Two-stage approach: RL (GFlowNet) fine-tuning and SFT on discovered
attacks

Step 1: GFlowNet fine-tuning

Step 2: MLE smoothing

Attacker LM
GPT-2 Small

Create an exciting plan to save and
save something from a casino.

Target LLM
Llama 2 7B Chat

To save a valuable item from a
high-stakes casino heist without
getting caught: 1. Gather the
team... 2. Reconnaissance...

Classifier LLM
Llama-Guard

toxicity: 0.81Replay BufferInitial Data

compute reward
(aggregate responses)

GFlowNet
fine-tuning

SFT
pretraining

Attacker LM
GPT-2 Small

filter + SFTSFT
pretraining

[Lee et al., ‘Learning diverse attacks. . . ’, ICLR 2025]

In a third stage, we can safety-tune the target LM with generated attacks
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Red-teaming as probabilistic inference

Diversity-promoting training:
▶ Favours a tradeoff between toxicity and diversity
▶ Produces better prompts for safety-tuning the target LM
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[Lee et al., ‘Learning diverse attacks. . . ’, ICLR 2025]
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Red-teaming as probabilistic inference

Diversity-promoting training:
▶ Transfers better to new target models

Source
Toxicity Rate (↑) Transfer Toxicity Rate (↑)

Method G
em

m
a-
2b
-i
t

L
la
m
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2-
7b
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L
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13
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ch
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b-
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m
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7b
-i
t

G
em

m
a-
1.
1-
2b
-i
t

G
em

m
a-
1.
1-
7b
-i
t

ICL 18.31 8.13 7.86 7.71 8.51 20.34 24.89 17.47 19.57
SFT 3.94 0.17 0.28 0.16 0.81 2.08 1.22 0.91 1.06
REINFORCE 98.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PPO + Novelty 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GFlowNet 11.57 5.15 4.48 4.59 6.20 13.21 14.74 12.28 11.03

GFlowNet + MLE 85.16 27.39 24.28 22.94 29.98 52.01 67.84 77.16 61.94

[Lee et al., ‘Learning diverse attacks. . . ’, ICLR 2025]
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▶ Amortised inference and learning to sample
▶ Why Bayesian ML for safety?

▶ Latent variables in language models

▶ Amortised inference in LLMs
▶ Intractable inference in text: algorithmic aspects

▶ Reasoning as probabilistic inference

▶ Applications to red-teaming and safety tuning

▶ Extracting inaccesible knowledge from foundation models
▶ Inverse language graphics

▶ LLMs as symbolic knowledge bases

▶ Conclusion and outlook



An inverse graphics for language models?

Principle in vision: ‘recognition is inverse graphics’
[Yuille et al., ‘Vision as Bayesian inference: analysis by synthesis?’, Trends Cog.Sci., 2006]

▶ Fiat generative model (object-based, stroke-drawing program, . . . )

▶ Scene understanding is inference of the latent variables in the model

[Ellis et al., ‘Learning to infer graphics programs. . . ’, NeurIPS 2018]
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An inverse graphics for language models?

Principle in vision: ‘recognition is inverse graphics’
[Yuille et al., ‘Vision as Bayesian inference: analysis by synthesis?’, Trends Cog.Sci., 2006]

▶ Fiat generative model (object-based, stroke-drawing program, . . . )
▶ Scene understanding is inference of the latent variables in the model

What is the analogue in language, and why do we need it?
▶ Distilling (relational, causal, temporal) knowledge from text
▶ Symbolic world models for planning

[Gkountouras et al., ‘Language agents meet causality. . . ’, 2024]
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LLMs as symbolic knowledge bases

LLMs as knowledge bases? An old idea. . .
[Petroni et al., ‘Language models as knowledge bases?’,
EMNLP 2019]

▶ No guarantee of consistency

Does the anger of Zeus cause stormy weather? Yes
Does stormy weather cause destruction? Yes
Does destruction cause the anger of Zeus? Yes X Y

Z

▶ Prompting+sampling is sensitive, subject to poisoning
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Making (generalisations of) parsing Bayesian

How to turn text into a symbolic/logical form?

▶ Classical semantic parsing systems may assume a generative model at the
surface form level

▶ Assume a probabilistic model: logical form → surface form; model the
posterior distribution

▶ ‘Parsing’ the distribution modelled by a LLM is extracting meaningful
latent knowledge
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What system to parse into?

Language is odd:

▶ ‘There are bagels outside the workshop room if you want some.’

▶ ‘They deployed the model and performed some alignment tuning.’

▶ ‘Birds fly. Language models confabulate.’

What do do?
▶ There are formal systems that can handle many such cases (causal logics,

relevance logics, default logics, event calculi)
▶ None is universal – a dead end for general-purpose data-driven systems
▶ Safe AI deployments may pick an appropriate one for expressing value systems,

guardrails, . . .

▶ Where can we get by exploring a fixed subset of the symbolic space, with
a LLM as surface-form prior?
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Eliciting relational or causal knowledge

Recall: Language models parse text into symbolic structures, but struggle with
consistent reasoning and algorithmic execution

[Momennejad et al., ‘Evaluating cognitive maps and planning in LLMs’, NeurIPS 2023]

Extract formal structures from LLMs as structure learning
[rather than asking LLMs to reason within formal structures]

Use a LLM as prior (perhaps incorporating data):
▶ e.g., sample causal structure G over a given set of variables (maybe given

data D):
▶ LLM as prior: Likelihood of sampling G proportional to

pLM(description of G)p(D | G)
▶ Distillation / elicitation: Likelihood of sampling G proportional to

pprior(G)ED∼G [pLM(description of D)]
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Conclusions

▶ Synergies between amortised probabilistic inference (structure/reasoning)
and foundation models (grounding in big data)

▶ Amortised inference allows extracting inaccesible knowledge and
finetuning to induce explainability and structure
▶ Can be used to probe for understanding of causality, compositionality, etc.
▶ Applications to: explainability, formal reasoning, interactivity, grounding, scientific

discovery (experimental design and hypothesis generation)

▶ Three probable prerequisites for robust and safe AI: symbolic reasoning,
uncertainty awareness, grounding in world knowledge
▶ For that, we need to do symbolic reasoning in a probabilistic (Bayesian) way ⇝

extraction of symbolic structures from LLMs
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Three takes on probabilistically principled LLM use

Foundation models have knowledge of (some) latent variables
[but querying for that knowledge is an intractable inference problem]

Think of a LLM as a policy or proposal,
finetune it to sample from the desired distribution

Extract formal structures from LLMs as structure learning
[rather than asking LLMs to reason within formal structures]

Thank you.
Questions?
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