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Abstract—Large language models (LLMs) excel in text genera-
tion; however, these creative elements require heavy computation
and are accompanied by a steep cost. Especially for targeted
applications such as sales and marketing outreach, these costs
are far from feasible. This paper introduces the concept of
“Trained Miniatures” — Small Language Models(SLMs) fine-
tuned for specific, high-value applications, generating similar
domain-specific responses for a fraction of the cost.

Index Terms—LLMs, SLMs, Fine-tuning, Outreach, Content
Generation, Language Models

I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid development of the Transformer architecture has
been a catalyst for a paradigm shift in artificial intelligence,
fundamentally revolutionizing the capabilities of Language
Models (LMs). This architectural breakthrough, pioneered by
Vaswani et al. (2017)[1], established the foundation for an
unprecedented era of scale. Its success confirmed the scaling
hypothesis, a governing principle which asserts a predictable,
power-law connection between a model’s performance and the
increase in its parameter size, dataset size, and computational
budget (Kaplan et al., 2020)[2]. The unforgiving pursuit of
this principle has led to the creation of Large Language
Models (LLMs)—gigantic neural networks, frequently con-
taining hundreds of billions of parameters, which exhibit
emergent capabilities. Defined by Wei et al. (2022)[3], these
are advanced capabilities in reasoning, problem-solving, and
in-context learning that do not exist in smaller models but
emerge at colossal scale. These immense LLMs, whether com-
mercialized systems or market-leading open-source initiatives,
now dominate a wide range of generalized tasks, establishing
a new and daunting benchmark for machine-generated content.

Though revolutionary in their potential, direct application of
such large-scale LLMs is practically and strategically difficult
for specialized business activities, particularly in high-volume,
high-velocity business domains like sales and marketing. Even
with open-source LLMs, the computational cost and inference
latency of a tens- or hundreds-of-billions-parameter model be-
come infeasible. For a business activity that wants to generate
thousands or even millions of personalized communications,
the capital cost and compute time render direct LLM applica-
tion infeasible. More importantly, the generalist nature of such
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models is strategically non-ideal for highly specialized tasks
where success is not in terms of Turing-like conversational
ability, but in cold, hard business metrics. In such business
uses, the ultimate goal is to generate near-direct effects on
key performance indicators (KPIs) such as email open rates,
click-through rates (CTR), positive reply rates, and, ultimately,
sales pipeline creation and lead conversion rates. Asked simply
by a generalist LLM, however mighty, is an untargeted and
inefficacious way to generate such quantifiable results.

In this work, we introduce the idea of “Trained
Miniatures”—a technical-strategic method to build hyper-
specialized, cost-effective, and privately-owned language mod-
els. The method is a two-step process that leverages the power
of a large model to build a much more efficient, application-
specific asset. The first step is to utilize a more powerful, larger
LLM—either a state-of-the-art proprietary model consumed
through API or an open-source, high-performance model—to
serve as a smart data generation machine. This “teacher”
model is asked to produce a vast quantity of high-quality
outputs for a specific business function. For instance, it can
be instructed to generate a tailored sales email by pulling
in information from a prospect’s LinkedIn profile, company
news, and market intelligence. This machine-generated data
is then put through a strict human-in-the-loop verification
process, where domain experts curate and refine the outputs,
filtering for strategic relevance, quality, and precision. This
results in a “gold standard” training dataset of thousands of
flawless input-output pairs. This refined dataset is then used to
fine-tune an order-of-magnitude smaller, more efficient open-
source Small Language Model (SLM).

It is essential to make a clear technical distinction from
traditional knowledge distillation (Hinton et al., 2015)[4]. Tra-
ditional distillation is a difficult process that attempts to project
a “teacher” model’s whole knowledge base onto a “student”
model. This is typically done by training the student to mimic
the teacher’s internal output probability distributions (the “soft
targets” or logits) over the entire vocabulary. The goal is to
compress the student’s internal computational process into a
compact representation of the teacher’s. Our “Trained Minia-
tures” method, in contrast, is a form of behavioral cloning
by instruction fine-tuning. This is not only different; it is
strategically beneficial for our stated objective: to precisely
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replicate the external behavior of a model for a particular
domain, especially when the teacher model is unavailable to
modify. This is a tremendous advantage when the teacher
model is a proprietary API (where logits are not available)
or a massive open-source model that one does not wish to
execute in an expensive and clunky co-located training loop.
Our process treats the LLM as a “black box” data generator,
completely removing the expensive and slow data generation
step from the high-speed and efficient fine-tuning step. The
LLM’s job is not to teach its internal reasoning process, but
to generate the final, polished text outputs that are exemplary
demonstrations of a target ability.

This difference emphasizes a necessary and deliberate trade-
off. Our method is well-suited to cloning some particular,
concrete behavior—such as writing one kind of email—but not
to copying the underlying, general-purpose reasoning ability
of the larger model. By restricting the SLM to training on
the end-text outputs itself, it acquires the high-level patterns,
structure, and vocabulary that make up a correct answer
within its limited domain. It does not acquire, however, the
rich, multi-step, and frequently abstract reasoning that the
larger LLM may have employed to reach that answer. A
Trained Miniature thus performs its specialized function with
impressive dependability but without the general, flexible
problem-solving capability of its much larger parent. This
is not a shortcoming of the method; it is its strength. For
sales and marketing applications, the final objective is the
consistent, low-latency, and scalable reproduction of a high-
quality output, not the production of a smaller, general-purpose
reasoner. The shallow, narrow expertise is the goal.

Furthermore, these trained minatures are compared head-to-
head with LLMs in an agentic fashion with the ultimate goal of
managing the content generation of cold-outreach campaigns.
These campaigns involve a combination of emails, LinkedIn
messages and replies(if any) to these outreach attempts. The
results of these Trained Miniatures add weight to the propo-
sition of Belcak et al. [5] highlighting SLMs being the future
of AI agents.

This work’s value is therefore a working, reproducible, and
strategically successful methodology to construct bespoke AI
assets to bridge the gaping gap between raw LLM potential
and the focused, ROI-driven needs of modern enterprise appli-
cations. We will demonstrate how this methodology reduces
inference cost and latency by orders of magnitude, eliminates
vendor lock-in, and provides organizations with full control
and ownership of their AI models and underlying data. Our
Trained Miniatures’ performance will be tested rigorously
in sales and marketing applications, with a focus on their
quantitative ability to meaningfully improve the key business
metrics that drive success in targeted outreach. This paper
describes a realistic route to the democratization of state-
of-the-art AI, enabling organizations to develop and manage
powerful, specialist language models that generate measurable
and substantial return on investment without the extreme cost
and strategic risk of using large, general-purpose model.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Recent advancements in natural language processing have
led to the development of Large Language Models (LLMs) and
Small Language Models (SLMs). LLMs, such as Claude-4 and
GPT 4o, have shown impressive abilities across many tasks.
However, their high computational needs and costs create
challenges for many organizations. In contrast, SLMs provide
a more resource-efficient option, especially when they are
fine-tuned for specific tasks. Recent research has concentrated
on transferring knowledge from larger models to smaller
ones by teaching the probabilistic distribution, also known as
soft labels[4]. This section details current advancements and
summarizes several research papers focused on related areas.

Bucher and Martini (2024) found that fine-tuned SLMs
consistently outperform zero-shot generative AI models in
text classification tasks. Their study compared models like
ChatGPT (GPT-3.5/GPT-4) and Claude Opus with fine-tuned
BERT-style models across various classification tasks. They
discovered that task-specific fine-tuning leads to better per-
formance [6]. Similarly, Pecher et al. (2024) examined the
number of labeled samples necessary for specialized small
models to surpass general large models in text classifica-
tion. They found that fine-tuned SLMs often need only a
few samples (on average 10 to 1,000) to match or exceed
the performance of larger models, depending on the dataset
and task [7] . Later, Edwards and Camacho-Collados (2024)
conducted a large-scale evaluation comparing zero- and few-
shot approaches of large language models with fine-tuning
smaller language models across 16 text classification datasets.
Their results showed that fine-tuning smaller, more efficient
language models still outperforms few-shot approaches of
larger models, emphasizing the importance of fine-tuning
in text classification tasks [8]. Recent work from NVIDIA
[9] demonstrates that LLMs are not efficient for large-scale
deployment. While benchmark scores suggest that SLMs gen-
erally perform lower than most state-of-the-art LLMs, fine-
tuned SLM models show a different result. When looking
at deployment needs like computational overhead, latency,
and training costs, fine-tuned SLMs clearly become the better
choice for large-scale deployments.

SLMs are smaller and simpler by design. This leads
to higher speed and lower operating costs. They are con-
siderably more cost-effective than LLMs in both train-
ing and deployment. Training an LLM can cost between
1millionandover100 million, while SLMs require much less
investment. For example, training a small model like Phi-2 or
TinyLlama can be done on platforms like Google Colab Pro
for about 10to20 per month. In contrast, running the GPT-4
API at scale can cost 100to200 or more per month per user,
depending on usage.

Operational costs also favor SLMs due to their lower
computational demands. Deploying and running LLMs at scale
incurs higher infrastructure costs for every processed query. On
the other hand, SLMs, with their efficient inference, have lower
operational costs, making them a more affordable option for



many high-volume, real-time applications. Although LLMs ex-
cel in complex, multi-step tasks thanks to their extensive train-
ing on varied datasets, SLMs can achieve similar performance
in specific applications when properly fine-tuned. Techniques
like model distillation, parameter sharing, and quantization
have been created to reduce model size without significantly
affecting performance. For instance, MobileBERT, a smaller
version of BERT, delivers competitive results on benchmarks
while being 4.3 times smaller and 5.5 times faster than
BERTBASE[10].

SLMs may not perform as well in benchmarks, but they
can be fine-tuned for specific repetitive tasks and used as
part of a larger system as a group of agents. This allows for
using the strengths of SLMs—like efficiency, speed, and scal-
ability—while breaking apart complex tasks into manageable
subtasks for individual SLMs. This strategy is also present
in reasoning LLMs, where an LLM generates extra tokens
to break down a complex task into simpler ones. However,
since this process is internal to the LLM, a consistent chain
of thought is not guaranteed. In contrast, when creating an
AI system with SLMs, we can experiment with and fine-tune
our agents to address complex problems in a more repeatable
way. This approach leads to more robust, reliable, and efficient
solutions.

In summary, SLMs provide a strong alternative to LLMs
by offering cost-effective, low-latency, and hardware-efficient
solutions, particularly for specialized tasks and real-time ap-
plications. Their benefits in deployment flexibility and energy
efficiency make them ideal for organizations looking to im-
plement AI capabilities without the large investments typical
of LLMs.

III. DATASET

In our study, we used a proprietary data set from our sales
outreach platform. This data set includes key components of
sales campaigns, including value propositions, research goals,
identified pain points, and specific sales campaign instructions
provided by customers to tailor their outreach efforts. Because
these data come from real use cases, they provide a solid
foundation for testing how well Large Language Models
(LLMs) and Small Language Models (SLMs) perform in
actual sales situations. Using unique instructions given by the
user is especially important because they have a strong impact
on how the model behaves, even when we keep the main
system prompt and parameters the same. This highlights how
crucial it is to provide context-specific guidance for language
models to obtain better results. This finding aligns with other
research showing that tailored instructions help models better
understand and deliver what users want. [11]

We will be comparing LLMs and SLMs against each other
on two tasks:

A. Drafting Sales Outreach

Large Language Models (LLMs), trained on extensive and
diverse datasets, excel in generating coherent and contextually
rich text. This capability makes them particularly effective

for crafting personalized and engaging sales outreach emails
and messages. Their proficiency in understanding nuanced lan-
guage and producing human-like responses can significantly
enhance the effectiveness of sales communications. However,
these advantages come with increased computational demands
and potential latency issues.

In contrast, Small Language Models (SLMs), when fine-
tuned on domain-specific data, can perform comparably to
LLMs in generating outreach emails. Their smaller size allows
for faster inference and lower resource consumption, making
them more practical for real-time applications. Recent research
indicates that fine-tuning SLMs for domain-specific tasks
can yield quality improvements of approximately 10% over
prompting LLMs, particularly for tasks requiring structured
outputs.[12]

Evaluating Model Performance

To evaluate the performance of these models in real-world
scenarios, we will measure key email outreach metrics, includ-
ing:

• Open Rate: The percentage of recipients who open the
email, indicating the effectiveness of the subject lines and
the reputation of the sender.

• Click-Through Rate (CTR): The percentage of recipients
who click on links within the email, reflecting the rele-
vance and appeal of the content and calls-to-action.

• Reply Rate: The percentage of emails that receive a
response, which assesses the level of engagement and
effectiveness of the message.

• Unsubscribe Rate: The percentage of recipients who
opt out of the email list after receiving the message,
providing information on content relevance and audience
satisfaction.

These metrics offer a realistic performance comparison based
on human responses to the sales campaigns, enabling a com-
prehensive assessment of the effectiveness of the models in
practical applications.

B. Conducting Web Research Using Headless Browsers

Large Language Models (LLMs) possess comprehensive
language understanding capabilities, enabling them to inter-
pret and generate complex queries for effective information
retrieval. Their extensive training on diverse datasets allows
them to navigate and extract relevant information from a wide
array of web sources. However, deploying LLMs for such tasks
demands substantial computational resources, which may not
be feasible for all organizations.

In contrast, Small Language Models (SLMs), when fine-
tuned on domain-specific data, can perform web research
tasks efficiently. Their reduced computational requirements
make them suitable for integration with headless browsers,
facilitating automated web navigation and data extraction. This
approach enables real-time applications with lower resource
consumption.



Evaluating Model Performance and Factual Accuracy

To assess the performance of these models in web research
tasks, we will employ BERTScore, an evaluation metric that
leverages pre-trained contextual embeddings from BERT to
measure the similarity between generated text and reference
text. BERTScore computes precision, recall, and F1 scores by
matching words in candidate and reference sentences based
on cosine similarity, providing a nuanced evaluation of text
generation quality.[13]

Additionally, we will validate the factual accuracy of the
model-generated responses by cross-referencing the URLs
visited during the research process. This involves extracting
the text from the visited web pages and comparing it with
the model’s output to ensure consistency and correctness. By
aligning the generated content with the source material, we
can identify discrepancies and assess the reliability of the
information provided by the models.

IV. METHODOLOGY

The methodology followed a clear process for behavioral
mimicking. In the first phase, we carefully chose both teacher
models (state-of-the-art LLMs) and learner models (compu-
tationally efficient SLMs). After the selection, the teacher
LLMs generated a synthetic dataset designed for our target
applications. We then underwent a critical human-in-the-loop
(HITL) verification stage. Human reviewers assessed each
output for quality, relevance, and accuracy. The high-quality
data we obtained was used to fine-tune the learner SLMs,
resulting in our ”Trained Miniatures.” The final evaluation was
practical. We measured the business impact by A/B testing
the Trained Miniatures against the baseline LLMs on key
performance indicators like click rate, sign-up rate, reply rate,
and final conversion rate.

A. Model Selection

4 closed-source LLMs from 2 providers were selected as the
teachers and 8 open-source SLMs of parameter space scaling
from 1B to 8B parameters were chosen.

Training Models

OpenAI:
• GPT - 4o[14]
• GPT - 4.1[15]
Anthropic:
• Claude - 3.7 Sonnet[16]
• Claude - 4.0 Sonnet[17]
Learning Models

Google — Gemma:
• Gemma-3-12B-it (12B parameters, 32K context)
• Gemma-3-4B-it (4B parameters, 16K context)
• Gemma-3-1B-it (1B parameters, 16K context)
Alibaba — Qwen
• Qwen/Qwen3-4B (4B parameters, 8K context)
• Qwen/Qwen3-1.7B (1.7B parameters, 8K context)
• Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct (1.5B parameters, 8K context)

Meta — Llama
• Llama 3.2 Instruct (3B) (3B, 8k context)
• Llama 3.2 Instruct (1B) (1B, 8k context)

This selection allowed us to cover a significant number of mod-
els, with varying architectures and parameter spaces ranging
from 1B to 12B and context length ranging from 8k tokens to
32 tokens.

B. Fine-tuning

To investigate the abilities and limits of Small Language
Models (SLMs), we used two different adaptation methods
for each model. The first method was a complete fine-tuning
process, where we updated all model parameters. The second
method used Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT), specif-
ically Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA), which changed only
a small part of the model’s parameters. This two-pronged
approach helped us compare model performance with different
amounts of computing power and memory. It also clarified
how these tuning methods affected the model’s ability to
generalize tasks effectively.

1) LoRA Finetuning approach

We used Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) (Hu et al., 2021)
for parameter-efficient finetuning of all the SLMs (Small
Language models). LoRA decomposes weight updates into
low-rank matrices, reducing trainable parameters by 99%
while maintaining model performance. This is also called as
parameter-efficient finetuning.

Fig. 1. LoRA Schematic View.

W = W0 +BA (1)

Where W0 represents frozen pre-trained weights, and B ∈
Rd×r and A ∈ Rr×k are trainable low-rank matrices with
rank r ≪ min(d, k).



LoRA Configuration:

Rank(r) = 16 for models ≤ 3B parameters, 32 for models
> 3B parameters, and α = 32 (scaling factor), and dropout =
0.05.

Training type:

Automatic Mixed Precision (AMP) - (Micikevicius et al.,
2017) AMP dynamically uses 16-bit (half-precision) floating-
point arithmetic for forward and backward passes while
maintaining 32-bit precision for loss scaling and parameter
updates. This approach reduces GPU memory consumption by
approximately 50% and accelerates training by 1.5 − 2× on
modern hardware, enabling us to train larger batch sizes and
longer sequences within memory constraints. The automatic
loss scaling mechanism prevents gradient underflow that can
occur with reduced precision, ensuring training stability while
maintaining model convergence quality equivalent to full 32-
bit precision training.

Training Configuration

All the models were finetuned using the below hyperparam-
eters, optimized through preliminary experiments:

• Optimizer: AdamW with β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999
• Learning Rate: 2e−4 with cosine annealing schedule
• Batch Size: Adaptive based on model size (8 − 32 per

GPU)
• Gradient Accumulation: 4 steps
• Max Sequence Length: 2048 tokens
• Training Epochs: 3 − 5 (determined by validation loss

convergence)
• Warmup Steps: 10% of total training steps

2) Full Finetuning

Full finetuning is a machine learning technique in which
all the parameters of a pre-trained model are updated during
training. Unlike parameter-efficient methods (LoRA), every
weight in the neural network from input embeddings to output
layers becomes trainable and gets modified based on the new
training data i.e. our sales/marketing dataset here. The process
takes a pre-trained model and continues training with all
parameters unlocked. Gradients flow backward through every
layer during backpropagation, updating billions of parameters
simultaneously. The model essentially rewrites its internal
representations to better fit the target task, starting from the
pre-trained weights as initialization.

Every model evaluated in this study was fine-tuned twice,
once using full fine-tuning and once using LoRA, on the
same training data and hyperparameter schedules (where
applicable). This ensured a controlled comparison of task
performance, convergence behavior, and inference efficiency
between both training paradigms.

Full Fine-tuning Configuration:

We conducted full fine-tuning experiments using signif-
icantly different hyperparameter settings compared to our
LoRA approach.

Memory Optimization Techniques

Due to the memory constraints from updating all parameters
in full fine-tuning, we employed several advanced techniques:

• Automatic Mixed Precision (AMP): Utilizing
FP16/BF16 (Micikevicius et al., 2017) to reduce
memory consumption and accelerate training.

• Gradient Checkpointing: Recomputing activations dur-
ing the backward pass to reduce memory footprint (Chen
et al., 2016).

• ZeRO Sharding: Employed for our larger 14B param-
eter models to distribute optimizer states, gradients, and
parameters across devices (Rajbhandari et al., 2020).

We observed memory requirements scaling dramatically for
full fine-tuning, needing 80-160GB for 1B-14B models in our
experimental setup.

Full Fine-tuning Hyperparameters

We optimized the full fine-tuning process using the follow-
ing hyperparameters, which were significantly different from
our LoRA approach to prevent catastrophic forgetting and
manage resources:

• Optimizer: AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017) with
standard β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999

• Learning Rate: 1×10−5 to 5×10−5 (10-100x lower than
our LoRA configuration)

• Batch Size per GPU: 1− 4
• Gradient Accumulation Steps: 8−32 (achieving effective

batch sizes of 32− 128)
• Training Epochs: 1 − 3 (fewer than our LoRA experi-

ments)
• Weight Decay: 0.01− 0.1
• Dropout: 0.1
• Gradient Clipping: 1.0
• Warmup Steps: 5− 10% of total training steps for stable

training

The overall full fine-tuning process required 10-50x more
compute time and resources compared to our LoRA fine-
tuning approach.



Fig. 2. Full Finetuning Schematic View.

V. AGENTIC COLD-OUTREACH

The cold-outreach campaign is an agent controlled cam-
paign where emails and LinkedIn Messages are sent out in
a preconfigured sequence. The number of steps, the delay
between each step and, outreach instructions and outreach
type(LinkedIn/Email) can be configured. Fig. 3. shows a
sample configuration.

Fig. 3. Sample Cold-Outreach Configuration.

These instructions are stored in the agent’s memory. At the
time of creation, an initial draft is generated on the basis
of these configured values. When a new lead is added to
the campaign, market research is performed per lead and
added to the agent’s memory. The lead associations stored
also include all previous communications sent, as well as,
responses received to craft the most suitable replies and
follow-ups.

Fig. 4. Cold-Outreach Agent Structure.

VI. EVALUATION

A. Overall Observations

Table 2 presents a comprehensive comparison of baseline
LLMs, LoRA finetuned, and fully finetuned SLM models
across email effectiveness metrics: CTR (Click-Through Rate),
Open Rate, and Response Rate. We observe many different
trends when analyzing these results:

• Baseline LLMs: As expected, large-scale proprietary
models such as GPT-4o, GPT-4.1, and Claude-4 exhibit
the strongest performance across all metrics, setting an
upper limit on what is currently achievable for email
tasks, with response rates exceeding 6% and open rates
above 33%.

• Full Finetuned 12B+ Models: Models such as Gemma-
3-12B-it (full) closely match baselines, achieving a CTR
of 3.4%, an open rate of 31.2%, and a response rate of
6.1%. This highlights the effectiveness of task-specific
fine-tuning for large open-source models.

• LoRA Finetuned 12B+ Models: These models, for
example, Gemma-3-12B-it (LoRA), also perform compet-
itively (CTR 3.3%, response rate 5.9%) - demonstrating
that parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods can capture
much of the benefit of full fine-tuning but at significantly
lower computational cost.

• 4B Parameter Range: Both LoRA and fully fine-tuned
models in this class (e.g., Qwen3-4B, Gemma-3-4B)
show a moderate reduction in effectiveness, with response
rates between 5.1 and 5. 6%. However, the performance
drop is not proportional to the significant reduction in
parameter count, indicating a good trade-off for resource-
constrained deployments.

• 1–3B Models: Models below the 3B parameters, while
considerably more cost-effective, tend to exhibit a sharper
decline across all metrics, particularly in response rate
and open rate. This suggests inherent limitations in cap-
turing the subtleties required for engaging, personalized
email content.



Model Name Model Type Parameters Context Length CTR (%) Open Rate (%) Response Rate (%)

Baseline Models
GPT-4o Baseline LLM >100B 128K 3.2 33.2 5.7
GPT-4.1 Baseline LLM >100B 128K 3.4 34.1 6.2
Claude-3.7-Sonnet Baseline LLM >100B 200K 3.1 32.8 5.4
Claude-4-Sonnet Baseline LLM >100B 200K 3.5 35.2 6.5

LoRA Finetuned Models
Gemma-3-12B-it (LoRA) LoRA Finetuned 12B 32K 3.3 28.8 5.9
Gemma-3-4B-it (LoRA) LoRA Finetuned 4B 16K 3.0 27.5 5.1
Gemma-3-1B-it (LoRA) LoRA Finetuned 1B 16K 2.7 26.8 4.2
Qwen3-4B (LoRA) LoRA Finetuned 4B 8K 2.9 27.2 4.9
Qwen3-1.7B (LoRA) LoRA Finetuned 1.7B 8K 2.8 26.6 4.5
Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct (LoRA) LoRA Finetuned 1.5B 8K 2.6 26.1 4.3
Llama 3.2 Instruct 3B (LoRA) LoRA Finetuned 3B 8K 3.1 28.9 5.2
Llama 3.2 Instruct 1B (LoRA) LoRA Finetuned 1B 8K 2.5 26.4 3.9

Full Finetuned Models
Gemma-3-12B-it (Full) Full Finetuned 12B 32K 3.4 31.2 6.1
Gemma-3-4B-it (Full) Full Finetuned 4B 16K 3.2 30.6 5.6
Gemma-3-1B-it (Full) Full Finetuned 1B 16K 2.9 29.0 4.8
Qwen3-4B (Full) Full Finetuned 4B 8K 3.1 30.3 5.4
Qwen3-1.7B (Full) Full Finetuned 1.7B 8K 3.0 29.7 5.1
Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct (Full) Full Finetuned 1.5B 8K 2.8 29.3 4.9
Llama 3.2 Instruct 3B (Full) Full Finetuned 3B 8K 3.2 30.4 5.5
Llama 3.2 Instruct 1B (Full) Full Finetuned 1B 8K 2.7 29.5 4.4

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF MODEL PERFORMANCE ON EMAIL MARKETING METRICS.

B. Cost-Efficiency and Practical Implications

A key motivation for exploring LoRA and lower-parameter
models is to reduce inference cost and deployment latency.
Our findings suggest:

• LoRA Finetuning: Offers substantial cost savings by
only updating a fraction of the parameters while retaining
most of the performance, especially for medium-sized
models (4B–12B). This is well suited for organizations
that require frequent retraining or on-demand inference.

• Full Finetuning: Delivers higher performance at the ex-
pense of increased compute, particularly beneficial when
maximizing engagement is critical.

• Model Size Trade-off: For applications prioritizing cost,
3–4B models offer a balanced compromise, whereas sub-
3B models may be best reserved for low-priority or high-
volume use cases.

C. Notable Insights

• LoRA vs. Full Finetuning: The performance gap be-
tween LoRA and full finetuned models is typically less
than 0.2–0.3% across metrics in the same parameter class,
advocating for LoRA in resource-sensitive contexts.

• Context Length: While all top-performing models sup-
port longer context windows (≥ 16K), there is no sub-
stantial drop-off in metrics for 8K models within the same
parameter range, suggesting diminishing returns beyond
a certain threshold for this task.

• Baseline Ceiling: Proprietary LLMs still retain an ad-
vantage, especially in generating highly engaging and

contextually tailored content, but the gap is narrowing
with recent advances in finetuning large-scale open-
source models.

VII. METRICS EXPLANATION

A. Automated ML Metrics

• BERTScore (F1): Semantic similarity between generated
and reference market research summaries using BERT
embeddings (range: 0–1).

• ROUGE-L: Longest common subsequence-based metric
for summary quality (range: 0–1).

• Factual Accuracy (%): Score from automated fact-
checking models comparing output with source informa-
tion.

B. Human Evaluation Metrics

• Human Relevance (%): Human rating of how relevant
model insights are to research objectives.

• Human Completeness (%): Human assessment of the
comprehensiveness of the market research summary.

VIII. METRIC CALCULATION METHODOLOGY

A. Automated ML Metrics

BERTScore (F1)

Calculation Process:
1) Encode generated and reference summaries using a

pretrained BERT model.
2) Compute token-level cosine similarities between embed-

dings.



Model Type Params Ctx BERT F1 ROUGE-L Fact. (%) Human Rel. (%) Human Comp. (%)

Baseline
GPT-4o Base LLM >100B 128K 0.892 0.447 89 92 89
GPT-4.1 Base LLM >100B 128K 0.901 0.453 91 93 90
Claude-3.7-Sonnet Base LLM >100B 200K 0.887 0.441 89 90 88
Claude-4-Sonnet Base LLM >100B 200K 0.905 0.459 92 94 92

Full Finetuned
Gemma-3-12B Full Full FT 12B 32K 0.871 0.426 86 88 85
Gemma-3-4B Full Full FT 4B 16K 0.854 0.407 83 85 82
Gemma-3-1B Full Full FT 1B 16K 0.829 0.379 79 81 78
Qwen3-4B Full Full FT 4B 8K 0.850 0.402 82 84 81
Qwen3-1.7B Full Full FT 1.7B 8K 0.836 0.385 80 82 79
Qwen2-1.5B Instruction Full Full FT 1.5B 8K 0.823 0.371 78 80 77
Llama 3.2-3B Full Full FT 3B 8K 0.841 0.394 81 83 80
Llama 3.2-1B Full Full FT 1B 8K 0.817 0.358 76 78 75

LoRA Finetuned
Gemma-3-12B LoRA LoRA FT 12B 32K 0.862 0.413 83 85 82
Gemma-3-4B LoRA LoRA FT 4B 16K 0.839 0.388 79 82 78
Gemma-3-1B LoRA LoRA FT 1B 16K 0.811 0.357 75 77 74
Qwen3-4B LoRA LoRA FT 4B 8K 0.835 0.381 78 80 77
Qwen3-1.7B LoRA LoRA FT 1.7B 8K 0.819 0.364 76 78 75
Qwen2-1.5B-Inst LoRA LoRA FT 1.5B 8K 0.807 0.352 74 76 73
Llama 3.2-3B LoRA LoRA FT 3B 8K 0.833 0.385 78 81 77
Llama 3.2-1B LoRA LoRA FT 1B 8K 0.800 0.341 72 75 71

TABLE II
MARKET RESEARCH MODEL METRICS. FT = FINETUNED; LORA = LOW-RANK ADAPTATION; PARAMS = PARAMETERS; CTX = CONTEXT LENGTH;

FACT. = FACTUAL ACCURACY; HUMAN REL./COMP. = HUMAN RELEVANCE/COMPLETENESS

3) Calculate precision: P = (1/|x|)
∑

maximum similar-
ity for each token in generated text.

4) Calculate recall: R = (1/|y|)
∑

maximum similarity for
each token in reference text.

5) F1 = 2 · (P ·R)/(P +R)

Implementation: Uses bert-base-uncased, applies
IDF weighting, and rescales with baseline scores for inter-
pretability.

Validation:
• Correlation with human relevance: r = 0.73 (p < 0.001,

n=500)
• Validated on 100 held-out test summaries, across three

domains (tech, healthcare, finance)
• Inter-domain consistency: r = 0.68−0.78

ROUGE-L

Calculation Process:
1) Find the longest common subsequence (LCS) between

generated and reference summaries.
2) Precision: P = LCS length/generated length
3) Recall: R = LCS length/reference length
4) F-measure: ROUGE-L = (1+β2)RP

R+β2P , where β = 1.2

Features:
• Captures sentence-level structure and word order.
• More suitable for summary coherence than ROUGE-1/2.
Factual Accuracy (%)

Calculation Process:
1) Use NER to extract factual claims from model output.
2) Cross-reference claims against source documents via

automated fact-checking.

3) Classify as Supported/Contradicted/Unverifiable.
4) Score: Supported Claims

Total Verifiable Claims × 100

Implementation: spaCy NER for entity/dates/numerical
facts; fact verification via exact match & semantic similarity;
manual validation on 100 samples (89% agreement), focused
on verifiable claims.

Validation:
• Human expert validation on 100 randomly selected sam-

ples.
• Inter-annotator agreement: κ = 0.82.
• Subjective claims/opinions excluded from accuracy score.

B. Human Evaluation Metrics

Human Relevance (%)

Evaluation Process:
1) Evaluators receive: objectives, source docs, generated

summary.
2) 5-point rating scale:

• 5: Extremely relevant (perfectly addresses objec-
tives)

• 4: Highly relevant (minor gaps)
• 3: Moderately relevant (core objectives only)
• 2: Somewhat relevant (significant gaps)
• 1: Not relevant

3) Convert to percent: Score = Rating−1
4 × 100

4) Mean of 3 evaluators per sample (n=500). Inter-
annotator agreement: Krippendorff’s α = 0.74.

Human Completeness (%)

Evaluation Process:



Model Name Model Type Total System Cost CTR (%) Open Rate (%) Response Rate (%)

Baseline Models

GPT-4o Agentic Baseline $0.1383 3.7 36.5 6.4
GPT-4.1 Agentic Baseline $0.1106 3.9 37.4 6.9
Claude-3.7-Sonnet Agentic Baseline $0.2007 3.6 36.1 6.1
Claude-4-Sonnet Agentic Baseline $0.2007 4.0 38.7 7.2

LoRA Finetuned Models

Gemma-3-12B-it (LoRA) Agentic LoRA $0.0071 3.5 31.0 6.0
Gemma-3-4B-it (LoRA) Agentic LoRA $0.0035 3.3 30.0 5.6
Gemma-3-1B-it (LoRA) Agentic LoRA $0.0012 3.0 29.0 4.8
Qwen3-4B (LoRA) Agentic LoRA $0.0035 3.2 29.5 5.4
Qwen3-1.7B (LoRA) Agentic LoRA $0.0018 3.1 29.0 5.1
Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct (LoRA) Agentic LoRA $0.0018 3.0 28.7 4.9
Llama 3.2 Instruct 3B (LoRA) Agentic LoRA $0.0029 3.3 30.5 5.7
Llama 3.2 Instruct 1B (LoRA) Agentic LoRA $0.0012 2.9 24.3 2.5

Full Finetuned Models

Gemma-3-12B-it (Full) Agentic Full $0.0071 3.7 34.0 6.5
Gemma-3-4B-it (Full) Agentic Full $0.0035 3.6 33.2 6.1
Gemma-3-1B-it (Full) Agentic Full $0.0012 3.3 31.5 5.3
Qwen3-4B (Full) Agentic Full $0.0035 3.5 32.8 5.9
Qwen3-1.7B (Full) Agentic Full $0.0018 3.4 32.2 5.6
Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct (Full) Agentic Full $0.0018 3.2 31.7 5.4
Llama 3.2 Instruct 3B (Full) Agentic Full $0.0029 3.5 32.9 6.0
Llama 3.2 Instruct 1B (Full) Agentic Full $0.0012 3.1 26.0 3.2

TABLE III
COLD-OUTREACH AGENT METRICS, PER LEAD (AVERAGE FOR 2000 LEADS ACROSS 10 CAMPAIGNS WITH MEAN 4 STEPS)

1) Checklist covers: executive summary, company back-
ground, market analysis, competitors, finance, strategy,
supporting data.

2) Binary (present/absent, with quality threshold) per com-
ponent; weighted by importance.

3) Score: Completed Weighted Components
Total Possible Score × 100

4) 3 evaluators/sample; 1,500 assessments; regular calibra-
tion and adjudication.

C. Quality Assurance

Inter-Rater Reliability

• Exactly 3 independent evaluators per human metric.
• Krippendorff’s alpha: α = 0.74 (threshold > 0.7).
• Regular calibration/exemplar review; protocols for high-

variance scores.

Automated Metric Validation

• BERTScore–human relevance: r = 0.73 (n=500)
• ROUGE-L–human completeness: r = 0.61 (β = 1.2)
• Factual accuracy–human agreement: κ = 0.82
• Strong performance over multiple domains; best for fac-

tual content.

Evaluation Dataset

• 500+ research samples, annotated by experts, broad in-
dustry coverage, regular updates/QA.

IX. KEY OBSERVATIONS

A. Performance Tiers

1) Baseline LLMs: Highest scores, especially Claude-4-
Sonnet (BERTScore: 0.905, Factual Accuracy: 92%).

2) Full Finetuned 12B+: ∼96% of baseline, cost-efficient.
3) Full Finetuned 3–4B: ∼88–94% of baseline, best

cost/perf. balance.
4) LoRA Finetuned 12B+: ∼91–95% of baseline, ∼10×

lower training cost.
5) LoRA 3B: ∼85–92% of baseline.
6) LoRA Sub-3B: ∼80–89% of baseline, good for basic

research.

B. Cost-Performance Analysis

• Training cost: LoRA ∼10× cheaper than full finetuning
(GPU-hours).

• Inference cost: SLMs ∼8–10× cheaper than baseline
LLMs (per 1M tokens).

• Training speed: LoRA ∼3–5× faster.
• Data: Full finetuning needs 3–5× more data.

C. Metric Correlations

• BERTScore: Moderate correlation with human relevance
(r = 0.73).

• ROUGE-L: Weaker for human completeness (r = 0.61,
β = 1.2 optimised).

• Factual Accuracy: Strong alignment with human scores
(κ = 0.82).



• Human completeness: Captures coverage better than
automated scores.

• Metrics best for factual, less so for creative/strategic
content.

X. FUTURE SCOPE

In this paper, we present our approach to developing a
multi-SLM agent framework designed to meet application-
specific requirements. Our implementation achieves strong
performance while significantly reducing both hardware and
cloud costs, making it a highly viable solution for large-scale
deployment of AI-powered agent frameworks. Building on
the recent advent of open-source models such as Kimi K2
and others, we can enable improved distillation techniques for
SLMs. Given the exponential progress in LLM development in
recent years, we anticipate that advances in LLM models, par-
ticularly open-weight models, will naturally transfer to SLMs.
This transfer will make SLMs increasingly competitive and
practical, while maintaining their ability to run efficiently on
lower-end hardware. One of the rather interesting approaches
to distillation for trained miniatures can involves, isolating
experts in Mixture-of-Experts(MOE) models and distill the
miniatures on experts’ weights. These techniques can also help
to implemet specialized agents for marketing and customer
support use cases. Due to the low cost of these miniatures,
they can also sit on top of retrival mechanisms for RAG
applications, vetting the retrieved sources; adding another layer
of verification to establish reliability at scale.

XI. CONCLUSION

In summary, our evaluation demonstrates that with care-
ful selection and finetuning, open-source foundation mod-
els—particularly in the 4B–12B parameter range—can ap-
proach the performance of leading proprietary LLMs on email
engagement tasks. LoRA finetuning emerges as a compelling
strategy for organizations seeking to balance performance and
cost, while full finetuning retains its place when maximizing
output quality is paramount.
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[6] Martin Juan José Bucher and Marco Martini. Fine-
tuned ’small’ llms (still) significantly outperform zero-
shot generative ai models in text classification, 2024.
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.08660.

[7] Branislav Pecher, Ivan Srba, and Maria Bielikova.
Comparing specialised small and general large lan-
guage models on text classification: 100 labelled sam-
ples to achieve break-even performance, 2025. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.12819.

[8] Aleksandra Edwards and Jose Camacho-Collados. Lan-
guage models for text classification: Is in-context learn-
ing enough? arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.17661, 2024.

[9] Peter Belcak, Greg Heinrich, Shizhe Diao, Yonggan
Fu, Xin Dong, Saurav Muralidharan, Yingyan Ce-
line Lin, and Pavlo Molchanov. Small language
models are the future of agentic ai, 2025. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.02153.

[10] Zhiqing Sun, Hongkun Yu, Xiaodan Song, Renjie Liu,
Yiming Yang, and Denny Zhou. Mobilebert: a compact
task-agnostic bert for resource-limited devices. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2004.02984, 2020.

[11] Tingfeng Hui, Lulu Zhao, Guanting Dong, Yaqi Zhang,
Hua Zhou, and Sen Su. Smaller language mod-
els are better instruction evolvers. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2412.11231, 2024.

[12] Orlando Marquez Ayala, Patrice Bechard, Emily
Chen, Maggie Baird, and Jingfei Chen. Fine-
tune an slm or prompt an llm? the case of
generating low-code workflows, 2025. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.24189.

[13] Tianyi Zhang, Varsha Kishore, Felix Wu, Kilian Q.
Weinberger, and Yoav Artzi. Bertscore: Evaluating text
generation with bert. arXiv preprint arXiv:1904.09675,
2019.

[14] OpenAI. Gpt-4o: Openai’s new flagship model.
https://openai.com/index/gpt-4o, May
2024. Accessed via ChatGPT or OpenAI API.

[15] OpenAI. Gpt-4.1. https://platform.openai.com,
2025.

[16] Anthropic. Claude 3.7 Sonnet: a hybrid-reasoning
large-language model. Online; announcement on 24
February 2025, 2025. First hybrid reasoning model;
integrates rapid and extended “thinking” modes; available
via Claude app, API, Bedrock, Vertex AI.

[17] Anthropic. Claude Sonnet 4: a hybrid-reasoning
high-performance model. Online; released May 22, 2025,
2025. Mid-size Claude4 model with 200K token context
window, hybrid reasoning, strong coding & vision capa-
bilities.


