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Abstract

Recent alignment algorithms such as direct preference optimization (DPO) have
been developed to improve the safety of large language models (LLMs) by training
these models to match human behaviors exemplified by preference data. However,
these methods are both computationally intensive and lacking in controllability and
transparency, making them prone to jailbreaking and inhibiting their widespread
use. Furthermore, these tuning-based methods require large-scale preference data
for training and are susceptible to noisy preference data. In this paper, we introduce
a tuning-free alignment alternative (DeTox) and demonstrate its effectiveness under
the use case of toxicity reduction. Grounded on theory from factor analysis, DeTox
is a sample-efficient model editing approach that identifies a toxic subspace in
the model parameter space and reduces model toxicity by projecting away the
detected subspace. The toxic subspace is identified by extracting preference data
embeddings from the language model, and removing non-toxic information from
these embeddings. We show that DeTox is more sample-efficient than DPO, further
showcasing greater robustness to noisy data. Finally, we establish both theoretical
and empirical connections between DeTox and DPO, showing that DeTox can be
interpreted as a denoised version of a single DPO step. Our code is available at
https://github.com/Uppaal/detox-edit.

1 Introduction

The current landscape in NLP is defined by the widespread use of powerful generative large language
models (LLMs) with generalist capabilities across domains and tasks. [1–5, inter alia]. Their
widespread use has shed light on their limitations—they are prone to hallucinations, biases, and
generating harmful or toxic text [6–12]. Due to this, ensuring their reliability and safety has become
paramount, and is an active area of research known as alignment in machine learning.

The core idea is to make a language model match certain human preferred behaviors, like harmlessness,
that are exemplified through preference data [3, 13–19, inter alia]. Models are trained to learn these
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human preferences through algorithms like Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [20] or Direct
Preference Optimazation (DPO) [21]. While promising in many ways [22], models trained through
this paradigm may not actually unlearn unwanted behaviors—recent work has shown that these
models simply learn stylistic changes in text [23], or redirect activations to avoid toxic regions of the
model [24]. Furthermore, curating high-quality preference data and tuning large-scale models are
expensive and resource-intensive processes [19, 25, 26], making the process of alignment prohibitive
from widespread use.

As a lightweight alternative, model editing [27–36, inter alia] is a new and emerging area that
attempts to achieve the results of fine-tuning without any gradient-based learning. This is done
through performing controlled and targeted interventions on the weights or activations of a model,
providing a higher degree of transparency. The Linear Representation Hypothesis [37–42] introduces
the idea that that various human-interpretable concepts are encoded in linear subspaces of model
representations. Leveraging this insight, a vast class of model editing approaches attempt to “push”
model activations in directions that encode desired concepts or behaviors. These directions are
usually identified through training supervised probes [27, 28], or unsupervised decomposition of
activations [29, 30] through singular value decomposition (SVD) [43].

Editing activations in this manner has been shown to successfully make models more truthful [28,
30, 31], moral [30] and unbiased [27, 29, 32–36]. However, one drawback of redirecting activations
is that they require additional operations at inference, often leading to architectural changes in the
model [28]. In this vein, directly performing edits on weights is more favorable, as this provides a
plug-and-play replacement to the original unaligned models.

In this work, we propose a straightforward approach to edit model weights. Focusing on the use-case
of toxicity, we introduce DeTox (§4), which identifies toxic directions in model activations to define
a low-dimensional toxicity subspace. DeTox then leverages this subspace as a projection filter on
the weights, effectively removing these toxic directions from the model and mitigating the model’s
toxicity. Our method is based on the heuristic that an embedding vector in any layer of a transformer
can be decomposed into interpretable components:

embedding vector ≈ high-frequency vector + toxic vector + context-dependent vector

Drawing inspiration from classical literature in factor analysis, principal component analysis, and
low-rank matrix estimation [44–46], our editing approach effectively decouples these three vector
components to isolate and identify the toxic vector, after which it orthogonalizes the weights with
respect to the toxic subspace spanned by these toxic vectors. This ensures that during inference, toxic
outputs are suppressed. DeTox identifies the subspace associated with toxic factors by applying SVD
to embedding differences, effectively canceling out common context factors (§5).

In §7, we empirically validate our method over various models. We demonstrate that our method
is highly sample-efficient, requiring orders of magnitude fewer data than alignment algorithms like
DPO. Additionally, DeTox is notably robust to labeling noise, outperforming tuning-based alignment
algorithms in this regard. Finally, we establish both theoretical (§5) and empirical (§8) connections
between DeTox and DPO, showing that our editing approach is conceptually similar to a denoised
version of a single DPO step.

Our work attempts to provide principled insights toward leveraging interpretable directions in
activations for alignment through editing weights. We hope this enables an initial step towards a
wider applicability of safe language models.

2 Related Work

Alignment through Training The current standard for aligning models to user-defined preferences
is through learning from human [3, 13–16, 18, inter alia] or AI [17, 19] feedback via algorithms
like PPO [20] or DPO [21]. However, these aligned models have been shown to simply learn
stylistic changes [23], or redirect activations to avoid toxic regions of the model [24], leading to easy
un-alignment [24, 47, 48] and the possibility of jailbreaking by adversarial prompting [49–55] or
fine-tuning [56, 57]. Besides, curating high-quality preference data and tuning large-scale models are
expensive and resource-intensive [19, 25, 26], impeding the democratization of aligning models.
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Top Tokens (Layer 14) Interpretation
µ , and the - in ( " . Frequent tokens, stopwords

1st svec s**t f**k ucker b***h slut F**k holes Toxic tokens
2nd svec damn really kinda stupid s**t goddamn Toxic tokens
3rd svec disclaimer Opinion L, Ĥ Statement Disclaimer Brief Context dependent topics
4th svec nation globalization paradigm continent empire ocracy Context dependent topics

Table 1: Interpreting the top singular vectors of the difference of preference data embeddings. Using
GPT-2 and 500 samples from REALTOXICITYPROMPTS, each singular vector of the matrix is
interpreted by identifying the top-k tokens it represents. We use the output embedding vector ej to
find top-scoring tokens j ∈ V for maximizing ⟨vi, ej⟩. Tokens have been censored for readability.

Alignment through Editing Activations Model editing involves controlled and targeted interven-
tions on the weights or activations of a model, providing a higher degree of transparency. The Linear
Representation Hypothesis [37–42] posits that various human-interpretable concepts are encoded in
linear subspaces of model representations. Such directions are typically identified through supervised
probes [27, 28, inter alia] or unsupervised decompositions of activations [29, 30]. Building upon this,
activations have been edited through steering or projecting them on these directions, at inference time
or through constrained fine-tuning, to develop models that are more truthful [28, 30, 31], moral [30]
and unbiased [27, 29, 32–36].

Alignment through Editing Weights An alternative class of methods applies edits directly on
model weights. In comparison to editing activations, these methods serve the advantage of requiring
no additional operations at inference, and can be used as plug-and-play replacements to the original
models. Recent work studying the key-value store like nature of transformer MLP layers proposed
scaling non-toxic components of the weights to reduce model toxicity [58]. A task vector [59–61] is
the element-wise sum between a base model and its fine-tuned variant, and encodes the knowledge
learnt by the fine-tuned model. These vectors can manipulated through vector arithmetic to make
a model ‘forget’ unwanted behaviors like toxicity [59]. However, their need for models that are
fine-tuned on the unwanted behaviour makes the approach computationally expensive.

Most related to our work, a recent study [62] isolated safety critical ranks in the weights of a
model through SVD. While we also use low rank decompositions of weights to identify conceptual
subspaces, we focus on utilizing these subspaces to remove undesired behaviors from a model in
a sample efficient manner. Furthermore, we provide theoretical insights towards why such editing
approaches work, and draw connections to tuning based alignment through DPO.

3 Preliminaries

Transformers and MLPs Transformer-based language models map a text sequence into an embed-
ding matrix, which is then passed through multiple transformer layers before the final classification (or
output embedding) layer. At each layer ℓ, the self-attention layer encodes a token embedding vector
xℓ (for any given position) to xℓ+0.5 which is then passed to the MLP. Recent studies [24, 58, 63, 64,
inter alia] have shown that MLP layers in language models encode meaningful static concepts,
showing that they function analogous to key-value stores. The first MLP ‘key’ layer functions as a
pattern detector, while the second ‘value’ layer encodes concepts and information.

Overall, the operation applied by a single transformer layer can be defined as follows,

xℓ+1 = xℓ+0.5 + MLPℓ(xℓ+0.5), MLPℓ(xℓ+0.5) = Wℓ,V σ(Wℓ,Kxℓ+0.5), (1)

where σ is an activation function and Wℓ,K ∈ RDm×D,Wℓ,V ∈ RD×Dm refer to the key and value
weights in MLP. We call the i-th row in Wℓ,K and the i-th column in Wℓ,V as the i-th key and value
vectors thereafter.

Identifying Concepts by Mapping to Vocabulary To understand what a vector u ∈ RD in
the embedding space represents, a common approach [64] is to use the output embedding matrix1

E = [e1, . . . , e|V|]
⊤ ∈ R|V|×D where V denotes the vocabulary, and compute a linear map to the

1In GPT-2, the output embedding matrix is the same as the input token embedding matrix.
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Figure 1: Left: Structure of embedding vectors. We posit that a set of singular vectors define the toxic
subspace, which is separate from desired model capabilities (such as context subspace and corpus
mean direction). Right: The DeTox method. We edit the weights of MLP-Value layers through
the identification of a projection filter representing the toxic subspace. The edit is performed once,
following which the model functions as a drop-in replacement with no architectural modifications.

vocabulary, i.e., Eu ∈ R|V|. We then sort Eu in ascending order, find the top-k indices, and use the
corresponding tokens to interpret the meaning of u. Intuitively, each output embedding vector ej
gives a similarity score ej · u that measures how close u and ej are related, so top scoring tokens
explain the meaning of u.

Identifying and Interpreting Toxic Subspaces Building on previous studies that identify directions
in the activation space that encode meaningful concepts, we identify a low-dimensional toxicity
subspace in the MLP layers of GPT-2. The subspace is identified by computing the difference between
activations of toxic and non-toxic data, and obtaining its singular vectors v1,v2, . . . through singular
value decomposition (SVD). The top singular vectors are inspected by mapping to the vocabulary. In
Table 1, we list the top tokens that best explain these singular vectors.

For GPT-2, we discover that v1,v2 are mostly associated with toxic words, while v3 and v4 likely
represent general topics such as news and politics. In addition, we calculate a global mean vector
µ, which is associated with frequent tokens and stop words, and is likely to represent corpus-wise
frequency statistics. Our interpretations are consistent across different data samples (see §G).

4 DeTox: Editing Weights through Projections on Subspaces

Building on prior work showing that model activation spaces contain interpretable directions, Table 1
suggests that toxicity is encoded in a subspace separating from other directions that encode general
concepts (which we call the “context subspace”). To reduce model toxicity, DeTox attempts to
identify this toxic subspace and project the model weights out of this subspace. Our approach is
described below and summarized in Algorithm 1 (§B).

Formally, given a base model to edit, we assume access to a dataset of toxic and non-toxic sentence
pairs Dpref = {(x+

i , x
−
i )}Ni=1. We compute the sentence embeddings of x+

i , x
−
i , denoted as x+

i,ℓ,x
−
i,ℓ

respectively at each layer of the language model, ℓ ∈ {L0 . . . L} starting from layer L0, and omit the
subscript ℓ when context allows (§5). We stack all the sentence embeddings as X+

ℓ ,X−
ℓ ∈ RN×D.

Following [29], we identify an approximation of the model’s toxic subspace through the difference of
these embeddings:

T 0
ℓ := X+

ℓ −X−
ℓ .

A key observation suggested by our analysis in Table 1 is that this matrix, while encoding the toxic
subspace of the model, also encodes general syntactical and semantic information that must be
preserved through the editing process. As a result, we propose a simple three-step algorithm.
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Step 1: Filtering Frequent Token Information through Centering We first compute the mean
vector µ := mean(X−

ℓ ) by averaging across the non-toxic sentence embeddings, which reflects the
general statistics of the corpus.2 Table 1 shows that µ likely represents information of stop words
that are non-toxic and critical for the model. As a result, we avoid editing weights in the direction of
µ by calculating a centered embedding difference matrix Tℓ.

Tℓ := T 0
ℓ (I − Pµ), where Pµ :=

µµ⊤

∥µ∥22
. (2)

More simply, we project out the component in the direction of µ, so that our further editing (Step 3
below) does not significantly change how the model uses non-toxic frequent tokens.

Step 2: Selecting Toxic Directions To find the dominant directions of the toxic subspace, we apply
SVD to Tℓ and pick the top-k right singular vectors as the most toxic directions. Subsequently, we
define the toxic projection matrix as the sum of the outer product of the toxic singular vectors.

UΣV ⊤ = Tℓ, P toxic
ℓ :=

k∑
i

viv
⊤
i (3)

where v1,v2, . . . ,vk are the first k column vectors of V . Table 1 shows interpretations of the singular
vectors of V by mapping them to top similar words in the vocabulary.

Step 3: Projection As the projection matrix P toxic defines the toxic information to be removed
from the model, we apply this projection to the original MLP-value weight matrices W original

ℓ,K , which
are known to encode conceptual information in a model [64]. Finally, the original weight is replaced
with the edited weight W edited

ℓ,K in the language model for prediction.

W edited
ℓ,K := (I − P toxic

ℓ ) W original
ℓ,K . (4)

5 Theoretical Insights: How DeTox Identifies Toxic Subspaces

A Factor Analysis Perspective Table 1 suggests that the embedding space contains interpretable
subspaces. As a result, we use factor analysis, a well-known technique for analyzing such structure.
We posit that the sentence embeddings x+

i ,x
−
i ∈ RD of a toxic and non-toxic data pair in any given

layer (omitting subscript ℓ) follow the factorization:

x+
i = a+µ︸︷︷︸

stopwords

+ Bfi︸︷︷︸
toxic component

+ B̃f̃i︸︷︷︸
context component

+ u+
i︸︷︷︸

noise

,

x−
i = a−µ + B̃f̃i + u−

i

(5)

where a+, a− are scalars of the corpus mean, B ∈ RD×k contains k “toxic" vectors as its columns,
B̃ ∈ RD×k̃ contains k̃ context vectors as its columns and fi ∈ Rk, f̃i ∈ Rk̃ are “latent factors”.
The toxic subspace is the column space of B, and a linear combination of its column vectors Bfi

represents the toxic information in x+
i . We assume both toxic and non-toxic embeddings share a

context component. Additionally, there is a noise term representing typical randomness unaccounted
for by the statistical model.

Next, we show how DeTox recovers the latent toxic subspace. Recall that Pµ = µµ⊤/∥µ∥22. By
taking the difference between x+

i ,x
−
i and then projecting out the mean direction (that is, multiplying

by I − Pµ), we have

(I − Pµ)(x
+
i − x−

i ) = (I − Pµ)Bfi + (I − Pµ)(u
+
i − u−

i ), (6)

where (I − Pµ)µ(a
+ − a−) = 0 since I − Pµ only keeps vectors orthogonal to µ. Let gi :=

(I −Pµ)(u
+
i − u−

i ) and B∗ := (I −Pµ)B. The linear span of B∗ represents the “centered” toxic

2We show in Appendix §B.2 that the mean vector numerically equals the first singular vector of T 0
ℓ .
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subspace, namely the component of the toxic subspace after removing the corpus-mean component.
When DeTox applies SVD to Tℓ, we can rewrite Tℓ using B∗ as:

Tℓ = F (B∗)⊤︸ ︷︷ ︸
signal

+ G︸ ︷︷ ︸
noise

= [B∗f1 + g1, . . . ,B
∗fN + gN ]⊤ ∈ RN×D (7)

where F = [f1, . . . ,fN ]⊤, G = [g1, . . . , gN ]⊤. In the ideal situation G = 0 (no noise), the top-k
singular vectors span exactly the same subspace of B∗, namely centered toxic subspace. Under
nonzero G, SVD is also efficient since SVD gives the best low-rank approximation. Thus, our
approach can be viewed as an approximate recovery of the latent subspace for toxic factors.

Denoising with SVD Due to the noise G, we can not recover the centered toxic subspace exactly.
Since SVD gives the best low-rank approximation [65], generally we expect to recover the centered
toxic subspace span(B∗) up to some errors. Quantitatively, the recovery error is controlled by the
following upper bound where we compare two projection matrices: P toxic from our method, and
PB∗ associated with the latent subspace.

∥P toxic − PB∗∥op ≤
Ck∥G∥op

σk(F (B∗)⊤)
(8)

where ∥ · ∥op is the matrix operator norm, Ck is a constant, σk returns the k-th singular value of a
matrix. Note that the quality of recovering toxic subspace improves as the magnitude of F and B∗

increases, which generally happens with a large N and D. See §C for further details.

Connection to DPO DPO [21] is a gradient-based alignment method which is generally nonlinear.
To establish a conceptual connection, consider a simple logistic model (πW ) that links hidden states
x+
i ,x

−
i directly to outputs (next-predicted token yi): the conditional probability is given by

πW (y|x+
i ) = Z−1

W exp
(
w⊤

y Wx+
i

)
(9)

where wy is the output embedding vector for any token y ∈ V , and ZW is the normalization
factor. Similar expression holds if we replace x+

i by x−
i . Some calculation shows that the gradient

with respect to W of the DPO loss with one training step is determined by (for a temperature
hyperparameter β > 0)

∇WLDPO|πW =πref = −
β

N

N∑
i=1

(
wy+

i
(x+

i )
⊤ −wy−

i
(x−

i )
⊤) . (10)

Thus, DPO also finds the toxic subspace approximately by using a variant of embedding differences.
Under the factor model assumption in Eq. (5), each row vector behaves as a noise-corrupted vector in
the linear span of B and µ, so a large N helps the gradients to “average out” noise due to random
sampling. However, it is less sample efficient because SVD directly extracts the low-rank subspace
instead of averaging. See §D for further details.

6 Experimental Setup

Models Our main experiments use GPT-2 medium (355M) [66]. Additionally, we use Mistral
(7B) [67], its SFT variant Mistral-SFT [68, 18], OPT (6.7B) [69] and GPT-J (6B) [70].

Preference Data We use the pairwise toxic data created by Ref. [24]. The non-toxic sequences are
extracted from Wikitext-2 [71], and their toxic counterparts are generated using PPLM [72].

Editing Hyperparameters DeTox involves two hyperparameters: the top-k right singular vectors
used to construct the toxic projection matrix P toxic

ℓ , and the layer index to start the edit at L0. We use
ScreeNot [45] to find an initial estimate for k, and then find an optimal value through cross-validation
(§B.1). For GPT-2, k = 2 and for all other models k = 10. We examine the selection of L0 in §7,
and set L0 = 11 GPT-2 and GPT-J, L0 = 15 for all other models.

6



Evaluation Following [24], the toxicity of a model is measured by prompting it with the challenge
subset of REALTOXICITYPROMPTS [7], which triggers toxic outputs from the language models. We
then score the continuations from the model using Detoxify [73], where a higher score indicates a
more toxic generation. To ensure the desired model capabilities are not impacted by editing, we
measure the perplexity of the model on the dev split of WikiText-2 [71]. Additionally, for larger
language models with zero-shot prediction capabilities, we follow [62] and measure the averaged
zero-shot capability of the model across seven tasks from EleutherAI LM Harness [74]: BoolQ [75],
RTE [76], HellaSwag [77], WinoGrande [78], ARC Easy and Challenge [79], and OpenbookQA [80].
We report the mean and standard deviation of our results over three runs, randomly sampling data.

Comparisons with Tuning-based Alignment: DPO We use the implementation of [24] to train
models on the pairwise toxic data using DPO. We use their default hyperparameters and set β to 0.1.
For the larger models, we use LoRA [81] on each layer, with a rank of 64, a scaling parameter of 16
and a dropout of 0.1. We use early stopping, i.e., training until the validation loss converges with a
patience value of 10.

Model GPT-2 Medium Mistral 7B Mistral-SFT 7B OPT 6.7B GPT-J 6B
Method Orig DPO DeTox Orig DPO DeTox Orig DPO DeTox Orig DPO DeTox Orig DPO DeTox

Toxicity 48.00 36.36 26.83 42.45 36.42 30.40 33.45 23.96 26.03 46.47 45.31 43.49 45.31 43.67 37.36
(0.00) (0.58) (0.89) (0.00) (0.62) (0.71) (0.00) (0.50) (1.25) (0.00) (0.74) (1.38) (0.00) (1.11) (2.28)

Perplexity 29.70 29.86 32.50 7.49 7.52 7.99 8.22 8.38 8.83 14.67 14.37 13.83 13.24 13.96 14.53
(0.00) (0.22) (0.28) (0.00) (0.26) (0.21) (0.00) (0.34) (0.57) (0.00) (0.61) (0.46) (0.00) (0.53) (0.30)

Capability - - - 64.23 65.32 63.59 63.59 63.66 63.23 51.57 51.55 51.80 51.92 52.46 52.48

Table 2: Comparison of DeTox with DPO. We use N = 500 for DeTox and N = 2000 for DPO.
Despite this, both approaches are comparable in their toxicity reduction, highlighting the sample
efficiency of the editing approach. Resulted are averaged over three splits of randomly sampled data.

7 Editing with DeTox is a Robust and Sample Efficient Replacement to DPO

We empirically evaluate our hypothesis by measuring the reduction in toxicity through DeTox relative
to DPO. In Table 2, we use 500 datapoints for DeTox and 2,000 datapoints for DPO. Despite this
difference in data exposure, DeTox is almost always more effective in reducing toxicity, while still
retaining model capability. In Figure 8 (§H), we see that DeTox suppresses the probability of toxic
words, relative to the base model (GPT-2). We further highlight the sample efficiency of DeTox in
Figure 2 (Table 7 in §H). With no significant detriment to perplexity, the edit approach can reduce
toxicity in as little as 5 datapoints, and make significant toxicity reductions with 50 datapoints. In
contrast, DPO needs orders of magnitude more data to achieve similar performance.

Editing over Subspaces Elicits Robustness to Labeling Noise Labeling errors when curating data
is a pervasive issue towards developing robust models [82–84]. In the setting of toxicity, training on
poorly labeled data could result in a more toxic model. We test the robustness of DeTox to this, by
flipping the labels of a fraction of the dataset. Figure 3 shows that the editing approach, unlike DPO,
is almost entirely unaffected by labeling noise, even when half the dataset is incorrectly labeled. This
is because the singular vectors of Tℓ are equivalent to the eigenvectors of Gram matrix T⊤

ℓ Tℓ, and
flipping the sign of any row vector in Tℓ does not change T⊤

ℓ Tℓ at all; see derivation in §B.3.

Centering is Crucial to Retaining Model Capability Each direction in the model embeddings Tℓ

encodes different information, and our method aims to apply edits along the directions that purely
encode toxic information. Directions that may partially or totally encode desired knowledge (for
example, the context subspace in Figure 1), if included in the edit, can significantly harm model
capability. This effect can be seen starkly with the corpus-wide mean µ, which is a direction that
encodes basic syntactic knowledge like stop words and frequent tokens (Table 1). This phenomenon
is illustrated in Table 3 with GPT-2, using 500 datapoints for editing. Including the corpus mean
direction in the edit breaks the model, as evidenced by the model’s high perplexity and nonsensical
generations.
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Figure 2: Sample complexity of DeTox and DPO,
on GPT-2. DeTox obtains significant toxicity re-
duction with as few as 50 datapoints, preserving
model capability (Table 7). In comparison, DPO
requires more data to achieve similar results.
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Figure 3: Robustness to label noise, using N =
500 on GPT-2. Results with DeTox are marked
in blue while DPO are in red. Unlike DPO,
DeTox is not impacted by flipping the labels of
preference data.

Approach Toxicity (%) Perplexity Generations

Centering
The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog.

26.83 (0.89) 32.50 (0.28) Holy School of Medicine, University of California
Bloody Cross, the first of the three novels, was

No centering
The quick brown fox urchin (Phacronictes alb

9.91 (3.50) 94.89 (14.51) Holy sh*t, Virginia, June 1, 2017: U
Bloody Sunday","c0","c0","c0

Table 3: Impact of centering the preference matrix on edit performance. Skipping the centering, or
retaining the corpus mean µ from in the edited knowledge removes basic syntactic knowledge from
the model, essentially resulting in nonsensical generations. We use N = 500 for editing GPT-2. The
generations from the model are shown in blue or red. Toxic words have been censored for readability.

Editing Only Higher Layers Better Preserves Model Capabilities DeTox (Algorithm 1) uses
a hyperparameter L0 that marks the first layer of the model to be edited (i.e., all layers from L0 to
L are edited). Prior work [58, 64] has shown lower layers to process shallow features, while higher
layers encode semantic information. For this reason, we always choose L0 to be one of the middle
layers of the model. We justify this choice in Figure 4 (accompanying Table 9), where we show that
edits applied on higher layers best reduce toxicity while still preserving model capability.

8 Connections between DeTox and DPO

DeTox Functions as a Denoised Approximation to DPO We examine the question: Do DPO
gradients move the weights in a similar direction as our projection does? To answer this question,
we calculate the DPO gradients G (at the first training step) with respect to the MLP-value matrix
under a varying number of pairwise samples. We then examine the correlation between these DPO
gradients and the toxic subspace identified through DeTox. The correlation is defined as the ratio of
gradients explained by the toxic subspace, namely ∥PtoxicG∥F /∥G∥F where ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius
norm. Figure 5 shows that DPO gradients and Ptoxic are substantially correlated; for comparison,
we include a baseline that shows how much Ptoxic explains a random matrix (averaged across 10
independent draws). Further, we find that (1) correlation in later layers is stronger (further justifying
the application of the edit on higher layers only) , and (2) DPO gradients are explained more with
larger sample size. The latter point is consistent with our theoretical insights that DPO needs large
samples to “average out” noise.

DPO and DeTox show similar Incremental Layer-wise Contribution Given L ∈
{11, 12, . . . , 24}, we are interested in how editing layer 11 through L changes token predictions. We
measure the change of token prediction probabilities by applying edits to layer from 11 to L while

8
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more basic syntactic and semantic information.
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Figure 6: Contribution of Layer 11 through L of alignment models. Left: Replacing a base GPT2-
medium model with DPO trained at full scaled only for layers 11—L. Probability changes of
significantly impacted tokens are plotted against L. Right: Apply DeTox only to layers 11—L.

freezing other layers. In Figure 6, we select tokens with most positive/negative changes and plot
probability changes against L. We find that DeTox and DPO at full scale exhibit similar patterns:
(1) toxic tokens are suppressed after alignment/edit while frequent tokens receive a boost; (2) each
subsequent layer contributes incrementally to toxicity reduction, though in DeTox effects are stronger
at later layers; (3) moreover, effects of individual layers are nearly additive—the combined changes
of editing individual layers are nearly the same as editing these layers simultaneously (Appendix I).

9 Limitations and Future Scope

In this work, we introduce DeTox: an interpretable, sample-efficient, and fast weight editing approach
for reducing model toxicity. DeTox identifies toxic directions in model activations to define a low-
dimensional toxicity subspace. DeTox then leverages this subspace as a projection filter on the
weights, effectively removing these toxic directions from the model and mitigating the model’s
toxicity. We provide theoretical insights into how DeTox identifies a toxic subspace from a factor
analysis perspective and show empirical and theoretical evidence showing that our editing approach
is conceptually similar to a denoised version of a single DPO step.
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DeTox is a powerful sample-efficient alternative to DPO, also showcasing a greater robustness to
label noise. However, we note that editing approaches that identify subspaces through unsupervised
decomposition of activations are highly sensitive to the selection of selection of singular vectors.
Poor selections can result in the desired capabilities of the model being drastically impacted [62].

Extending our work to alignment where the undesired concepts are more subtle (for example, aligning
to non-harmful preferences) may prove to be challenging, as subspaces representing these concepts
would be more entangled with the context subspaces to be retained. We defer investigating such
situations to future work. Finally, our analysis and method focus solely on the MLP layers of
the transformer language model. Further explorations into self-attention may help develop more
principled and robust edit approaches. We defer this to future work.

Our work attempts to provide principled insights toward leveraging interpretable directions in
activations for alignment through editing weights. We hope this enables an initial step toward a wider
applicability of modern language models.
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A Ethical Considerations

Our primary objective is to enhance the safe utility of Large Language Models (LLMs) by reducing
the potential harm caused by their outputs. By prioritizing the development of mechanisms to curtail
toxicity, we aim to contribute to a more responsible and ethical deployment of LLMs in various
applications, thereby safeguarding against the propagation of harmful content and promoting the
creation of safer digital environments.

Our study does not involve any human subjects or violation of legal compliance. We do not anticipate
any potentially harmful consequences to our work. As detailed in Appendix E, all of our experiments
are conducted using publicly available datasets. Our code shall be released for reproducibility.
Through our study and releasing our code, we hope to raise stronger research and societal awareness
towards building safe and robust language models.

B The DeTox Method

We summarize the DeTox method in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: DeTox Algorithm
Input: Hyperparameter: rank k, starting layer L0.

Preference dataset, Dpref = {(x+
i , x

−
i )}Ni=1.

Base model weights, Wℓ,K for all ℓ ∈ {L0 . . . L}.
Output: Edited model weights, W edited

ℓ,K for all ℓ ∈ {L0 . . . L}

1. for ℓ← L0 to L do:
2. Get hidden sentence embeddings at layer l from Dpref: X+

ℓ , X−
ℓ ∈ RN×D

3. Find embedding difference matrix: T 0
ℓ ←

(
X+

ℓ −X−
ℓ

)
4. Remove corpus-wise mean vector: µ← mean(X−

ℓ ) and Tℓ ← T 0
ℓ (I − µµ⊤/∥µ∥22)

5. Find toxic subspace projection matrix by SVD: UΣV ⊤ = Tℓ, P toxic
ℓ ←

∑k
i=1 viv

⊤
i

6. Edit by projecting away the toxic subspace: W edited
ℓ ← (I − P toxic

ℓ ) Wℓ

7. end for
8. return W edited

B.1 Selection of Top Ranks for Projection Filter

A crucial aspect in factor analysis to tease out the “toxic signal from the noise" is to identify the
rank k of the toxic subspace using the preference data. Perhaps the most classical approach is to
determine k by the Scree Plot method, also popularly known as the Elbow Method [85]. This method
advises us to plot the singular values of the preference data (in descending order of magnitude), find
the “elbow", i.e. the point after which the singular values remain more or less constant, and estimate
the rank by the number of singular values larger than the elbow. While extremely popular due to its
simplicity, the Scree Plot method is highly subjective, and it is well known that it can be inaccurate
in high dimensions. Over the years, a series of works from mathematical statistics has provided
principled methods to estimate the rank k in high dimensions, see for example [86–90]. We choose
ScreeNot [45] since it provides optimal estimation of the rank under the most minimal assumptions
in high dimensions currently known to us. ScreeNot takes as input an upper bound on the rank, which
we choose to be 10, as we believe that the toxic information is concentrated in the span of only the
top few singular vectors. We applied ScreeNot to the singular values obtained from the preference
data per layer obtained from randomly sampled 50 (toxic, non-toxic) sentence pairs, using GPT-2
Medium, LLama and Mistral. We found that the most commonly occurring ranks were 2 and 3,
while a few of the ranks were sometimes 4 or 5. It is important to note that ScreeNot optimizes a
different loss function, and hence it is not directly suited to provide information about the rank of
the toxic subspace. However, ScreeNot aims to find an optimal low rank approximation to the data,
and therefore it can be useful to provide tight intervals in which the rank may vary, thereby reducing
the size of the grid the experimenter wishes to perform cross validation on, in order to determine the
optimal rank suited to their specific problem.
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Figure 7: Absolute cosine similarities between the toxic and non-toxic corpus-wide embedding
sample means and corresponding top singular vectors per layer. Note the scale in the y-axis. All
plots have been obtained using GPT2-medium embeddings applied to N = 500 pairs of (toxic, non-
toxic) sentences. Left: Absolute cosine similarity between the toxic mean vector and top singular
vector computed from toxic embeddings. Middle: Absolute cosine similarity between the non-toxic
mean vector and top singular vector computed from non-toxic embeddings. Right: Absolute cosine
similarity between the toxic and non-toxic mean vectors.

B.2 Overlap of corpus mean with top singular vector

For each of the collection of toxic and non-toxic sentences, after computing the layer-wise embeddings,
we find that the corpus means align significantly with the respective uncentered top singular vectors
and also with each other; see Figure 7. In fact, there is almost perfect overlap in all cases. Therefore,
in what follows, we will assume that the toxic and non-toxic embeddings share the same mean
direction.

B.3 Robustness of DeTox to Label Noise

Here, we provide an explanation why DeTox performs well under label noise. Recall that the singular
vectors are given by UΣV ⊤ = Tℓ, where

Tℓ = T 0
ℓ (I − µµ⊤/∥µ∥22)

and
T 0
ℓ = X+

ℓ −X−
ℓ

Recall our notation P toxic = I − µµ⊤/∥µ∥22. Denote each row vector of T 0
ℓ by ti ∈ RD, so

T 0
ℓ = [t1, . . . , tN ]⊤.

Label noise in preference data means that the toxic/non-toxic inputs are switched, which results in
changing ti to −ti. The singular vectors V is equivalent to eigenvectors of T⊤

ℓ Tℓ, and we have

T⊤
ℓ Tℓ = P toxic(T 0

ℓ )
⊤(T 0

ℓ )P
toxic

= P toxic
( N∑

i=1

ti(ti)
⊤
)
P toxic.

From the last expression, it is clear that flipping any ti to −ti does not change T⊤
ℓ Tℓ, thus our

method is invariant to label noise.

C Denoising Heuristics

The inequality (8) is due to known results on perturbation of singular subspaces, often known
as Davis-Kahan’s theorem [91, 92] and Wedin’s theorem [93]. Let us discuss the implication of
this inequality. For simplicity, consider that rank k = 1 and each entry of the noise matrix G is
independent standard normal random variable. Thus, the inequality (8) implies the following holds
with probability at least 1− 2e−N2

[94],

∥P toxic − PB∗∥op ≤
C(
√
N +

√
D)

∥F ∥2 · ∥B∗∥2
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where F and B∗ are vectors of length N and D respectively. Generically, ∥F ∥2 scales proportionally
to
√
N and ∥B∗∥2 scales proportionally to

√
D, so we expect that the upper bound to decrease if we

increase either N or D.

D Connections of DeTox to DPO Under a Simple Setting

In this subsection, we exhibit the conceptual connection between DPO [21] and DeTox by studying a
simple logistic model for the output token given the (continuing) prompt. In whatever follows, the
analysis is performed for each layer ℓ, and to avoid notational burden, we will drop ℓ and focus on
each layer separately.

DPO gradient with logistic model For a prompt x with toxic output y+ and non-toxic output y−,
with corresponding encodings given by x,y+,y− respectively, DPO optimizes the loss

LDPO(πθ;πref) = −E(x,y+,y−)∼D

[
log σ

(
β log

πθ(y
+|x)

πref(y+|x)
− β log

πθ(y
−|x)

πref(y−|x)

)]
where, πref corresponds to the reference (or base) probability model generating output y given
x, πθ is the new probability model (parametrized by θ), σ is the logistic function with σ(z) =
(1 + exp(−z))−1, and β > 0 is a hyperparameter. The gradient of the loss LDPO with respect to θ at
initialization πθ = πref equals

∇θLDPO(πθ;πref) |πθ=πref = −βE(x,y+,y−)∼D
[
∇θ log π(y

+|x)−∇θ log π(y−|x)
]
|πθ=πref

(11)

In the case of language models, let V denote the vocabulary. We start with a prompt x ∈ V and
produce M next-token predictions y1, · · · , yM ∈ V sequentially. Suppose the model sequentially
predicts token ym given xm := (x, y1, · · · , ym−1) for each 1 ≤ m ≤ M , and let xm denote the
encoding of prompt xm. We assume a logistic model generating each continuation ym given xm, that
is,

πθ(ym|xm) ≡ πW (ym|xm) = Z−1
m,W exp

(
w⊤

ym
Wxm

)
Here, wym is the classification vector using which we get prediction ym given xm, W is a weight
matrix and Zm,W is the normalizing constant:

Zm,W =
∑
y∈V

exp
(
w⊤

ym
Wxm

)
We choose to work with the logistic model since modern LLMs (e.g. GPT-2) based on the transformer
architecture have the softmax layer, equivalently logistic regression, on top which performs classifica-
tion to output the next token. We have assumed for simplicity that the classification is performed with
linearly transformed prompt encoding Wxm instead of the more common non-linear transformations
in the transformer architecture. The above model then gives us the joint probability of observing the
entire continuation y = (y1, · · · , yM ) given the starting prompt x as

πθ(y|x) ≡ πW (y|x) =
M∏

m=1

πW (ym|xm) = Z−1
W exp

(
M∑

m=1

w⊤
ym

Wxm

)
where ZW =

∏M
m=1 Zm,W . We denote by x±

m, x±
m and w±

ym
the positive/negative continued

prompt, the corresponding embedding and classification vector for the positive/negative continuation
respectively. Then, plugging this into (11), the first step DPO update has gradient

∇WLDPO(πW ;πref)|πW =πref = −βE(x,y+,y−)∼D

[
M∑

m=1

(
w+

ym
(x+

m)⊤ −w−
ym

(x−
m)⊤

)]
Note that the the normalization factors Zm,W (and hence ZW ) are cancelled out when we take the
difference of the gradients of the log-probabilities. With N pairs of (toxic, non-toxic) prompts in the
dataset D, the first step DPO gradient will be an average over all the pairs:

∇WLDPO(πW ;πref)|πW =πref = −
β

N

N∑
i=1

M∑
m=1

(
w+

yi,m
(x+

i,m)⊤ −w−
yi,m

(x−
i,m)⊤

)
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where the extra index i in the subscript of yi,m,xi,m simply corresponds to ym,xm for i’th prompt
in the corpus.

We consider the case M = 1 for simplicity; the forthcoming derivations extend to the general case
M > 1 by some notational book-keeping. Dropping M from the notation, the first step DPO gradient
equals

∇WLDPO(πW ;πref)|πW =πref = −
β

N

N∑
i=1

(w+
yi
(x+

i )
⊤ −w−

yi
(x−

i )
⊤)

As mentioned in Section 5, we use the factor model for each sentence embedding:

x+
i = a+µ︸︷︷︸

stopwords

+ Bfi︸︷︷︸
toxic component

+ B̃f̃i︸︷︷︸
context component

+ u+
i︸︷︷︸

noise

,

x−
i = a−µ + B̃f̃i + u−

i

(12)

where, recall, a+, a− are scalars, B ∈ RD×r, B̃ ∈ RD×r̃ and fi ∈ Rr, f̃i ∈ Rr̃. The reason why
we can use the same mean direction µ is justified by our discussion in §B.2. Thus, the contribution of
pair i to the gradient is

w+
yi
(x+

i )
⊤ −w−

yi
(x−

i )
⊤ = (a+w+

yi
− a−w−

yi
)µ⊤ +w+

yi
(f+

i )⊤B⊤

+ (w+
yi
−w−

yi
)f̃⊤

i B̃⊤ + (w+
yi
(u+

i )
⊤ −w−

yi
(u−

n )
⊤)

The full gradient is given by the average of these quantities. We observe that this gradient involves B
along with µ and noise, and hence may be interpreted as containing noisy information about B. As a
result, DPO first step gradient update can be interpreted as a noisy elimination of toxic information
contained in B from W .

This inspires the following thought: if one can estimate B better, it may be possible to eliminate
the effect of B in a more pronounced way from W . In a sense, this would be akin to performing
a denoised DPO first step gradient update. To extract information on B, we consider the pairwise
differences of the sentence embeddings, which translates into looking at the matrix of encoding
differences

T 0 = X+ −X−

where X+ and X− contain the toxic and non-toxic embeddings x+
i , x−

i as the rows. As discussed
in Section 5, we perform SVD on T 0, project out the first principal component direction (to eliminate
the effect of µ) and consider the first k components after that spanning our toxicity subspace. As a
result, we can identify PB as the subspace spanned by the toxic vectors, and hence eliminate PB(W )
from W , which is equivalent to performing (I − PB)(W ), and this is exactly our proposed edit
method.

E Datasets

To reduce model toxicity, we use the pairwise toxic data generated by [24]. The dataset is created
using sequences from Wikitext-2 [71]. For each non-toxic sequence, is a toxic variant is generated
using PPLM [72].

The evaluation of model toxicity is done by prompting the model on prompts from the challenge
subset of the REALTOXICITYPROMPTS [7] dataset. These prompts are known to elicit highly toxic
continuations from models.

Model capability is evaluated through perplexity on the dev split of the WikiText-2-v1 dataset [71].
Additionally, for larger language models with zero-shot prediction capabilities, we follow [62] and
measure the averaged zero-shot capability of the model across the dev or test splits of seven tasks
from EleutherAI LM Harness [74]: BoolQ [75], RTE [76], HellaSwag [77], WinoGrande [78], ARC
Easy and Challenge [79], and OpenbookQA [80].

More details on these datasets can be found in Table 4.
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Dataset Language License Number of Samples
DPO-Toxic [24] English MIT 24,576
RealToxicityPrompts (Challenge) [7] English Apache 1199
WikiText-2 [71] English CC BY-SA 4.0 2064
BoolQ [75] English CC BY-SA 3.0 3270
RTE [76] English Unknown 3000
HellaSwag [77] English MIT 10003
Winogrande [78] English Unknown 1767
ARC [79] English Unknown 3548
OpenbookQA [80] English Unknown 500

Table 4: Artifacts used in our study. The dataset statistics report the values used in our study.

F Implementation Details

Models and Implementation We use GPT-23 [66], Mistral4 [67], Mistral-SFT5, OPT6 [69] and
GPT-J7 [70] from the HuggingFace library8, and use PyTorch9 to edit our models. We use the
codebase of [24]10 for training DPO models.

Edit Details We use N = 500 datapoints for editing with DeTox. For GPT-2, we set the rank
hyperparameter k = 2 and edit layers 15-24. For all other models, we use k = 10 and edit layers
20-32 (for GPT-J, we edit layers 10-28). All results are averaged over three runs, with different
random subsets of data used. We report the mean and standard deviation across these runs.

Training We use the implementation of [24] to train models on the pairwise toxicity data using
DPO. We use their default hyperparameters, and set β to 0.1. For the 7B size models, we use
LoRA [81] on each layer, with a rank of 64, scaling parameter of 16 and dropout of 0.1. We use early
stopping, training until the validation loss converges with a patience value of 10.

Computations The DeTox weight editing method is designed to be highly compute inefficient,
requiring a small number of samples to achieve strong performance. Furthermore, the approach
is tuning free and requires only one forward pass from the model. Table 5 compares the time and
memory costs of DeTox and DPO on a single NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU. In total, we run 150
experiments (DeTox and DPO combined) across all models. Excluding evaluation time, our total
compute period is approximately 9 GPU hours.

Method Time (seconds) System Memory (MB) GPU Memory (MB)
DeTox 16.26 6767.16 9614.00
DPO 187.15 3471.23 10019.00

Table 5: Comparison of computational costs. Using N = 500 with GPT-2 medium on one NVIDIA
RTX A6000 GPU, DeTox is significantly faster than DPO.

G Additional Results for Interpreting Singular Vectors

In Table 6, we use DeTox and interpret the singular vectors using the same map to vocabulary
approach as in Table 1 but on a different chunk of data from REALTOXICITYPROMPTS.

3https://huggingface.co/openai-community/gpt2-medium
4https://huggingface.co/mistralai/Mistral-7B-v0.1
5https://huggingface.co/HuggingFaceH4/mistral-7b-sft-beta
6https://huggingface.co/facebook/opt-6.7b
7https://huggingface.co/EleutherAI/gpt-j-6b
8https://github.com/huggingface/transformers
9https://pytorch.org/

10https://github.com/ajyl/dpo_toxic
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Top Tokens (Layer 14) Interpretation
µ , and the - in a ( " . Frequent tokens, stopwords

1st svec s**t f**k b**ch slut ucker F**k holes sucker Toxic tokens
2nd svec damn really kinda f**king s**t messed REALLY somebody Toxic tokens
3rd svec Opinion understatement disclaimer Editors "]=> Regarding Statement Context dependent topics
4th svec ideals religions ideologies philosophies democracies Context dependent topics

Table 6: Interpretability is robust: similar to Table 1 but based on a different batch of 500 samples
from the same dataset.
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Figure 8: Relationship between average prediction probability and average probability change for
tokens with the most probability change. The x-axis represents the average prediction probability
of each token across 500 samples using GPT-2 medium, while the y-axis denotes their average
prediction probability change after using DeTox.

H Evaluating the Utility of DeTox

The DeTox method works as an effective and sample efficient replacement to DPO for reducing
toxicity. In Figure 8, we see that DeTox reduces the probability of toxic words, relative to the base
model (GPT-2).

DeTox is Robust to Sample Selection DeTox is unaffected by the selection of samples. We
calculate the correlation between P toxic extracted from various runs. We use the P toxic from one run
of N = 500 as our control, and calculate its correlation with two other runs with N = 50 and 500
respectively. Correlation is computed as the norm of the projection: ∥PtoxicPtoxic

control∥F /∥Ptoxic
control∥F . In

Figure 9, we see that both variants of P toxic have very high correlation with the control. Furthermore,
a random gaussian matrix with the same moments as the control has nearly no correlation.

Sample Complexity Table 7 accompanies Figure 2 (§7) and shows a comparison of DeTox and
DPO in sample complexity. While DPO requires large amounts of data to make significant reductions
in toxicity, DeTox achieves the same in as little as 50 samples.

Robustness to Label Noise Table 8 accompanies Figure 3 (§7) and compares the impact of label
flipping noise on DPO and DeTox. As the degree of noise increases, DPO understandably increases
model toxicity. However, DeTox is not impacted by such noise, and toxicity reductions remain
similar.

Impact of Editing across Layers Table 9 accompanies Figure 4 (§7), showing the impact of
layer selection for editing on toxicity reduction. We see that edits on higher layers preserve model
perplexity while also reducing toxicity.
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Figure 9: DeTox is robust to the selection of samples. We compare the correlation between We
calculate the correlation between P toxic extracted from various runs. We use the P toxic from one
run of N = 500 as our control, and calculate its correlation with two other runs with N = 50 and
500 respectively. Both variants of P toxic have very high correlation with the control. Furthermore, a
random gaussian matrix with the same moments as the control has nearly no correlation.

Datapoints DPO DeTox
Toxicity(%) Perplexity Toxicity(%) Perplexity

0 48.00 (0.00) 29.70 (0.00) 48.00 (0.00) 29.70 (0.00)
5 47.85 (4.15) 29.71 (0.63) 40.68 (4.07) 31.19 (0.51)
10 47.72 (4.09) 29.70 (0.37) 42.57 (6.82) 31.20 (0.42)
20 47.52 (3.97) 29.70 (0.22) 38.65 (4.67) 31.95 (0.68)
50 47.38 (3.25) 29.75 (0.45) 30.64 (3.48) 31.37 (0.42)

100 46.12 (2.68) 29.69 (0.43) 28.62 (3.33) 32.37 (0.28)
500 37.61 (1.03) 29.78 (0.21) 26.83 (0.89) 32.50 (0.28)

1000 37.61 (0.54) 29.78 (0.18) 26.62 (0.66) 32.26 (0.13)

Table 7: Sample complexity of DeTox and DPO, on GPT-2 medium. DeTox obtains significant
toxicity reduction with as few as 50 datapoints, unlike DPO which needs orders of magnitude more
data to achieve similar performance.

LLM Utility Evaluation In Table 2 (§7), we compare DeTox and DPO across different models,
reporting the model capability as its averaged zero-shot capability of the model across seven tasks
from EleutherAI LM Harness [74]: BoolQ [75], RTE [76], HellaSwag [77], WinoGrande [78], ARC
Easy and Challenge [79], and OpenbookQA [80]. Tables 10, 11, 12 and 13 report the task wise
performance for all models in our experiments.

I Layer Attribution Analysis

We present evidence using GPT2-medium that individual aligned/edited layer has an additive effects
to toxicity alignment.

For DeTox, we first editing layer 11 through L as considered in Section 8 and calculate changes
in prediction probabilities denoted by r11:L(t) for any token t. Then, we apply our edit at layer
L ∈ {11, 12, . . . , 24} one at a time and calculate the probability change, denoted by rL(t) for any
token t. For DPO, we make similar calculations: first using multiple DPO layers to replace the layers
from the base model, and then using individual DPO layer.

We plot two curves for both DeTox and DPO trained at full scale.

• Solid curve: r11:L(t) plotted against L for significantly impacted tokens t.
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Flipped Samples(%) DPO DeTox
Toxicity(%) Perplexity Toxicity(%) Perplexity

0 37.61 (1.03) 29.78 (0.21) 26.83 (0.89) 32.50 (0.28)
10 42.08 (0.72) 29.58 (0.27) 26.50 (1.93) 32.19 (0.14)
20 44.61 (0.84) 29.70 (0.16) 26.71 (2.25) 32.14 (0.18)
30 45.84 (0.60) 29.73 (0.25) 26.81 (2.51) 32.06 (0.30)
40 47.98 (0.47) 29.84 (0.29) 27.31 (2.18) 31.97 (0.41)
50 51.40 (0.56) 29.95 (0.28) 28.15 (1.48) 31.96 (0.38)

Table 8: Robustness to label noise, using N = 500 on GPT-2. Unlike DPO, DeTox is not impacted
by flipping the labels of preference data. This is because the singular vectors of the toxic subspace,
generated through SVD, do not have unique signs.

Layers Edited Toxicity (%) Perplexity
1-24 49.80 (1.10) 46.25 (5.99)
1-10 74.63 (9.61) 38.41 (2.47)
5-15 44.81 (1.97) 30.06 (0.18)
10-20 32.04 (1.57) 30.37 (0.19)
15-24 26.83 (0.89) 32.50 (0.28)

Table 9: Impact of layer selection on edit performance. Prior studies have shown complex concepts
like toxicity to be encoded in higher layers of a model, while lower layers process more basic syntactic
and semantic information. Editing the higher layers results in effective toxicity reduction, while
preserving perplexity.

Dataset Method
Original DPO DeTox

BoolQ 83.76 (0.65) 83.55 (0.65) 81.80 (0.67)
RTE 67.15 (2.83) 67.15 (2.83) 64.62 (2.88)

HellaSwag 61.29 (0.49) 61.70 (0.49) 61.76 (0.48)
WinoGrande 73.95 (1.23) 74.03 (1.23) 70.96 (1.28)
ARC Easy 80.89 (0.81) 81.31 (0.80) 80.68 (0.81)

ARC Challenge 50.17 (1.46) 51.11 (1.46) 51.02 (1.46)
OpenbookQA 32.40 (2.10) 33.00 (2.10) 31.40 (2.08)

Average 64.23 65.32 63.59

Table 10: Model capability of Mistral (7B), as measured through zero-shot performance on seven
tasks of ElutherAI LM Harness. Capability is not significantly affected by DPO or DeTox.

Dataset Method
Original DPO DeTox

BoolQ 85.08 (0.62) 85.32 (0.62) 84.53 (0.63)
RTE 63.90 (2.89) 63.90 (2.89) 62.09 (2.92)

HellaSwag 61.04 (0.49) 61.25 (0.49) 62.32 (0.48)
WinoGrande 72.53 (1.25) 71.67 (1.27) 71.11 (1.27)
ARC Easy 81.02 (0.80) 81.27 (0.80) 80.18 (0.82)

ARC Challenge 51.37 (1.46) 51.79 (1.46) 51.88 (1.46)
OpenbookQA 30.20 (2.06) 30.40 (02.06) 30.40 (2.06)

Average 63.59 63.66 63.23

Table 11: Model capability of Mistral-SFT (7B), as measured through zero-shot performance on
seven tasks of ElutherAI LM Harness. Capability is not significantly affected by DPO or DeTox.
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Dataset Method
Original DPO DeTox

BoolQ 66.02 (0.83) 66.21 (0.83) 64.68 (0.84)
RTE 55.23 (2.99) 55.23 (2.99) 57.40 (2.98)

HellaSwag 50.51 (0.50) 50.50 (0.50) 50.69 (0.50)
WinoGrande 65.35 (1.34) 65.04 (1.34) 65.35 (1.34)
ARC Easy 65.66 (0.97) 65.82 (0.97) 65.45 (0.98)

ARC Challenge 30.63 (1.35) 30.63 (1.35) 31.06 (1.35)
OpenbookQA 27.60 (2.00) 27.40 (02.00) 28.00 (2.01)

Average 51.57 51.55 51.80

Table 12: Model capability of OPT (6.7B), as measured through zero-shot performance on seven
tasks of ElutherAI LM Harness. Capability is not significantly affected by DPO or DeTox.

Dataset Method
Original DPO DeTox

BoolQ 0.6544 (0.0083) 0.6492 (0.0083) 0.6367 (0.0084)
RTE 0.5451 (0.0300) 0.5704 (0.0298) 0.5379 (0.030)

HellaSwag 0.4953 (0.0050) 0.5001 (0.0050) 0.5120 (0.0050)
WinoGrande 0.6409 (0.0135) 0.6401 (0.0135) 0.6346 (0.0135)
ARC Easy 0.6692 (0.0097) 0.6755 (0.0096) 0.6738 (0.0096)

ARC Challenge 0.3396 (0.0138) 0.3490 (0.0139) 0.3524 (0.0140)
OpenbookQA 0.2900 (0.0203) 0.2880 (0.0203) 0.3260 (0.0210)

Average 51.92 52.46 52.48

Table 13: Model capability of GPT-J (6B), as measured through zero-shot performance on seven
tasks of ElutherAI LM Harness. Capability is not significantly affected by DPO or DeTox.

11 13 15 17 19 21 23
Layer Index

0.010

0.005

0.000

0.005

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
Ch

an
ge

b**ch (Partial Edit)
b**ch (Additive)
s**t (Partial Edit)
s**t (Additive)
" (Partial Edit)
" (Additive)
will (Partial Edit)
will (Additive)

11 13 15 17 19 21 23
Layer Index

b**ch (Partial Edit)
b**ch (Additive)
s**t (Partial Edit)
s**t (Additive)
" (Partial Edit)
" (Additive)
will (Partial Edit)
will (Additive)

Figure 10: Additivity check. Left: Replacing the base model with DPO layers from 11 to L
simultaneously (solid) vs. replacing each layer one at a time and then summing the individual effects
(dashed). Right: Editing layers from 11 to L using DeTox simultaneously vs. editing each layer one
at a time and then summing the individual effects.
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• Dashed curve:
∑L

j=11 rj(t) plotted against L for significantly impacted tokens t.

Thus, solid curve represents block effects where multiple adjacent layers are edited simultaneously
while dashed curve represents individual effects.

We find that the solid curve and the dashed curve in both plots are mostly aligned. This suggests that
the effects of layers in terms of probability changes are nearly additive, i.e., r11:L(t) ≈

∑L
j=11 rj(t).
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