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Abstract - Conventional security architecture wasn't designed to handle the risks posed by the swift 
adoption of large language models in customer-facing applications, internal workflows, and automated 
decision systems. The large language model firewall is a new protective layer that can monitor, filter and 
real-time manage the LLM's input and output. This article looks at what such a firewall is, how it works and 
why it is turning from being a nice to having to an operational necessity. Technology is discussed in the 
context of other technologies in the areas of cybersecurity, automation and responsible governance 
based on the observed patterns in production that include unexpected escalation of usage costs, 
manipulation of model behaviour, theft of model assets and leakage of sensitive data, including personal, 
financial, and health information. The article also examines the commercial and economic aspects of this 
protective layer, outlines some common pitfalls for deployment, and the maturity of the safeguards, and 
the pace of their adoption. The aim is to assist a broad audience of technical practitioners, enterprise 
leaders, and members of the public, to achieve the social benefits of these systems but also the risks that 
come with them in a responsible manner. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
An unobtrusive yet significant transformation has occurred in the field of information technology. 
Generative language models quickly transitioned from research demonstrations to being integrated into 
daily applications. They are now used to answer customer questions, summarize documents, compose 
e-mails, help software developers, and, increasingly, serve as a bridge between people's purpose and 
automated action. While this is overall convenient and productive, its speed has outpaced the protective 
measures which are usually taken when any strong new technology is introduced. 

A large language model firewall is a security barrier between a user and a generative model and 
between the model and systems that it can access. Like a network firewall that checks on incoming and 
outgoing traffic on a network, this newer construct checks prompts given to a language model and 
responses it generates. It determines whether a request is valid, whether output is safe to publish and 
whether the interaction falls within the bounds that the deploying organisation has in mind. If the request 
or response is outside of acceptable limits, then the firewall might block, modify, or flag it before it causes 
harm. 

This is because, if you think about it, these systems will act in that manner. This model is a cooperative 
model to help customers make a simple enquiry. This cooperativeness, which is good, can be channeled. 
A system designed to assist someone to find an order can be persuaded to generate a long, extraneous 
narrative that sucks up resources of the organisation that deployed it. Open is open to manipulation, to 
the extraction of confidential information and to behaviour that deviates from the purpose of its use. 
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This is not an arcane topic by any means. Technical practitioners should be clear about the mechanisms 
involved to enable them to design resilient systems. Enterprise leaders must be aware of the cost and risk 
of poor protections. The public, who has a vested interest in the protection of their personal information, 
increasingly processed by these systems, should have the right to know how it's being protected. The 
issue thus pertains to both the creators and the users of technology, as well as to society as a whole, 
which is using technology every day. 

 

Fig -1: The Evolution of LLMs From Research to Everyday Impact 
 

This article aims to do just that. It puts in perspective the technology, the business and economic 
pressures that surround the technology, and candidly addresses the limitations and deficiencies of 
practice. It is not to alarm, it is not to promote, it is to inform with the view that the great potential of 
generative systems can be pursued with proper care. 

 

2. OBJECTIVE OF THE ARTICLE 
This article's main goal is to educate about the large language model firewall as a field of protection, and 
to do so in approachable terms for various readers. It asks a few related questions. So, what exactly is a 
large language model firewall and how is it different to the security solution most organisations are used 
to. What are the risks it aims to tackle and why are those different from the threats which the traditional 
defenses were designed to mitigate. How does this protective layer affect the overall goals of automation, 
application development and cybersecurity as these industries continue to evolve. 

In addition to the technical, the article is intended to shed light on the commercial and economic logic 
behind such protection and highlight some common pitfalls to be avoided by organisations and 
decision-makers. Another goal is to transparently recognise the current state of the art and science and 
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to focus future efforts where they could be most beneficial. In total, the article will aim to provide its 
readers with sufficient knowledge to ask the correct questions, and to make informed decisions, whether 
in building such systems, governing them, or simply relying on them. 

 
3. METHODOLOGY 
The method used in writing this article is descriptive and synthetic method and not experimental method. 
It combines well-known cybersecurity, software architecture, and technology governance concepts and 
principles and applies them to the relatively new phenomenon of generative model deployment. The 
argument is based on general, well-established trends of system behaviour and the known 
characteristics of language models, not on one case. For ease of discussion, the mechanisms and the 
risks must be ones that are widely accepted in the technical community and can be understood from first 
principles. If the claim is about the ability of these systems to do things follow instructions, use resources 
proportionately to output, etc, then it is a general and observable characteristic of the systems, not 
necessarily a figure for a particular organisation. No specific commercial product, company or named 
individual is mentioned nor are any statistical claims made as exact measurements when reliable public 
figures are not available. The risks and remedies are presented in general terms, the question of blame is 
not raised against any nation, community or group and shortcomings in governance are presented as 
systemic and shared rather than the failings of persons, thus maintaining neutrality. The aim is to provide 
a fair and balanced one that is not attacked for bias or distortions but is still accessible to a wide 
audience. 

 

4. HOW A LARGE LANGUAGE MODEL FIREWALL WORKS AND WHY IT MATTERS 
It is helpful to think of a scenario that is known to organisations implementing conversational systems. A 
model is added to an application to help customers check on a routine item, for example, the status of an 
order. The model will do anything that is asked for it, since its purpose is to be helpful. Some users realise 
this and make requests, with the idea that they are willing to sacrifice, that are totally unrelated to the 
intended purpose, such as asking the system to produce large chunks of program code, instead of a 
simple question. The model compels it generates a big amount of product. There's a computational cost 
associated with each unit of that output and usage and expenditure grows quickly and unexpectedly. 
What starts off as a small customer service tool turns into an open-ended and expensive resource. 

A large language model firewall (LLM firewall) is a solution that alleviates this by inserting itself between 
the user and the model. When incoming, it looks at each prompt to see if the request is within the 
parameters the organisation has set out for them. If a request is to write hundreds of lines of unrelated 
code to a system that is meant to simply locate orders, then this can be identified and rejected before it 
gets to the model. The incoming side is checked as well by the firewall, which will then make sure that the 
answer is coherent, that it is appropriate and that it does not contain information that should not be 
disclosed. 

There are a number of different types of risk that are protected. The first is excessive use of the computing 
resources, as shown above, where the firewall is used to cap the amount and type of activity. The second 
is the theft of the model itself, whereby an adversary actively scans a system to try to build up its 
underlying behaviour or to obtain the data that it was derived from. The third one is an attempt to 
outsmart the safeguards in a model, sometimes called a ‘jailbreak', and get the system to behave outside 



      Partners Universal Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research  (PUJAIR) 

Volume: 01 Issue: 02 | June-July 2026| www.pujair.com 

 

© 2026, PUJAIR | PU Publications | DOI:10.5281/zenodo.21725826                                                                    Page | 81 

 

of its intended parameters with cleverly crafted instructions. The fourth is producing incoherent and 
unreliable output that can mislead users and undermine trust. Fifth and one of the most debilitating is the 
loss of sensitive data personally identifiable information that could put an individual at risk, payment card 
information that could lead to fraud, and protected health information disclosure, which has legal and 
ethical implications. 

 

Fig -2: How a Large LLM Firewall Works and Why It Matters 
 

Knowing the mechanisms provides reassurance and accountability for the public. Users are now asking 
more automated systems, including questions, their information and sometimes their personal situation. 
When people are aware that they have a protective layer between casual contact and harm, they can be 
more confident in using them, while organisations that are aware of how to use them responsibly are 
more likely to do so. The social good is exactly here, in the conjunction of a truly valuable technology with 
the protections that ensure trust in its application. 

 

5. THE BUSINESS DIMENSION 
The questions related to a protective firewall are not just technical but commercial ones, for any 
organisation that has a generative system. First, the management of cost is most immediate concern. 
Since they tend to be charged based on the content they consume and generate, an unprotected system 
deployment can result in an unpredictable cost to an organisation, and in a worst case scenario, 
uncontrollable costs. The introduction of a protective layer imposing limits turns the open-ended liability 
into a controlled and predictable cost a subject of interest to budget and planning owners. 
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The second commercial concern is protecting one's reputation. A system that is acting erratically, 
revealing information it shouldn't or has been publicly exposed as being manipulable, does not just cause 
a problem for that one event. Customers and partners form a view of the care shown by an organisation 
in handling their affairs and when they lose trust, it takes time to build it back. If a firewall can be used to 
stop them then it is protecting an asset that is intangible but embarrassing or harmful if it gets out. 

 

Fig -3: Business Dimensions 
 

The third one relates to proprietary value protection. An organisation that has taken the time to develop 
or develop a generative capability has something of value. Loss of capability when systematically 
extracted by a competitor or adversary is a loss of effort and competitive advantage. Such extraction can 
be thwarted by safeguards that detect and prevent it, thus protecting the organisation's investment. 

There is also an emerging business norm that responsible deployment will be a requirement for doing 
business. With the word getting out, customers, regulators and partners are asking more if the adequate 
protection measures are in place. One organisation may have a trust advantage and the other access 
over the other, the one that can't will be either turned away from opportunities or further investigated. In 
this way, investing in protection is not such as a cost to be forced on the business, it's an investment in its 
standing and its prospects. 

 
6. THE ECONOMIC DIMENSION 
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More broadly, safeguarding generative systems has ramifications not only within individual organizations, 
but in the economy at large. The most obvious of these links is with cost control and sustainability of these 
technologies. The resources on which these systems rely are limited, costly and if used in an uncontrolled 
or wasteful manner, they put a strain on the individual as well as on the common infrastructure that 
provides them. Protective measures should be encouraged to ensure discipline of the use of technology, 
which, in turn, helps to create a more efficient and sustainable base for technology. 

There is an economic value in risk reduction. The consequences of a significant failure, loss of proprietary 
capability, disclosure of sensitive information, disruption of a service, to name a few, are often much more 
expensive than the cost of the measures that may have prevented the failure. Investment in protection is 
thus best thought of as a form of insurance, where a small and known cost is insured against a larger and 
unknown cost. When used at sector level, such caution decreases the overall volume of incidents, and 
resources that need to be diverted to recovery. 

 

Fig -4: Economic Dimensions 
 

There also is a value creation aspect. Protective practices develop into new specializations, new skills, and 
new work types as they mature. Those who know how to obtain these systems are valuable contributors 
and development of their capabilities is an economic activity. In this way, the study of safeguarding 
generative systems does not just ensure that there is no loss of such systems but creates opportunity for 
employment and innovation as well as for the technologies themselves. 

To conclude, it's a matter of confidence for the economic case. The speed of market and society's uptake 
of new technologies is determined by the rate of trust. Adoption is confident when protection is apparent 
and trusted, and the system productivity benefits can be achieved on a wider scale. But where there is no 
protection or it is not certain, hesitation and the fear of harm delay that adoption and the greater good is 
delayed. Thus, careful protection in the case of generative systems is not a limitation to but a 
precondition of their economic contribution. 
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7. LESSONS FOR THE FUTURE MISTAKES TO AVOID 
The following reflections are some patterns of common errors that have been seen as organisations 
begin to adopt generative systems. They are not intended as criticism of any party, but as lessons which 
can be shared for following parties to act wisely. 

 

Fig -5: Lessons for the Future Mistakes to Avoid when Adopting Generative Systems 
 

7.1 Treating a Generative System as Though It Were an Ordinary Application 
One of the common misconceptions is that the security of a generative system can be achieved in the 
same way as that of a regular software application. Predictable behavior, Traditional applications give 
the same output for the same input and have well-defined boundaries defined by the program. 
Generative systems are not equal. They can be coaxed into performing actions beyond the scope of their 
designers and they listen to natural language and understand intent. Security measures designed for 
known software don't account for some type of adversary who just asks the system in words of one size to 
do something it shouldn't be doing. The lesson is these systems need protections appropriate to their 
nature which consider the meaning and intent, not just the form of a request. Organizations that know 
about this difference from the beginning establish appropriate safeguards from the start; those that don't 
find out about the difference until after an incident occurs. The general message here is in the mindset a 
generative system is a new class of Assets, and it should have a Security posture designed around them. 
Extending old assumptions on new ground means the most unique risks are not dealt with and the most 
unique risks among these are manipulation by language, deviation from intended use, and extraction of 
hidden information that cause most harm. A forward looking organisation is aware that novel means 
"new thinking" and takes time to find out what makes these systems work the way they do before 
delegating them. This understanding is patiently gained and is the bedrock of all other safeguarding 
measures and without it no other measure of safeguarding can be well-intentioned. 
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8. NEGLECTING TO DEFINE THE INTENDED PURPOSE CLEARLY 
One of the many challenges is that a system's intended use was not precisely specified. A model installed 
within an application to help with one specific, limited task will, if not bounded, readily do nearly anything 
that is required of it. If the system doesn't have an identifiable purpose, or, more importantly, a purpose 
that's not the request, then there's no barometer by which to determine if the request is legitimate.  

 

Fig -6: Neglecting to Define the Intended Purpose Clearly 
 

The result is a system that wobbles, that costs resources that it doesn't provide, and that shows the 
organisation to behaviours and costs that they didn't expect. The lesson be clear from the start about the 
limits of purpose and give measures of protection a definition to make it possible. The system that is 
supposed to be used for the customer to find orders should be thought of as a system that provides 
answers to questions about orders, and only that. This clarity enables the requests which are beyond the 
boundary to be identified and rejected. Defining purpose is not just a technical housekeeping task, it's a 
governance action which should shape every future decision. The more unclear the purpose, the more 
difficult the design of each protection downstream will be and the easier it will be to circumvent the 
protection. If there is purpose, it is more predictable, economical, more trustworthy. People who use these 
systems would be wise to start not with what technology can do anything, but with what the technology 
should do in their specific situation much less, and much more useful as a starting point. 

 

9. UNDERESTIMATING THE COST OF OPEN-ENDED USAGE 
One common and easily preventable error is not setting limits on usage costs, these costs can quickly 
add up when a system is not monitored. These systems typically process text, which can be very long if a 
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user triggers a long response, and thus use a lot more resources than a standard user. Take that factor 
and compound it with numerous users, some of whom may do so with intent and a simple feature turns 
into a large and unpredictable cost. The problem is that it's based on the assumption that people will use 
it within reason when they are trying to do something else.  

 

Fig -7: Open-Ended AI Usage Risks Vs. Solutions 
 

But in fact, openness is what leads to exploration, and when exploration runs wild, it's what leads to 
excess. The lesson set boundaries on how much activity, and what kind, can occur before a system is use, 
before the first shocking bill comes. These constraints could be on the amount of text the response can 
contain, or how many times the system can be called, or the types of things the system can do. They are 
not intended to reduce the system's value for use, but to ensure its use for the purpose intended. 
Organisations that develop these controls ahead of time have controlled costs and peace of mind. Those 
that don't are caught between an unwanted cost and the sudden loss of a service on which their 
customers have come to depend neither are nice. The general rule is that anything that can be used up 
indefinitely will be, and that prudent resource management is about recognizing this, not getting caught 
off-guard by it. 

 

10. ASSUMING THE SYSTEM CANNOT BE PERSUADED TO MISBEHAVE 
People are apt to believe that a system's inbuilt protections are adequate, and that the system will not 
allow it to do anything wrong. This is an understatement of how creative and resourceful those who want 
to use a device can be when it comes to building requests that can evade those safeguards. A user might 
successfully deceive a system by ignoring the very boundaries that the designer may have set, by the 
judicious use of words presented in a conditional, a role-play or an indirect way. To help, and to follow 
instructions, the system may comply. The error is to think of the model's constraint as full protection and 
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not as one of multiple protections. The lesson is to assume the other way round, that any safeguard in the 
model only can be tested and often broken, and to take a safeguard out of the model. A protective layer 
that interrogates requests and responses from external to the model does not rely on the cooperation of 
the model and cannot be cleverly talked out of its role.  

 

Fig -8: Layered Security Architecture for Model Safeguards 
 

This separation of duties, in which one part is responsible for doing the task and another is responsible for 
enforcing the limits, is a well-known tenet of good security and it is in full effect here. In relying on one line 
of defence, no matter how advanced, accepting one line of defence may fail and the whole will fail. Those 
that use these systems with a bit of humility and know they can be persuaded and hence build defenses 
that do not depend on the goodwill of the system, are much better equipped to withstand the determined 
and inventive attempts that they will attract. 

 

11. OVERLOOKING THE POSSIBILITY OF MODEL THEFT 
If not properly protected, an asset that is hard to develop both in terms of time and money can be rebuilt 
quietly by the people who deal with it. By continually and carefully probing the system, an adversary can 
gain insight into the system's behavior or be able to steal parts of the information that it was constructed 
from, which creates value without the corresponding burden of creation. This risk is easily overlooked, 
because it doesn't make a dramatic entrance, it is just a little knowledge gained again through seemingly 
innocuous interactions. The moral of the lesson is that the generative capacity is a kind of property, and it 
ought to be protected as such. Such attempts can be identified and thwarted with measures that 
recognize patterns that are out of the ordinary, such as many systematic queries, or queries that are 
trying to map the boundaries of a system. What is at stake, and the need to balance convenience of 
access with value of what is exposed, is also key, and the fact that not all parties interacting with a system 
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do so in good faith. Organizations that recognize their generative capacities as assets that need to be 
protected develop the monitoring and controls needed to ensure they are not jeopardized. Investors who 
think of the system as something that's open to everyone may discover that their investments have been 
slashed without them realizing how or when.  

 
Fig -9: Overlooking The Possibility of Model Theft 

This is not just the loss of the property itself. When the power to use a capability can easily be obtained by 
others, so will the impetus to develop it become weaker, with a wider knock-on effect on innovation. It is 
therefore important to safeguard these assets, not just for the benefit of individual organisation, but for 
the broader ecosystem which relies on continued investment. 

 
12. FAILING TO GUARD SENSITIVE PERSONAL, FINANCIAL, AND HEALTH INFORMATION 
The worst of the mistakes might be letting out information that should never be out of the organisation's 
hands. During their activities, generative systems may be exposed to information about the identification 
of an individual, information regarding payment and information concerning health. If this information is 
somehow extracted from the system, either through hacking or through it being included in a response, 
the repercussions are dire. The individual can be subjected to fraud, to distress and to loss of privacy, and 
the organisation can be liable and suffer permanent damage to its reputation. The error is to think that a 
system was not designed to be revealing of this information, it will not be. The actual demarcation of the 
system, what it contains and what it discloses, is not self-enforcing. The lesson is to be able to put explicit 
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protections around the sensitive information, to look at what goes in and what comes out of the system 
so that the information is recognised and does not leave the system. It's not only about obligation to fulfill 
and obligations are indeed heavy, but also about duty toward the individuals whose information is 
implied, if not outright missing, from their commitment to an automated process.  

 

Fig -10: Failing to Guard Sensitive Personal, Financial, and Health Information 
 

The protection of sensitive information is the most direct expression of taking trust on behalf of others, 
something those who deploy these systems hold. An organisation that makes the protection of personal, 
financial and health data a fundamental requirement, instead of an afterthought, respects its legal 
obligations and its ethical obligations and in so doing, protects the trust of the very people which enables 
it to function. 

 

13. DEPLOYING WITHOUT ADEQUATE MONITORING 
A system put into service and not monitored will be a system with troubles that will be identified later, if at 
all. If it is not continually monitored, an organisation can have no idea how the system is being used, if its 
costs are going up at an unusual rate, if it is being tapped, tested, or 'jammed', or if it is generating 
outputs that differ from those expected. The error is to think of deployment as the end of the job and not 
the beginning of an ongoing task. The lesson should be setting up, at the very beginning, a way of 
monitoring the behaviour of the system and to alert them to deviations from the expected behaviour. This 
type of observation enables issues to be dealt with early and small rather than large and expensive, or 
public. It also gives insight into making future enhancements and adjustments to the system as use 
patterns show unexpected threats and desired features.  
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Fig -11: Continuous Monitoring From Deployment To Stewardship And Excellence 
 

Monitoring is not an act of suspicion towards users but is an act of stewardship towards the system and 
those it serves. An organisation that observes its system attentively learns from it continuously and acts 
timely, an organisation that turns its back on it learns only when its consequences are unavoidable. The 
general rule is, a system given responsibility is given responsibility to be attended to, and that as much 
care should be taken of it after it is deployed, as was taken before it was deployed. Deploying and 
forgetting means giving up control of an asset that during its working life can behave in ways that require 
a response. 

 

14. CONCENTRATING AUTHORITY WITHOUT APPROPRIATE OVERSIGHT 
Once a generative system is given the power to do something to access data, trigger a process, or speak 
on behalf of the organisation, the issue of the extent of its powers becomes a pressing one. One common 
mistake is that such systems are given extensive capabilities for convenience sake without the 
management and oversight that extensive capabilities require. If a system can do much, it can do much 
harm if it is manipulated and or if it errors. The lesson is that only those authority levels that are necessary 
to the system's purpose can be given and actions that have consequences can undergo proper checks. A 
system which allows questions should not be allowed to change records, while one which allows 
changing records should only do that under well-defined limits, and, if the stakes are high, under human 
supervision. This principle of giving the minimum permissions possible has long been an important 
security rule for conventional systems and here it is of paramount importance for systems that interpret 
natural language and are thus redirectable through it.  
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Fig -12: Concentrating Authority Without Appropriate Oversight 
 

The danger is that the adversary can convince the system to misbehave and thus assumes the authority 
of the system. Restricting that power is therefore to restrict the damage that successful manipulation can 
do. In the absence of a system, those given the authority are likely to be over-trusting and make poor 
decisions on their own. The inconvenience given up is not great; the injury avoided might be great. 

 

15. IGNORING THE NEED FOR HUMAN JUDGEMENT 
A belief that is frequently engendered by enthusiasm for automation is that a generative system can be 
left to make decisions that should be made by humans.  

 

Fig -13: AI Augments Human Decide 
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The error is to take this person out of the system altogether and let the system decide on issues of 
consequence without detouring for review. Although these systems are very fluent, they don't know the 
world the way people do, and they can give an output that is sure and wrong. When there is a serious 
vulnerability such as one's circumstances, a safety issue, or an irreversible action then the lack of human 
judgement is serious. The lesson is to determine what decisions human need to make to input into them 
and to keep human input. The system can help, can make a draft, can suggest, but down to a person who 
can be held responsible and who can have the understanding the system does not have, must the 
responsibility for the consequences lie. That doesn't mean that automation is bad, it simply means that 
automation has its place. The most successful deployments have kept the man in the mix, where most 
needed, utilizing the system as a capable assistant, not an unsupervised decision-maker. In any case, 
those who automate willy-nilly, taking human judgement out of decisions where it's needed, hit the wall 
when the cost of going without is high. The better way is to limit giving over human judgment to human 
decisions, and to build systems that augment and enhance, not replace, the humans who are ultimately 
accountable for their results. 

 

16. POSTPONING GOVERNANCE UNTIL AFTER ADOPTION 
One of the common trends is to first implement a generative system and then think about governance. 
Organisations and those that regulate them have at times embraced these technologies because of the 
rate of change and the fear of being left behind, without necessarily defining the policies, responsibilities 
and boundaries that should be in place.  

 

Fig -14: Postponing Governance Until After Adoption 
 

Thus, there is disconnect between capabilities and control, with powerful systems functioning without a 
stable structure to provide oversight. This is one of the systemic shortcomings that is most obvious in 
practice and is common to everyone. The moral of the lesson is that governance must go with adoption 
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and not follow it. There needs to be clarity regarding who is responsible for a system, when and how it can 
be used, its mode of operation and how problems are to be dealt with before that system is handed 
responsibilities. The creation of this framework does not need to slow the speed of adoption; it can be 
done in parallel and can be used to inform adoption. The problem with deferred governance is that 
habits establish rapidly, expectations become entrenched and it is much more challenging to retrofit 
something on top of an existing system that is integrated into the operations than to do it from inception. 
Whether in organisations or in the broader society, those charged with leading the way for the use of 
these technologies do their constituents a disservice not to pay attention to governance issues early on, 
even when they feel compelled to do so quickly. The motivation to harness the potential of new 
technology is right and proper but should be done in a way to ensure that any harms that can and should 
be avoided are not later outcompeted by those benefits. 

 
17. COMMUNICATING POORLY WITH THOSE AFFECTED 
Those who use generative systems and whose information is processed by them, are too often left in the 
dark as to what is going on and how they are protected. The error would be to consider these questions 
as purely internal matters and of no concern to the public, in fact, they are of direct and legitimate 
concern to the public.  

 

Fig -15: Clear Vs Poor Communication in Generative Systems 
 

If they are unaware, they are dealing with an automated system, what happens to information they give, 
or what protections there are, they cannot make informed decisions and trust is lost when this becomes 
apparent. The message of the lesson Communicate openly and clearly. Individuals should be aware the 
service is automated, what it is used for and how their information is managed and protected. This 
openness is not expensive and can have great value in respecting the dignity of parties affected, in 
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establishing and maintaining trust upon which adoption relies, and in preventing the disappointment that 
occurs when adoption practices are discovered. Clear communication also benefits the organisation 
itself, a public that understands and trusts a system is more likely to interact with it and is more tolerant of 
its occasional failings. The general point is that technologies which impact many people are best used in 
the light. A climate of confidence, rather than apprehension, in which these technologies can be adopted, 
to the benefit of all concerned, is fostered by those who explain candidly what their systems do, and how 
the interests of the public are protected. 

 

18. FAILING PLAN FOR FAILURE 
Even the best designed systems fail, and it is a risky assumption to make that a generative system will 
work exactly as designed. But the error is to deploy without thinking about what to do if it goes wrong, if 
the system has an output that is harmful to others or if it succeeds with what it was designed to do, or if 
sensitive information is revealed, or if it costs more than it's worth.  

 

Fig -16: Planning for Failure 
 

An incident without a plan is an impromptu response at a time when it is most needed and it is most 
difficult to think clearly and act quickly. The moral of the lesson is that it's a good idea to plan for failure. It 
involves the capacity to recognise that something has gone amiss, the know-how to prevent further injury 
swiftly, maybe by suspending the system or restricting its use and the knowledge of who will respond and 
in what way. It also takes note of the lessons that can be learned from the incident, so that the same 
failure does not happen again. Planning for failure is not pessimism, it's realism, it is a mature 
understanding that complex systems can and do fail, but resilience isn't about the unattainable objective 
of failure prevention, it's about the attainable objective of good responses to failure. Organisations that 
plan for failure learn to deal with it quickly and with little tarnishing to their reputations, those that don't 
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end up in a bad way and improvise, often making things worse during the moment. The smart thing to do 
is to find out before a system is put in place what the potential problems are and what the organisation 
will do and to have the answers both before and after the event. 

19. RELYING ON A SINGLE PROTECTIVE MEASURE 
Finally, some of the mistakes are placing trust in one safeguard as if the entire spectrum of risks these 
systems pose can be remedied by one good safeguard. There are a few threats, such as rising costs, 
manipulation, theft, unreliable output and leakage of sensitive information, and no one protection 
measure covers all these threats.  

 

Fig -17: Relying on a Single Protective Measure is not Enough 
 

The problem is to only make one protection and think everything is OK. The lesson is that effective 
protection is multi-layered and utilizes a series of protection measures working together to cover the 
entire risk spectrum and filling in for each other’s weaknesses. If one layer fails or if it is outflanked, other 
layers are still available to limit the damage. This defence in depth is one of the more primitive and 
secure in the world of security and it is completely executable for protection of generative systems. A 
protective firewall that checks the requests and responses is useful, but only as part of a wider strategy of 
usage limits, tightly controlled system permissions, active monitoring, maintaining a human override, and 
a willingness to act in the event of failure. Every measure tackles part of the risk put together they create a 
defence much stronger than any individual measure. People who know protection is a discipline design 
systems that are protected even if some protective measures are tried and tested. People who want one 
answer to a many faced issue always end up with a part of the risk not covered and that's where the 
damage occurs. 
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20. RECOGNISING THE LIMITS OF THE PROTECTIVE LAYER 
Too much to state that a protective layer for generative systems is a “full” or “foolproof” solution would be 
misleading. But as is true of all safeguards, there are limitations and trade-offs to be found in these as 
well, and a knowledge of these is part of using them wisely. 

 

Fig -18: Recognising the Limits of the Protective Layer 
 

The first is that it's a limitation of the technology itself. Since the meaning of natural language needs to be 
interpreted by the protective layer and not matched to fixed patterns, the judgements of the protective 
layer are not certain. Sometimes it will prevent legitimate requests from happening which will irritate the 
legitimate users and at other times it will accept harmful requests that it doesn't recognise. This doesn't 
come out of the system with any amount of refinement, it can only be reduced. Those using such 
protection, therefore, should consider it to be a way of reducing, not removing, risk to a considerable 
degree. 

The second factor that needs to be considered is performance. Reviewing each request and response 
requires an additional step in each interaction, potentially causing delays and utilizing additional 
resources. The shield against over cost is not free either, or this must be fairly considered instead of 
simply “taken away”. 

A third, less obvious worry is that by default, a protective layer will have to look at all the data that filters 
through it, including the information that users voluntarily give. This safeguarding inspection also deals 
with sensitive information and hence must be carried out in as privacy conscious a way as it is also 
expected to promote. A protective measure which creates a new hazard would be counterproductive. 
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Then there's the danger of complacency because of protection. An organisation that thinks that it is fully 
protected can be complacent with vigilance, monitoring, and human oversight, which are still critical. The 
protective layer is just one of a whole field of work and is most effective when it is augmenting the care 
received somewhere else. It is important to be aware of these limits without being a reason to not use it is 
a condition of responsible use with realistic expectations. 

 

21. RESEARCH AND KNOWLEDGE GAP 
While there is increased awareness of these risks, it is fair to say that use has not yet been able to keep up 
with the pace of adoption. The biggest disconnect is between the pace of generative system rollout and 
the maturity of generative system safeguards. Many systems have protections that are incomplete, ad 
hoc, and or nonexistent, not because they are neglected, but because the field is still new and there are 
no standards in place yet. 

Another gap is related to a shared understanding. The mechanisms of protection are still being 
formulated and a framework generally accepted as to what protection is, how to test it, and how to 
measure its effectiveness is not yet agreed upon. In the absence of such standards, organisations must 
make their own decisions as to the approach, which has not been uniform. Future work could be 
beneficial in establishing common benchmarks, against which protective measures can be evaluated 
and compared. 

Also, in the governance and oversight which envelopes these technologies at the level of institutions and 
society there is still a lack. The guidelines that govern the use of powerful technologies have been built up 
over time and tend to be reactive to the experience gained which is still in the process of being gained 
with generative systems. While the issue of balancing the encouragement of good innovation with the 
prevention of harm is not completely answered, it is one that ought to be carefully and continually 
addressed. 

Lastly, there's a lack of awareness. Those who are most impacted by such systems are also most likely to 
be unaware of how they work and how they are safeguarded. If the advantages of these technologies are 
to be realised with large-scale trust and acceptance, then it is crucial to bridge this gap through clear 
communication and accessible explanation which this article aims to provide in a small way. 

 

22. CONCLUSION 
Generative language models have arrived to help organisations and people with convenience, 
productivity and capability that were previously unattainable. But how quickly these systems have come 
has exposed a disconnect between what can be achieved and what should be in place to protect them. 
It's that gap protective layer that looks at what is being requested from the systems and what they are 
creating, that's what the large language model firewall has been emerging as. Such protection can only 
be justified based on an understanding of the risks. A system that was meant to help can be turned to 
things that it was not designed to do and utilize resources and increase costs. A system that's been given 
access to sensitive information can be made to give it up and the repercussions can be devastating for 
those involved. A useful feature or function can be stolen, and architecture on which an application might 
be depending on for critical tasks can go down and impact the application. All these risks are not 
abstract but are logical consequences of the characteristics of technology. None of the protective 
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measures mentioned in this document is perfect, but they take steps towards protecting them 
substantially and responsibly. 

An underlying theme in the lessons learned throughout this article is. They advise modesty in regard to 
the newness of these systems, clarity about what they are designed to do, restraint in the authority they 
are given, sensitivity to their conduct and sincerity towards those it impacts. They caution against 
complacency with old protections, the lack of faith in any single protection, and the delay of governance 
until after problems have occurred. But they're not counsels of caution for the sake of being cautious, 
they're counsels of the kind of caution that enable a powerful new technology to be embraced with 
confidence instead of apprehension. Moving forward will require efforts on many fronts simultaneously, 
the maturing of protective practice, the development of common standards, of thoughtful governance 
and of public understanding. This effort rests on the shoulders of many those who design and create 
these systems, those who deploy them, those who manage them, and the society in which they operate. 
The promise of these technologies can be realised and attendant risks kept in check if this responsibility is 
taken seriously. The object is not to oppose the future nor to hurry headlong, but to go in with the 
precaution that any technology of this magnitude demands. 
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