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Abstract

Do large language models (LLMs) exhibit so-
ciodemographic biases, even when they decline
to respond? To bypass their refusal to “speak,”
we study this research question by probing con-
textualized embeddings and exploring whether
this bias is encoded in its latent representa-
tions. We propose a logistic Bradley—Terry
probe which predicts word pair preferences of
LLMs from the words’ hidden vectors. We
first validate our probe on three pair preference
tasks and thirteen LLMs, where we outperform
the word embedding association test (WEAT),
a standard approach in testing for implicit as-
sociation, by a relative 27% in error rate. We
also find that word pair preferences are best rep-
resented in the middle layers. Next, we trans-
fer probes trained on harmless tasks (e.g., pick
the larger number) to controversial ones (com-
pare ethnicities) to examine biases in national-
ity, politics, religion, and gender. We observe
substantial bias for all target classes: for in-
stance, the Mistral model implicitly prefers Eu-
rope to Africa, Christianity to Judaism, and left-
wing to right-wing politics, despite declining
to answer. This suggests that instruction fine-
tuning does not necessarily debias contextual-
ized embeddings. Our codebase is at https:
//github.com/castorini/biasprobe.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs), once properly
aligned, refuse to overtly answer offensive queries,
but do they covertly “think” insensitive thoughts?
For example, consider the prompt

Which of the following is more positive: African

Americans or Caucasians?
State-of-the-art LLMs such as LLaMA (Touvron
et al., 2023) and Mistral (Jiang et al., 2023) decline
to answer due to their bias and fairness alignment
fine-tuning (Ouyang et al., 2022), instead generat-
ing a deflecting response about the harms of racial
insensitivity. However, do their latent representa-
tions still encode preference biases?

sad < happy

Sad is worse
than happy

Figure 1: Our probing strategy to find latent preference
biases. We train a probe (left magnifier) to interpret an
innocuous task and then transfer it to a controversial
one (see the right) to reveal the model’s “thoughts.”
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Figure 2: Our probe revealing bias in Mistral’s contextu-
alized embeddings on a task comparing two countries at
a time. Mistral does not answer, but it prefers Western
over Eastern countries and Europe over Africa.

A conventional strategy to assess these embed-
ding biases is to build two opposite attribute word
sets, such as negative and positive emotions, and
then measure the cosine similarity of each test word
(e.g., nationalities) to both sets. If it is closer to one
of the word sets, we can claim implicit association.
This approach was first derived as the word embed-
ding association test (WEAT; Caliskan et al., 2017)
and applied to examine biases in gender, profes-
sions, and ethnicities, to name a few (Gupta et al.,
2023). However, it has a few drawbacks: first,
cosine similarity does not directly optimize for dis-
criminating between the two word sets (Zhou et al.,
2022) or for the LLM’s preference. Second, it fails
to model attributes that cannot be split into two op-
posing sets, such as numbers. We further elucidate
these issues in Section 2.3 and confirm them in 3.2.
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In this paper, we address the shortcomings of
prior art for revealing implicit biases in the con-
textualized embeddings of LLMs. As depicted in
Figure 1, we first propose to train a logistic probe to
discriminate between the hidden vectors of two op-
posite attribute word sets, possibly using the LLM’s
own outputs as the set labels, which more faithfully
captures the LLM’s bias. To extract these embed-
dings and labels from LLMs, we use a prompt that
elicits preference for the two attribute words; for
example, the prompt “What’s more positive: sad or
happy?” yields embeddings for “sad” and “happy,”
as well as the positive label for “happy.” We then
transfer these trained probes to compare controver-
sial word pairs (“What’s more positive: Italy or
Ethiopia?”). If the probe favors one target group,
we can claim implicit association like WEAT does.

Next, we validate our method and claims. Across
thirteen LLMs and three datasets in classifying
positive—negative pairs of actions, emotions, and
numbers, our probe outperforms WEAT and max-
margin classification by a relative 27-34% in error
rate; see Section 3. On the numbers dataset, where
order is pairwise relative, our lead increases to an
absolute 7.9 points. Our layerwise analysis further
suggests that middle layers result in the best probes.
These results bolster our claims while also guiding
hyperparameter selection for our bias analyses.

Finally, we apply our probes to study sociode-
mographic biases in the embeddings of LLMs. We
transfer probes trained on the aforementioned in-
nocuous datasets (actions, emotions, and numbers)
to target word sets in nationality, politics, religion,
and gender. We find that the embeddings of English
LLMs broadly favor Western over Eastern coun-
tries, Europe over Africa, left-wing over right-wing
ideologies, libertarianism over authoritarianism,
Christianity and Judaism over Islam, and females in
professions to males—see Figure 2 and Section 4.2.
We conclude that instruction fine-tuning does not
eliminate bias from the internals of LLMs.

Our main contributions are (1) we propose a new
probe for detecting implicit association bias in the
representations of LLMs, attaining the state of the
art in preference detection; and (2) we provide new
insight into the implicit biases of eleven instruction-
following and two “classic” LLMs, finding substan-
tial biases in nationality, politics, religion, and gen-
der, despite explicit safety guardrails in the LLMs.
Our work serves to guide future research in quanti-
fying and improving bias in LLMs.

2 Our Probing Approach

2.1 Preliminaries

Our binary preference task is to pick the more posi-
tive word or phrase out of a provided pair of, say,
emotions, actions, or numbers. Under the zero-shot
in-context learning (ICL) paradigm for decoder-
only LLMs (Dong et al., 2022), this task is solved
in three major steps: first, we preprocess the pair
into a natural language prompt, e.g., “Which is
more positive: sadness or happiness?” Second, the
LLM generates a natural language response to the
prompt, such as “happiness is.” Third, we postpro-
cess the response and extract the preference.

We detail the second step, the focus of our pa-
per. Formally, transformer-based autoregressive
LLMs (Zhao et al., 2023) are parameterized as

fim(wity) ==grogr-10---0go({w:}iLy), (1)

where g; : RWV*H s RWXH for 1 < 4 < L
is a stack of L nested H-dimensional transformer
layers (Vaswani et al., 2017), and gg : AL
RW>*H is an embedding layer that maps the W
tokens {w; }}¥, in the vocabulary V to each of their

embeddings. For brevity, we define hg-z) € R as

h =giogiyoog({witl)); @

i.e., the j™ token’s hidden representation at layer
£. We also let hg ) and hg) be the embeddings
associated with our two input phrases w, and wg
(e.g., “happy” and “sad”). If a phrase spans multi-
ple tokens, we pick the representation of the last.
To generate the next tokens from the LLM, we
use greedy decoding, as is typical (Radford et al.,
2019). We linearly project the last token’s final em-
bedding h,gf,) across V and take its softmax, forming
a probability distribution P()). Then, we choose
the token with the highest probability, append the
generated token to the input, and repeat until the
end-of-sequence token is reached.

2.2  Our Bradley-Terry Probe

How do we decode and quantify what th )

and
h(;) capture about the preference prediction of the
input pair? One solution is to characterize the
model’s attention, but this is error prone (Serrano
and Smith, 2019). Other methods include gradient-
based saliency (Wallace et al., 2019) and infor-
mation bottlenecks (Jiang et al., 2020); however,
neither affords transferring probes from one task to

another, needed for testing our bias hypothesis.



Inspired by related work in extracting syntax
trees from BERT (Hewitt and Manning, 2019) and
directionless rank probes (Stoehr et al., 2023), we
instead propose to train a logistic probe encod-
ing preference as a linear decision boundary in
h((f ) _ h(g). That is, we learn a linear feature extrac-
tor that feeds scalar scores into the Bradley—Terry
model (Bradley and Terry, 1952) for pairwise com-
parisons. Our probe is linear since probes should
not be expressive enough to pose interpretability
problems of their own (Hewitt and Liang, 2019; Be-
linkov, 2022). It differs from Stoehr et al. (2023) by
incorporating task supervision and ranking direc-
tion, which enables cross-task probe transfer and
bias analysis, two requisites for us. Its supervision
also improves upon the unsupervised method from
WEAT, hence resulting in greater predictive power,
as depicted in Section 3.2.

Concretely, our probe expresses binary prefer-

ence between two contextualized embeddings th )

and h(;) as the probabilistic model

where 8 € R is a learned vector, By, >wpg is the
event that w, is preferred to wg, and logit is the
inverse of the logistic function, i.e., logit(p) :=
log p/(1 —p). Dependencies on fi are omitted to
save space. Given i.i.d. observations of preferences
Dirain = {(wa,, wg;, P, hgi)}?‘:”i“, where w,, is
always taken to be preferred over wpg,, we optimize
0 using maximum likelihood estimation:

dtrain
0" := argmax H P(Ewa,>ws30); (4
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gTh(Z)
e (X/L'
P(Bu s, 0) 1= e (9)
e’ e fe” Thi
For some set of word pairs {(wy,ws) : wy €

Wa, w2 € Wz}, there are two ways to construct
Dirain: We can use the LLM to predict its prefer-
ences for each pair, or we can let the human-derived
set assignments be the label (i.e., € W, or € Wp).
The first is better for model introspection, since
the LLM itself is the ground truth. The second is
the only choice available for LLMs less capable of
coherent text generation, though it requires mean-
ingfully constrastive set labels, such as constructing
W, from positive emotions and Vg from negative
ones. For conciseness, we call probes trained on
human-derived set labels HD probes and those on
LLM predictions LP probes.
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Figure 3: A 2D projection of our probe (gold line)
trained on emotions (left) and transferred to order left-
and right-wing political beliefs (right), with embeddings
from Mistral. Six points with high absolute scores are
annotated, revealing an affinity for leftist beliefs.

Finally, to perform inference with a trained probe
for some word pair (w1, ws), we predict

w1 A P(Ewy>wy;0%) > 0.5,
we  otherwise,

J(wi, w2;07) == { (6)
where g indicates the word more associated (pre-
ferred) with W,

2.3 Our Implicit Bias Test

We hypothesize that the hidden vectors h((f ) and
hg) encode binary preferences on controversial
prompts. But if the model does not answer, how
do we discover biases? To this, we first train a
probe on innocuous tasks for which the LLM can
order W, and Wj, such as negative and positive
emotions. Afterwards, we propose to transfer the
trained probe to perform inference on a controver-
sial test set W, x Wy, such as African and Eu-
ropean nationalities. If the probe still prefers one
group, then the LLLM representations biasedly as-
sociate W (and WZ;) with either W,, or Wg; see
Figure 3 for a visualization.

Formally, let © : W, x Wg R be the train-
ing function that generates probe parameters 0*
optimized on the dataset W, x W, with depen-
dencies on fiy and hidden vectors dropped for
concision. Suppose A := A, x Ag is a harmless
dataset and B := B, x Bg a controversial one;
then, we let the amount of implicit preference that
fum carries for B, from A be a “win rate” whose
deviations from 0.5 (50%) imply association:

1
> 9wpy, w3 O(A)). (1)

:0(“47 B) = @
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We use the Clopper—Pearson method (Clopper and
Pearson, 1934) to test for statistically significant
departures from 50%.



Further considerations. One foreseeable concern
is that the probe may be aligned to B by chance as
a result of training randomness. While this might
hold for nonlinear probes, our linear probe has a
smooth convex loss function. Hence, reasonable
optimization algorithms (e.g., Newton’s method)
will effectively converge to the global optimum
and result in the same final probe, regardless of
initialization and data order.

Though similar to WEAT (Caliskan et al., 2017),
our framework differs in key ways. WEAT chooses
cosine distance to associate .4 with B directly with-
out considering the LLM’s outputs, which has three
drawbacks: first, cosine distance does not directly
optimize for preference. Second, WEAT takes the
human-derived set assignment in 4 as ground truth
rather than the LLM’s output, which reduces its
validity for studying bias inherent to LLMs. Lastly,
it fails when differences between A, and Ag are
relatively paired instead of globally absolute; for
example, in comparing numbers, six is greater than
one, but six is not always the largest. Thus, for
WEAT, six should not be in A, or Ag. As we
confirm next, our probe outperforms WEAT.

3 Veracity Analysis

Before applying our probe to study bias, we first
confirm that it can both reliably model our attribute
word sets and transfer well between different sets,
with WEAT serving as one of the baselines. Our
scope covers these claims and questions:

C1: Our probes surpass WEAT and other base-
lines in preference prediction on domain-
specific attribute word sets, achieving high
absolute accuracy.

C2: Our probes also exceed baselines when they
are transferred from one task to another.

Q1: Which layer yields the best embeddings for
detecting preferences with our probes?

3.1 Experimental Setup

Our analysis is broadly split between LP probes and
HD probes. The former applies to LLMs which can
fluently generate zero-shot preferences for training
probes and the latter to the current setting used in
the literature (Caliskan et al., 2017).

Large language models. We conducted our analy-
ses on thirteen transformer-based LLMs across six
model families, from the 6 billion-parameter GPT-
J (Wang and Komatsuzaki, 2021) model to the 70
billion (70B) parameter variant of the LLaMA-2

LLM (Touvron et al., 2023). Specifically, we se-
lected the following:

e LLaMA 2 consists of 7B, 13B, and 70B LLMs
pretrained on two trillion tokens of privately
crawled web data (Touvron et al., 2023).

* CodeLLLaMA (Roziere et al., 2023) comprises
7B, 13B, and 34B LMs initialized from LLaMA
2 and fine-tuned on 500B tokens of code.

* Mistral is a 7B LLLM claiming superiority over
the LLaMA-2 /3B variant (Jiang et al., 2023).

¢ MPT-Instruct includes a 7B and 30B LLM (Mo-
saicML, 2023) pretrained on one trillion tokens
of public datasets, including RedPajama (To-
gether, 2023) and C4 (Raffel et al., 2020).

* WizardVicuna-13B (W Vicuna) is a 13B LLM
fine-tuned from the LLaMA 1 13B checkpoint
on OpenAl GPT-3.5-generated examples (Lee,
2023). We also use its uncensored variant to
study the effects of no safety alignment.

* GPT-J is an older 6B model (Wang and Komat-
suzaki, 2021) pretrained on 400B tokens from
the Pile (Gao et al., 2020). We also picked a ver-
sion with more fine-tuning on 4chan’s far-right
politics board (Papasavva et al., 2020).

Unless specified, each model besides GPT-J refers
to the instruction-following variant in each fam-
ily, resulting from additional supervised (or rein-
forcement) fine-tuning on imperative sentences and
crafted dialogue. This process produces better mod-
els that respond more accurately and safely to dia-
logue (Ouyang et al., 2022; Touvron et al., 2023).

Probing baselines. For our baselines, we chose
the standard WEAT (Caliskan et al., 2017), a maxi-
mum margin classifier, and plain logistic regression.
WEAT implicitly uses the smaller mean cosine
distance between the embedding of the test word
and those of the two attribute word sets to dictate
the preference gwgar := argmin,, d.(w, W,) —
d.(w, Wg), where d.(w, W) denotes the mean co-
sine distance between w and word set V. For the
max-margin classifier, we maximized a margin ob-
jective instead of the likelihood from Eqn. (4):

J(0) := min(0,0 "h, —0"hs —c) (8)

with ¢ tuned. Lastly, as the simplest baseline, we
trained a logistic regression model to predict pref-
erence directly from the concatenated embeddings
hey i = ho @ hﬁ for O r € R2H.
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ACTION EMOTE NUMBER
# Model

Ours WEAT MaxM Ours WEAT MaxM Ours WEAT MaxM

LP Probes Trained with LLM-Predicted Preferences

1 CodeLLaMA7z 82.9 (100) 79.0 (96) 79.8 (100) 83.6(92) 84.4(92) 82.7(88) 94.0 (100) 92.6 (100) 92.8 (100)

2 CodeLLaMA 33 78.2(92) 71.3(90) 71.1(89) 73.4(81) 67.4(70) 66.0(70) 83.9(91) 81.6(89) 81.3(89)
3 CodeLLaMA34p 83.3(98) 75.8(95) 74.9(95) 96.0 (100) 92.0 (97) 93.7(97) 91.7(99) 88.1(95) 88.2(96)
4 LLaMA-27p 82.6 (100) 73.7 (100) 83.3 (100) 93.1 (100) 91.6 (97) 92.3(97) 72.9 (87) 61.1(72) 61.1(73)
5 LLaMA-238 90.4 (100) 82.4(97) 85.1(97) 96.6 (100) 96.6 (100) 98.7 (100) 83.2 (91) 76.0(91) 71.1(81)
6 LLaMA-270p 89.3 (98) 87.8 (100) 88.5 (100) 98.2 (100) 97.5 (100) 97.5 (100) 84.7 (93) 77.0(86) 74.5(84)
7 Mistralp 93.8 (100) 93.1 (100) 93.1 (100) 94.1 (95) 93.8(98) 94.8 (95) 79.0 (93) 73.4(87) 68.7(87)

HD Probes Trained with Human-Derived Preferences
8 MPT-Instruct;g 93.8 (100) 88.5 (100) 89.5 (100) 99.5 (100) 99.5 (100) 98.1 (100) 82.1 (91) 68.8 (75) 64.1(73)
9 MPT-Instructzop 80.8 (100) 79.1 (100) 55.8 (95) 97.2 (100) 95.6 (100) 84.1 (100) 83.2 (91) 75.7 (86) 65.2 (80)
10 WVicuna;sg 91.3 (100) 91.0 (100) 89.7 (100) 97.5 (100) 97.5 (100) 97.5 (100) 81.8 (95) 73.7(83) 72.4(80)
11 WVicuna-Ujzg  89.2 (100) 88.1 (100) 87.7 (100) 90.8 (100) 90.2 (100) 90.8 (100) 76.7 (90) 65.7 (75) 68.2 (79)
12 GPT-Jeg 96.4 (100) 91.1 (100) 92.4 (100) 100 (100) 100 (100) 100 (100) 81.6 (91) 67.5(75) 58.9 (61)
13 GPT-J-4changg 96.0 (100) 94.0 (100) 94.0 (100) 100 (100) 100 (100) 100 (100) 82.8 (91) 73.2(80) 68.3 (86)

Table 1: Preference prediction quality in mean accuracy and maximum accuracy (in parentheses) across the layers.
Best results for each task are in bold, and hue indicates magnitude. “MaxM” is short for the max-margin classifier.
The mean accuracy of our probe significantly surpasses (p < 0.01) the others according to the signed-rank test.

Datasets. We constructed three attribute word sets
of actions, emotions, and numbers:

* ACTION consists of 50 moral actions, such as
helping and sharing, for the positive set W, and
50 immoral ones (e.g., stealing) for Ws.

* EMOTE comprises 150 negative emotions (sad,
panic, etc.; WWg) and 150 positive ones (happy,
grateful, etc.; W,).

* NUMBER is 500 pairs of integers sampled ran-
domly between -1000 and 1000, with the smaller
number in W3 and the larger in W,,.

We set aside 20% of each dataset for the test set.
Existing works use a broad spectrum of positive—
negative word pairs across all domains (Gonen and
Goldberg, 2019), but we consciously avoided this
to eliminate overlap between the attribute and target
word sets in Section 4. It would bias methods to
associate, say, the religious word “reformationist”
to the positive set if it already contains “reform.”
We also used three sets instead of one to improve
the robustness of our findings, which is a known
issue with embedding association (Du et al., 2021).
To query the LLMs, we fixed the prompt as “Do not
be prejudiced. Which is more positive: word1 or
word2? Reply with one phrase,” replacing word1

and word2 with the attribute words. We randomly
swapped positions to remove order as a confound.

3.2 Results and Discussion

Overall quality. We present our main results in
Table 1. We trained LP probes on CodeL.LaMA,
LLaMA 2, and Mistral since they could consis-
tently generate coherent answers and HD probes
on MPT-Instruct, WizardVicuna, and GPT-J. As
expected, logistic regression is low accuracy, so we
omit it to make room; see Figure 4.

Overall, our probe outperforms WEAT and the
max-margin classifier by 4.4 and 5.9 absolute
points in mean accuracy, improving the relative
error rate by 27% and 34%, respectively. Our max-
imum accuracy also significantly exceeds the oth-
ers (p < 0.05). On NUMBER, a non-globally or-
dered dataset, our lead increases to 7.9 points over
WEAT, confirming our hypothesis in Section 2.3.
CodeLLaMA produces the highest-quality embed-
dings for that dataset (accuracy of 88.2 vs. 73.5;
rows 1-3 vs. 4-6), likely due to its code fine-tuning.
Our probe does the best on 35 out of 39 model-task
settings, most prominently on ACTION (12 out of
13) and NUMBER (13/13). Its milder outperfor-
mance on EMOTE (10/13) may arise from the task
being well solved: all probes reach a mean accuracy
of 93% on EMOTE but 85% and 76% on ACTION
and NUMBER. We conclude that our probes out-
perform WEAT and max-margin classification on
domain-specific attribute word sets (C1).
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Figure 4: Accuracy by layer number. Hue indicates the
probe and shades within the same hue denote LLMs.

Do any factors explain the variance in the qual-
ity of our probe? Our probes present no correla-
tion between quality and LLM size (Spearman’s
r = 0.19; p > 0.2), suggesting that they model
the embeddings of big and small LLMs equally.
Differences between LP and HD probes are also
not detectably significant on the ¢-test. However,
a two-way ANOVA analyzing the influence of the
six model families and the datasets on accuracy re-
veals a significant interaction of dataset and family
(p < 0.05) and dataset alone (p < 0.01), though
not family alone (p > 0.05). Therefore, probes
within the same dataset or family are consistent,
but varying either the dataset or both the family
and dataset may reduce the robustness. This aligns
with Du et al. (2021) and supports our justification
in Section 4.2 for transferring from three attribute
sets (ACTION, EMOTE, NUMBER) instead of one.

Layerwise quality. We plot the accuracy of the
probes by layer number in Figure 4, averaging
across the three tasks. The max-margin probe is
notably less stable (see the blue line), possibly ex-
plaining its underperformance in Table 1. We find
that, regardless of model size, layers in the middle
30-60% of the model consistently beat the others
(95% vs. 84% in mean accuracy; p < 0.05). The
best accuracy for each model also occurs at the
49% layer on average; thus, we pick the middle-
most layer in the model (50%), answering Q1.

Next, in Figure 5, we plot the mean accuracy
of the probes when transferred for all six pairs of
separate tasks in ACTION, EMOTE, and NUMBER.
That is, we train on ACTION and transfer to EMOTE
and NUMBER, train on EMOTE ..., and so on. Our
probe surpasses the others, which supports C2; it
reaches 93% accuracy against WEAT’s 91% and
max-margin’s 90%. From these experiments, we
surmise that our probe is sufficiently robust to trans-
fer to controversial tasks to study implicit bias.
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Figure 5: Accuracy by layer, averaged across all six
transfer permutations. Hue semantics match Figure 4’s.

4 Bias Analysis

We now apply our probe transfer methodology to
characterize implicit biases in the embeddings of
LLMs. We investigate these research questions:
Q2: What implicit sociodemographic biases do
LLMs have in their embeddings?

Q3: How do factors such as fine-tuning and model
size affect the implicit bias?

4.1 Experimental Setup

For the LLLMs and attribute word training sets, we
used those from Section 3.1. For the probe, we ap-
plied ours due to its improved discriminative qual-
ity, with embeddings coming from the middlemost
layer, shown to be the best in Section 3.2.

Datasets. We built seven test sets in four domains:

* NATIONALITY has an East—West set split be-
tween 57 Eastern (Middle East and Far East) and
138 Western countries, classified from the World
Bank, and an Africa—Europe set with all the
African and European countries in two groups.

POLITICS has two test sets of 70 left/right-wing
ideologies and 98 authoritarian/libertarian ide-
ologies, pulled from GPT-4 and hand-verified.

RELIGION comprises two test sets: first, a set of
three groups, each containing 10 major branches
from the three main Abrahamic religions Islam,
Judaism, and Christianity, drawn from GPT-4
and manually verified; second, a test set with
15 reformationist branches and 12 conservative
ones, both split equally among the religions.

* CAREER is a single test set of 100 careers (e.g.,
“CEO”) with the string “male” prepended to
them and 100 of the same but with “female” pre-
fixed instead. Career names were pulled from
the US Bureau of Labor Statistics.

We use the same prompt from Section 3.1. See the
codebase for the datasets.



NATIONALITY PoLITICS RELIGION CAREER
# Model A50
East/West Africa/EU Left/Right Auth/Libre Chr/Islam/Jew Trad/Reform Fem/Male
LP Probes Trained with LLM-Predicted Preferences on Innocuous Datasets
1 CodeLLaMA7;z 46.9/53.1 43.1/56.9 52.4/47.6 37.9/62.1 52.0/51.7/47.0 46.7/53.7 51.1/48.9 4.0
2 CodeLLaMAp 48.3/51.7 59.9/40.1 58.3/41.7 44.2/55.8 46.4/43.7/57.5 41.3/58.7 57.7/42.3 6.6
3 CodeLLaMAssp 52.1/47.9 45.3/54.7 57.3/42.77 43.8/56.2 62.8/52.6/354 57.1/41.7 46.3/53.7 6.8
4 LLaMA-25 38.9/61.1 459/54.1 73.2/26.8 24.9/75.1 37.1/52.7/61.1 30.4/70.6  55.0/45.0 12.8
5 LLaMA-23 46.9/53.1 41.0/59.0 69.8/30.2 31.0/69.0 44.7/37.6/63.7 352/66.2 61.7/38.3 12.1
6 LLaMA-270p 43.6/56.4 40.8/59.2 64.1/35.9 39.4/60.6 45.9/44.2/57.4 46.2/53.8 57.4/42.6 7.6
7 Mistralsg 40.3/59.7 34.4/65.6 59.6/40.4 39.9/60.1 58.1/52.1/40.0 40.7/60.5 56.6/43.4 9.0
HD Probes Trained with Human-Derived Preferences on Innocuous Datasets
8 MPT-Instruct;g  47.7/52.3 44.1/55.9 61.9/38.1 38.6/61.4 72.1/38.6/35.4 48.6/51.4 52.8/472 9.3
9 MPT-Instructzop  45.3/54.7 51.3/48.7 59.0/41.0 44.7/55.3 57.1/38.7/50.8 47.4/53.0 48.6/51.4 4.8
10 WVicunaisp 37.8/62.2 43.9/56.1 61.1/38.9 37.5/62.5 50.5/44.7/52.8 41.1/58.9 60.4/39.6 7.8
11 WVicuna-Uizg  38.7/61.3 52.4/47.6 65.3/34.7 33.3/66.7 58.2/46.1/44.8 38.8/62.7 53.2/46.8 8.6
12 GPT-Jss 52.0/48.0 48.4/51.6 71.3/28.7 36.7/63.3 50.9/352/57.9 37.1/64.2 57.7/42.3 9.2
13 GPT-J-4chaneg 37.6/62.4 32.7/67.3 44.7/553 31.9/68.1 62.0/41.8/444 45.8/542 46.0/54.0 9.7

Table 2: Pairwise preference results of probes transferred from neutral prompts to controversial ones in the domains
of nationality, politics, religion, and careers. Each number represents the win rate of the corresponding target
group in the column, with higher values (in brighter colors) indicating greater preference. Underlined results are
significantly different in mean value (p < 0.05) from the bolded result according to the Clopper—Pearson test. The
final column (As5() denotes the average deviation of the model from neutrality (50% win rate).

4.2 Results and Discussion

We present our results in Table 2. Each number is
the win rate (Eqn. 7) of the target group in the sub-
column, averaged across three of our probes trained
on ACTION, EMOTE, and NUMBER to predict the
more positive word. Specifically, given a test set
of n = 2 or 3 groups of words {W4y,..., W, } and
attribute training sets 7 := {Aacrion, AEmorEs
ANumser }» the win rate 7 of W is

_ 1 1
FOV) = > ﬁ;pu, Wi, W;}),  (10)

AeT

with the p from Eqn. (7). Averaging across multiple
probes in separate domains improves the robustness
to confounders and variation present in a single
attribute set (Du et al., 2021).

Overall bias. The LLMs are biased in all domains:
politics most notably (Asp = 13, averaged across
models), followed by religion (Asg = 7.7), nation-
ality (Asp = 6.8), then career gender (Asg = 5.6).
We conjecture that this results from strongly po-
larizing rhetoric in political writing (Webster and
Albertson, 2022). A one-way ANOVA with do-
main as a factor yields significance (p < 0.01;
Levene’s test passes); Tukey’s HSD shows politics
to be more biased than the others (p < 0.05).

As for model families, CodeLLaMA has the
least amount of bias (Asg = 5.8 versus the oth-
ers’ 9.1; p < 0.05 according to Welch’s t-test),
likely because it additionally pretrains on software
code rather than natural language. Overall, besides
CodeLLaMA, no statistical difference is detected;
the same holds for model size, in line with previous
analyses relating size to bias (Dong et al., 2023).

Set-level bias. Within the nationality domain, all
thirteen LLMs favor Western over Eastern coun-
tries (A5 = 6.3), and all except CodeLLaMA-
13B prefer African countries over European ones
(As9 = 7.2). We postulate that this follows from
the LLMs being trained predominantly on English
texts, representing the most common language in
Western countries and Europe. These findings also
align with the bias of smaller LMs in generating
offensive nouns and adjectives for demonyms of
countries (Venkit et al., 2023).

For politics, each LLM (except GPT-J-4chan)
strongly prefers leftist political views (Ao = 12.2)
and libertarianism (Asy = 12.8). This mirrors
past works which reveal an affinity of decoder-only
LLMs for libertarian values (Feng et al., 2023). We
hypothesize that both the pretraining distribution
and further fine-tuning contribute to our observed



biases: for example, GPT-J-4chan flips from lean-
ing heavily left (row 12) to right (row 13) after
fine-tuning on 4chan’s far-right /pol/ board (Hine
et al., 2017; Papasavva et al., 2020), being the only
model out of thirteen to do so.

In the test sets for religion, the LLMs are evenly
split between Christianity (62% average win rate
on biased models) and Judaism (58%), with none
preferring Islam (45%). This agrees with past find-
ings of language models associating Islam with
violence (Abid et al., 2021). Regardless of the
major religion, all LLMs but one prefer less ortho-
dox branches (57% win rate). We attribute these
phenomena to the dominance of internet-crawled
English corpuses (Together, 2023; Gao et al., 2020),
which may represent Islam more negatively than,
say, Arabic-dominated media does.

Finally, for our career domain, 8 of the 13 LLMs
implicitly associate professions prefixed with “fe-
male” more positively than it does those with
“male,” titles being equal (e.g., “male CEO” vs.
“female CEO” and “male physicist” vs. “female
physicist”). One reason for this seemingly con-
tradictory phenomenon may be that Western me-
dia tends to reinforce female stereotypes of posi-
tive emotions such as empathy (Van der Pas and
Aaldering, 2020), which our emotion probe covers.
Interestingly, the GPT-J-4chan model fine-tuned
on misogynistic 4chan posts (Hine et al., 2017)
flips the 57.7% win rate of females (row 12) to a
54% rate for males (row 13). We conclude that,
in spite of the safety fine-tuning and prompt-based
guardrails, LLMs broadly exhibit the same kinds
of biases in their latent representations.

5 Related Work and Future Directions

The bias analysis on language models dates back to
shallow word embeddings (Pennington et al., 2014).
WEAT (Caliskan et al., 2017) and its sentence-
contextualized variant SEAT (May et al., 2019),
measure biases from the association of the concepts
with certain attributes, based on the representations
of the concepts and attributes.

For the more recent pretrained language models,
e.g., encoder-based models (Devlin et al., 2019; Liu
et al., 2019) and the decoder-only autoregressive
models (Sun et al., 2023; Wang and Komatsuzaki,
2021; Touvron et al., 2023; Roziere et al., 2023;
Jiang et al., 2023; Chiang et al., 2023), a popular
line of work examines probing language models
using template prompting instead of internal repre-

sentations. For encoder-only models, the templates
are in the mask-filling style (Feng et al., 2023);
For autoregressive models, the pre-defined tem-
plates are usually in the text generation style (Feng
et al., 2023; Dong et al., 2023). We refer readers
to surveys on detailed discussions of these recent
works (Gupta et al., 2023; Sheng et al., 2021) in
the bias of language models.

Many of the findings in this work echo previ-
ous observations made on the model outputs: For
example, Western nationalities are preferred over
Eastern nationalities (Tan and Celis, 2019), mod-
els from the same family but in different sizes do
not always show consistent behavior on the bias
test (Feng et al., 2023); model biases are rooted
in the pretraining corpus (Feng et al., 2023), and
so on. These similar findings further affirm the
validity of our method.

One vein of future work is to thoroughly de-
bias contextual word representations and reduce
the amount of detectable bias in them. Previously,
it has been shown that debiasing methods are in-
effective on shallow word embeddings as far as
implicit bias is concerned (Gonen and Goldberg,
2019); we extend these findings to the contextu-
alized, LLM case. Another future direction is to
assess implicit bias in LL.Ms pretrained on differ-
ent corpora and probe the effects of the choice of
large-scale pretraining texts on bias.

The objective of this work is to provide a theoret-
ically supported tool to analyze the bias of LLMs
without requiring them to output any text on con-
troversial tasks. Our primary goal for our method
to serve as a base for future in-depth bias analysis
and reduction in the LLMs.

6 Conclusions

In conclusion, we propose a novel method for as-
sessing implicit preference bias in the latent repre-
sentations of large language models. We demon-
strate its superiority in modeling binary preferences
on three tasks and thirteen LLMs in classifying
negative—positive emotions from the hidden em-
beddings. We then apply our probes to study biases
in nationality, politics, religion, and gender, find-
ing broad, consistent biases across seven datasets.
Our analyses suggest that instruction fine-tuning
insufficiently removes latent bias from the LLM’s
embeddings, extending previous results on shallow
word embeddings. We ground our work in the liter-
ature and build a foundation for future research.
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