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Abstract

Beam search is a standard tree search algorithm when it comes to finding sequences
of maximum likelihood, for example, in the decoding processes of large language
models. However, it is myopic since it does not take the whole path from the root to
a leaf into account. Moreover, it is agnostic to prior knowledge available about the
process: For example, it does not consider that the objective being maximized is a
likelihood and thereby has specific properties, like being bound in the unit interval.
Taking a probabilistic approach, we define a prior belief over the LLMs’ transition
probabilities and obtain a posterior belief over the most promising paths in each
iteration. These beliefs are helpful to define a non-myopic Bayesian-optimization-
like acquisition function that allows for a more data-efficient exploration scheme
than standard beam search. We discuss how to select the prior and demonstrate
in on- and off-model experiments with recent large language models, including
Llama-2-7b, that our method achieves higher efficiency than beam search: Our
method achieves the same or a higher likelihood while expanding fewer nodes than
beam search.

1 Introduction

Beam search [18] is an optimization algorithm commonly applied to graph-, and in particular tree-
structured problems. The number of possible paths that need to be considered in such settings
typically grows exponentially, often exceeding the computational budget required to examine them
all. This inevitably leads to computational uncertainty [12]: an uncertainty that could be fully
resolved if enough compute was available to examine all paths, but in practice is present due to the
limited resources. The standard beam search algorithm, while ubiquitous—e.g., in natural language
processing for generating sentences under a large language model (LLM) and especially common in
summarization and translation tasks [34, 37, 44, 46]—completely ignores this uncertainty.

We posit that quantifying this uncertainty can be beneficial to ensure better explorations on LLMs’
search trees. To this end, we incorporate computational uncertainty into the search process to guide
it in a non-myopic fashion (i.e., accounting for the belief about future nodes) and importantly, in a
more data-efficient manner, akin to Bayesian optimization methods [BO, 6, 21, 28]. BO methods
are recognized for their data efficiency, not merely because they quantify uncertainty, but because
they exploit the structural characteristics within that uncertainty. E.g., in continuous optimization
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Figure 1: The intuition of our method—faded color represents unexplored subtrees. We sequentially
expand a node of the LLM search tree based on the posterior belief. The latter is obtained by
conditioning the unknown (the optimal total likelihood max ¢, 4,2, from the root x to a leaf
., when continuing down a particular node x;) on the current (the total likelihood so
far cg,—,z, up until that node). This belief is induced by a simple prior belief on the LLM softmax
probabilities e¢. The samples of the posterior belief are used to score the unexplored subtrees.

problems, prior knowledge, such as the smoothness of a function, is often available through Gaussian
processes [30] or (Bayesian) neural networks [14, 19, 20].

Unlike standard BO, however, beam search performs discrete optimization—its search space is a tree.
Moreover, commonly, the values or rewards associated with each node are probabilities, bounded
between 0 and 1. Hence, uncertainty quantification here is not as well-studied as in standard BO.
We will therefore assume that rewards at a node of the search tree are components of a discrete
distribution. The characteristic property we aim to exploit is the concentration strength: whether the
Categorical distributions are all highly concentrated at a few realistic options, or if some of them are
nearly uniform, making any individual option drastically less likely to be the optimal one. Intuitively,
one would expect this to have a strong influence on the number of paths that need to be considered.
For instance, when the distribution is concentrated, it is less likely that other paths will overtake later
on and one can be more greedy. Meanwhile, when the distribution has high entropy, the uncertainty
about which token is best is higher and thereby requires more exploration and computational budget.

In this work we are therefore interested in whether a probabilistic model that captures this aspect of
the search space can help to decide which paths should be pursued and which can be ignored—see
Fig. 1. Experiments on real-world text-generation benchmarks with GPT-2 [29] and Llama-2-7b [33]
suggest that this is the case: Our method, called Uncertainty-guided Likelihood-Tree Search (ULTS),
finds sentences with higher rewards than beam search with significantly fewer node expansions.
ULTS only adds a small runtime overhead relative to the forward passes of the LLM.

In summary, our contribution is four-fold:
(i) We propose ULTS: a probabilistic model on LLM search trees, where a prior belief is put on
the LLM softmax outputs.
(i) Based on that prior, we show how to easily sample from the implied posterior over optimal
values, and how to use these samples to make decisions when searching the tree.
(iii)) We demonstrate the efficiency of ULTS in decoding recent LLMs such as Llama-2-7b.

(iv) We provide an open-source implementation at https://github.com/JuliaGrosse/ults,
compatible with the transformers library [42].

2 Background

Let A = {a;, ..., ap} be a vocabulary—a set of natural-language tokens. A large language model
(LLM) is a neural network that utilizes the attention mechanism [34], taking a context, an ordered
sequence of tokens o = (xo1, . . . , Zox )—each component takes values in the set .A—and outputs a
discrete probability distribution over A, i.e. ¢ = (cy,. .., ¢p) where each ¢; > 0 and Z?Zlci =1
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2.1 Decoding large language models

The de facto way of generating a sequence of tokens given a context via an LLM f is by generating

each x; 1 autoregressively given the previous sequence (zg,x1,...,x;). That is, for each i =
1,...,d, wepick an ;1 € A according to the Categorical distribution ¢;(; 1) := f(Zo, z1,...,2;)
over the next token predicted by the LLM f given the input (2, 21, . .., ;). We call this sequence-

generating process a decoding process.

LLM decoding can be seen as a tree-search problem (Fig. 1). The context x is the root of the tree
and ateach stepi = 1, ..., d, we are given a choice of b many tokens to pick. This process is done
recursively until termination; either when a specified depth d has been reached or when a special
token like “<EOS>" is selected. This means, the LLM search tree is an exponentially large tree (w.r.t.
the number of tokens b in the vocabulary) with depth d—the number of paths £y — x4 from the root
to leaves is b%. Considering the fact that b ranges from around 32k to 256k [3, 29], even generating a
short sequence of d = 50 tokens requires search over an intractably large space.

To address this problem, one can use a cheaper but heuristic way to explore this tree. The simplest way
to do so is by sampling a token from the distribution ¢ at each level of the tree [15]. In some natural
language processing domains like machine translation and summarization, however one often wants
to find the sequence that maximizes the total/joint likelihood' Crooay = H 4=1C(i—1)i associated with
each possible sequence (xg, 21, ..,24) [40]. This is an optimization-on-tree problem—heuristic
methods like greedy and beam search along with their variants [5, 25, 35, etc.] are the standard.

2.2 Sequential decision-making under uncertainty

The LLM decoding process described above is sequential—each x; is picked based on the previously
seen sub-sequence Tpey = (o, Z1,. . .,;—1), without knowing the rest of the sequence Tyexx =
(ziz1,---,2q). We must make a decision—selecting z; € A—based on the observation Tprey SO far,
under the uncertainty surrounding the rest of the sequence x,x. Finding a good path through the
LLM search tree is thus an instance of sequential decision-making under uncertainty [17].

As in Bayesian optimization [21, 28], this can be approached by modeling a (probabilistic) belief
about the unknown (in a tree-search problem, x,. or quantities that depend on it) given the current
observation (Zprey, etc.). This belief can then be used to make decision, by computing an acquisition
function which scores possible realizations of xz; given the belief above. The action that has the
highest acquisition value is then selected and the process is repeated until termination.

2.3 Sequential decision-making on trees

One can also perform a sequential decision-making under uncertainty on trees. First, notice that
on each of the tree’s node z;, we can define an optimal value v, associated with it: If x4 is a
leaf node, then v, corresponds to the total likelihood cg,—;, from the root until that leaf node.
Meanwhile, for inner nodes z; it is defined recursively in a bottom-up fashion as the maximum of
the children’s optimal values max, cchildren(z;) V.- The optimization-on-tree problem can then be
recast as finding a path xy — x4 that corresponds to the optimal value v* of the root.

In this setting, the approach to perform sequential decision-making under uncertainty is then to
perform probabilistic modeling over these values and use the posterior beliefs to make a decision
about which path should be followed next. This kind of optimization has been done for game (e.g.,
Go) trees and directed-acyclic graphs [8, 11]. They assume that the optimal value v;, of a node z; is
decomposed into a latent score g; for the utility of the node if all remaining steps are taken randomly
and additional increment A; to quantify how much better this score can get when all remaining steps
are taken optimally instead of randomly, i.e. v, = ¢; + A;. They assume a Gaussian process with
the Brownian motion kernel as their prior belief.

3 ULTS: Uncertainty-guided Likelihood-Tree Search

In this section, we discuss our method: Uncertainty-guided Likelihood-Tree Search (ULTS) which
places a prior belief over any pre-trained LLM’s softmax outputs (which are discrete distributions) and

"Implementation wise, this is usually done in the logarithmic space.



computes the implied posterior beliefs over the optimal likelihood values. We proceed by introducing
and discussing the modeling assumptions in Section 3.1 and show how to derive approximate beliefs
over the optimal values in the search tree in Section 3.2. The samples of the posterior beliefs are then
used to make decisions about which subtree to expand next and when to stop the search in Section 3.4.
Figure 2 gives an overview of our probabilistic model.

3.1 Prior beliefs over LLMs softmax outputs

For a node x; in an LLM search tree, let ¢; = (¢;1, ..., ¢;») be the vector containing the transition
probabilities on the edges between x; and its b children. Note that ¢; defines a Categorical/discrete
distribution, and we aim to exploit its structures by defining a prior belief over it.

A straightforward belief one can consider is the ~
Dirichlet distribution. For tractability, we assume | Prior on LLM’s softmax probs.: ¢; ~ p(c;)
that the LLLM’s softmax probabilities are iid. draws J

from a symmetric Dirichlet distribution with concen- Prior on max. total likelihood when continu-
tration parameter a > 0, i.e., p(¢;) = Dir(a). Thus, | & down @iz p(A)

« controls how concentrated the sampled probabil- 2

ity vectors are. In the context of LLMs, for small Prior on max. total likelihood from the root
a, the LLM would typically strongly favor a few to- until the leaf, passing through z;:

kens, whereas for large « the discrete distribution PCao—sai, Bi)
would closely resemble a uniform distribution over . 4
the tokens. The symmetry of the prior implies in our Posterior over value at zi: p(v.. | )
context that we do not have a preference for particular ft
tokens a priori.

. /
Another belief that we can consider is an empiri- Figure 2: The beliefs we consider.

cal prior over ¢;. Let {z,,}2_, be samples of con-

texts, e.g. a subset of the training/validation data. Given an LLM f, we can then obtain the
set {(z;,zi1,...,2;q)} of d-step completions of z;’s through the LLM (e.g. through a greedy
decoding). We can then collect samples of the Categorical distributions from this generation pro-
cess: C = ]_[ﬁ;l{cnl, ...y€nq}. Then, instead of sampling from Dir(«), we can sample from
p(e;) = Unif(C). This prior is more flexible than the Dirichlet prior since no symmetric nor uni-
modality assumptions are made, at the cost of more compute and memory overhead. Note however
that all these priors are precomputed and can be reused across subsequent decoding runs so they incur
a fixed O(1) cost.

3.2 Prior beliefs over the optimal values

Input: Depth of the tree d, branching size of tree b,

Having picked a prior over the LLM’s soft- prior p(c) over LLM softmax outputs,

max outputs, we can derive the implied pri- number of samples used for the
ors over the optimal values v,, for each node approximation N

x; in the tree [11]. From the definition of an  Qutput: Table of parameters params, for Beta

optimal value (Section 2), it factorizes as the distributions B; for each level [ of the tree
product ¢z, 4, of the transition probabilities forl <« d —1to 1 do
from the root node x( to z; and a remaining for n < 1to N do
term which we refer to as A;, i.e., we have Cn ~ p(c)
Uz, = Cposa; - 2. Intuitively, the term A;, for j < 1tobdo
quantifies the likelihood that we get in the re- it :Ad-_ 1 Ihen
maining steps from z; to a leaf node when we else n
take all remaining deglslons optimally. It can be | Anj ~ Bip1(A | params,, ;)
defined by the following recurrence relation: end
o end
A, = {1 if x; 1s.aleaf Ao maxs—s - p(ens - Any)
MaX, echildren(z;)1Cij - &)  otherwise. end J= 0 J
Due to the iid. assumption above (Section 3.1), params, < beta-MLE({A, }0_,)
we have the joint distribution p(cg,—y,, A;) = end
p(czo_m,i ) p(Az) Note that, all these quan’[i_ Algorithm 1: Prior belief over A.

ties are not analytically available. Thankfully,
sampling from the posterior belief p(vy; | ¢zy—z,;) is easy if we are able to sample from p(4;).



We now derive an approximate sampling scheme for p(A;) (Algorithm 1). It follows the one used in
[8, 11] with Gaussian priors. We recursively approximate the prior distribution of the A;’s at level [
with Beta distributions 5;(A;). In a bottom-up approach, we generate samples

N

{mjax Cnj | Cn ~ p(c)}

n=1

for a A; at level [ = d — 1. Using these samples, we empirically fit the parameters of the Beta
distribution B;_1(4;) via maximum likelihood [1]. The distributions of the A; are the same for
all nodes on the same level due to the iid. assumption, so this has to be done only once. Note that
we need this approximation since the distribution of the maximum max; ¢;; has no known analytic
solution. We then continue, by recursively sampling sets of the form (one per level)

N
{mjaxcnj “Aj | en ~ple), Ay~ Blﬂ(A)}

n=1

for a A; of the level [ and using it to fit the parameters of B;(A;). The time complexity is O(d-b- N)
for computing the approximations, i.e., it is linear in the depth and width of the tree. We emphasize
that they can be computed before the search and reused across sentences, i.e., these costs are irrelevant
to the decoding process itself.

3.3 Posterior beliefs over the optimal values

Notice that whenever a new node z; is added to the search tree, the likelihood associated with the
path from the root to that node cz,_,, is fully observed—its distribution is simply a Dirac delta.
This means, the joint distribution becomes p(cgy—x;; Ai) = 0(Cxg—sa; ) P(A;). Therefore, to sample
v, given that we have observed ¢z, _,,,—i.e., sampling from the posterior p(v,, | ¢zo—sz; )—it is
sufficient to sample from p(A;) and then simply scale all samples by ¢z, _,,. We leverage these
posterior samples to make decision in exploring the tree (i.e., in expanding the nodes).

Input: Num. of tokens to generate d, number
of samples NV, approximate priors

: . . ) {B,}i_,, confidence parameter &
At each iteration, we use the posterior samples by fol Output: A leaf 2~ and its likelihood c*

lowing the steps of Monte-Carlo tree search (MCTS), /| =0
without the expensive rollout step. Alg. 2 contains {0}

the pseudocode for the decoding portion of ULTS. forne€1,..,N do
(UIU Jn ~ Bi (A)

3.4 Decision making

Selection Starting from the root node xy, we re- eL d
cursively pick a child that has the highest empirical & 2" ¢ —o0. None
probability to be the best child, as computed based _ . ’

. while P(c* < v,+) > e do
on the posterior samples. L.e. at a node xz;, we recur- (¢ < vag)
sively maximize the following acquisition function
a;(x.) over the children x. € children(z;):

I[ (v ) =
[(’Uwc)n 2 ec}{irll(?r}én(mi)

(Uw;f )n} )
()

Intuitively, this means that we are estimating the prob-
ability that a child x.. is the best child among other
children of ;. This recursive process is done until an
unexpanded node, i.e. one that is in the current tree
boundary L, is selected.

n=1

Different strategies can be used. The most straightfor-
ward is to use the children’s posterior samples them-
selves. This corresponds to simply setting 27 = z;
and x> = z. in (1). Another strategy is to use the
posterior samples of each child’s best descendant—
intuitively, it performs a “lookahead”. In this case,

/I Selection zﬁwuys starts from root
x; + select(xg)

/I Expand

L+ (L\ {z;}) U children(z;)
for z. € children(z;) do

/I Generate posterior samples
fornel,...,Ndo

(:'A", ),, ~ lgh vel(z, (A)
(vzc)n < : (‘A!y )

end
/I ' Update best complete path so far
if level(z.) = dand cgy—a, > C*
then
| ¢ Copoae; T T
end

end

backup({(vz, )n fe, Lo = xc)

// termination probability

P(c* < U"‘S) — % 25:1 I [c* < (Uzg)n}

Algorithm 2: ULTS.



x is defined as (similarly for x7):

@

N x; if ; is a leaf node,
argmax, ccpildren(z,) % (%) otherwise.

Note that they have the same costs since the posterior samples for both strategies are readily available
due to the backup process below, i.e., we do not perform the recursion (2) in this step.

Expansion Given an unexpanded node x;, we query the LLM to obtain the top-k most likely
children and their corresponding likelihoods. These likelihoods are new observations and we combine
them with the prior samples to obtain n posterior samples (v, )., of each child z..

Backup We recursively propagate the newly obtained posterior samples {(vz,)n } back up the tree
until the root via the path selected in the previous steps. This is done to update the samples contained
in each node of the path. The updated nodes’ samples will then influence the selection process in the
next iteration, updating the exploration-exploitation tradeoff. Different update strategies can be used
depending on the choice of the acquisition function (1). When posterior samples of the children node
x. are used to compute a;(z.), then we propagate up the posterior samples of the newly expanded
nodes as in when computing the prior, i.e. by recursively taking their maximum (Alg. 1). Meanwhile,
when the posterior samples of the best descendant of z. are used in a;(x.), we simply propagate
up the posterior samples of the best child among the newly expanded nodes, without taking further
maximums along the path.

Termination criterion  Finally, the posterior samples over the optimal values can not only be used
for the selection of new nodes but also to monitor the progress of the optimization. For instance, one
can compute the following empirical probability P(¢* < Ugs ) = + Zﬁlzl I[e* < (Ve )n], which
corresponds to the probability of the current best likelihood ¢* among all leaves ULTS has visited
so far is lower than the best value according to our belief v, . Note that the computation of such a
probability is done as in the acquisition function a(x), i.e., using the posterior samples of the root
node z or the posterior samples of the best descendant. Then, one can decide to stop the search once
this probability is below some confidence level € > 0.

As a final note, while new nodes are selected greedily, they are selected based on the beliefs over the
non-myopic optimal values v,,,, which take the posterior belief over the likelihood in the remaining
steps into account. Moreover, exploration-exploitation is implied since a;(z.) is constructed from
the posterior samples.

3.5 Practical considerations

In order to put a tractable upper bound on the runtime of ULTS, we introduce a hyperparameter ky,ax
on the maximum number of nodes that can be expanded per level, similar to beam search or top-%
sampling. We stop the search as soon as a set of ky,,x leaves is attained or the termination probability
exceeds below 1 — €. We shall see in Section 5 that even under this further approximation, we still
obtain good results while being efficient in terms of node expansions.

3.6 Limitations

There is reasons to assume that the iid. assumption might not fully hold in practical settings. E.g. the
categorical distributions along low-likelihood paths in the search tree might at some point turn into
almost uniform distributions (i.e. large o) because predicting the next token becomes more and more
difficult if many unlikely gibberish tokens are appended to the input prompt. With the restriction
of keeping the search computationally tractable, we do not see a straightforward way of gradually
varying « across the entire search tree.

In practice, we deal with this by fitting a based on the output along paths with high log-likelihood.
This choice is motivated by the following two considerations: First, tokens with very low log-
likelihood tend to not be chosen anyways. Miscalibration in low likelihood regions of the search
space therefore matter less. Second, there are indications that in general overestimation might be less
harmful than underestimation. For example, in A*-type algorithms, the heuristic used should indeed
be optimistic [10]. A similar situation is also known for BO methods: Maximum value entropy
search [38] also uses an approximation for the distributions over the maximum value which tends to



overestimate the true value. They argue (for their setting) that upper bounds still lead to optimization
strategies with vanishing regret, whereas this may not hold for lower bounds [39]. For a further
discussion of the assumption, see Appendix A.

All in all, our modeling assumptions are chosen with practicality in mind. This is akin to how priors
in Bayesian neural networks [41] are chosen, which are usually simply just isotropic Gaussians. Even
in Gaussian processes, a generic prior/kernel is often assumed by default [2].

4 Related Work

Probabilistic/Bayesian optimization on trees have been proposed for game trees. Hennig et al. [11]
developed a probabilistic tree search algorithm for game trees, e.g. for playing Tic-Tac-Toe and
Go. Crucially, the structure of the game tree is different than the LLM search tree. Moreover,
they assumed a Gaussian process prior with the Brownian motion kernel in conjunction with the
expectation propagation algorithm [27] to model their beliefs. Grosse et al. [8] extended their
approach for a more general directed acyclic graph structure. In contrast, we focus on the tree implied
by the sequential generation process in LLMs with a Dirichlet or empirical prior.

Our method can be seen as utilizing a best-first search strategy, of which the A* algorithm [10] is the
most famous. Moreover, A*-like beam search algorithm, under the name of best-first beam search,
has also been proposed for decoding LLMs [24]. Unlike the non-probabilistic A* and best-first
beam search, we approach optimization-on-tree problems via the lens of decision-making under
uncertainty—putting a prior belief about the unknown, update it based on the observations, and make
decision based on the posterior belief. Furthermore, best-first beam search [24] has different goals
to ours: it is designed to output the same set of leaves (and thus the optimal likelihood value) as
the standard beam search. ULTS, meanwhile, focuses on both performance (i.e., attaining higher
likelihood than beam search) and efficiency (reducing the number of costly LLM forward passes).

Finally, Monte-Carlo tree search algorithms, which also utilize samples to make decision, have
also been proposed for decoding LLMs [4, 9, 22, 23, 45]. Different from our goal, they focused
on incorporating external rewards that are only observable at the leaf nodes. For instance Zhang
et al. [45] defined the reward to be the unit-test results for code-generating LLMs. Note further that
Monte-Carlo tree search does not define a probabilistic model (i.e. a prior and posterior beliefs) over
quantities in the search tree—its decision making is based on the statistics obtained by exploring the
search tree on the fly. In contrast, ULTS does not require costly gathering of those statistics during
the decoding process and instead makes decisions based on precomputed samples from its beliefs.

5 Experiments

5.1 Toy Example

As a first experiment, we compare ULTS to beam search on artificially generated search problems
from Dirichlet priors. The trees have branching factor b = 8 and depth d = 5. Since these trees
are so small we optimized the acquisition function in eq. (1) over the the full boundary, i.e. non-
recursively. The transition probabilities at each node are sampled from a Dirichlet prior with fixed
a € {0.1,0.2,0.5,0.8}. The comparison is on-model, i.e., ULTS is run with the ground truth
parameter of «. We repeat the experiment with different values for the confidence parameter ¢ of
ULTS from {0.05,0.1,0.3}. Since the toy problems are so small, the exploration of too many nodes
is not an issue and we use kp,,x = co. Beam search is run with beam sizes ranging from 1 to 7.
The results in Fig. 3 show for & = 0.1 and o = 0.2 that ULTS dominates across the entire range of
hyper-parameters. The results for o = 0.5 and o = 0.8 (see Appendix C) show the same pattern.
This suggests that knowledge about concentration strength helps reduce the number of search steps.

5.2 Experiments with LLLMs

We continue with off-model experiments, where we test ULTS for the decoding process of LLMs. We
use GPT-2 [29] and Llama-2-7b [33] for text generation on articles from the Wikipedia [31], CNN
Daily Mail [13], and Reddit TL;DR [36] datasets.” Unless specified otherwise, we use the strategy in

2See Appendix B for URLS to the models and datasets.
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Figure 3: Comparison on trees, where the transition probabilities are sampled from a Dirichlet prior
for two different values of the concentration parameter.
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Figure 4: Distribution of the maximum of categorical distributions sampled from an LLM, as well as
from Dirichlet priors with different concentration parameters.

(2) for the selection and backup steps. See Appendix C for results with the other strategy and further
dataset/setting. All experiments are done on single NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti and NVIDIA
A40 48GB GPUs for GPT-2 and Llama-2-7b, respectively.

Since many of the text samples in the Wikipedia dataset end with e.g., references instead of full
sentences, we filter for text samples with at least 500 tokens, resulting in a test set with 332 token
sequences (out of a random subset of originally 1000 sequences). We use 200 tokens as input and
predict 20 tokens. We do the same for the CNN Daily Mail dataset, where we end up with 790 token
sequences. We use context length of 300 and generate 60 tokens. We also include a summarization
task, where the goal is to generate a 40 token long summary of the input sequence. For this, we use
1000 random samples from the TL;DR dataset. We use the full context of variable length. Note that
we decode sequences of fixed length instead of stopping at the <EOS> token. This makes it easier to
compare the different decoding methods with each other, as the overall likelihood of a sequence of
course depends on its length. Additionally, see Appendix C for a machine translation experiment
where ULTS stops at the <EOS> token.

5.2.1 Choice of the prior

Before the decoding runs, we sampled a set C of Categorical distributions from the LLM on training
sequences for each of the datasets and both of the LLLs. We used 1000 samples for each of the
datasets and LLMs we considered. They are used for the empirical prior, as well as training data
for fitting the concentration parameter « of the Dirichlet prior. It is possible to adjust « using
maximum likelihood optimization [26]. However, we have found that this did not work very well in
our experiments: We suspect that it is either due to numerical problems of the optimization algorithm,
or that the best fit for the Dirichlet distribution does not necessarily coincide with the best fit for
the implied distribution of the (recursive) maximum. Figure 4 shows samples for the maximum of
Categorical distributions returned by the LLM, as well as the distribution of the maximum of the
Categorical distribution from a Dirichlet prior for o = 10~%,107%,5 x 107, While o = 10~ ! is in
the order of the maximum likelihood estimator, the other values seem to fit better.
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Figure 5: Decoding experiments with Llama-2-7b and GPT-2.

5.2.2 Comparison with baseline decoding methods

As the baseline we use the commonly-used beam search with beam width k € {1,2,3,4,5,10,20}
[32]. These values capture the frequently-used beam widths [40]. Based on the results from the
previous section, we run ULTS with both the Dirichlet prior with o = 10~* and the empirical prior.
Moreover, we set knax € {2,3,4,5,10,20}. We set € to a default value of 0.1. Figure 5 shows the
results for GPT-2 and Llama-2-7b. The error bars indicate +1 standard error of the mean based on all
test sentences.

No matter the choice of k.« (and k), ULTS yields sequences with the same or a higher log-likelihood
while expanding fewer nodes. For example in the summarization task with GPT-2, ULTS with the
empirical prior and kp.x = 20 achieves an average log-likelihood of —18.31 while expanding only
137.90 nodes. In contrast, beam search with k& = 5 returns sequences of average log-likelihood
—21.33 even though expanding more nodes (196 nodes). This is the case for both choices of priors,
with the empirical prior encouraging exploration a bit more. Figure 3 suggests that the distribution
max; c¢;; is bimodal and not fully captured by the Dirichlet prior. In particular, our choice of Dirichlet
prior is slightly too pessimistic. As a result, the search may stop too early and the available budget
may not be fully utilized. However, the budget that is used, is used efficiently.

Our recommendation is thus as follows. When efficiency is the main goal, the Dirichlet prior is
preferable—it performs similarly to beam search with smaller beam widths, while being more
efficient. However, one must tune the value of «. If the search performance is important and an
additional tree exploration can be afforded (still more efficient than beam search), then the empirical
prior is the best choice—it is also hyperparameter-free.

5.2.3 Runtime

Finally, we analyze the runtime overhead on top of the LLM’s forward pass due to ULTS. Figure 6
shows the wall-clock time per iteration, averaged over all sentences and all iterations, broken down
into the time spent on the LLM’s forward pass and the time spent on sampling the optimal values and
optimizing the acquisition function. The error bars indicate the 95%- confidence intervals. Results
are shown for the experiments with k.« = 20 and the Dirichlet prior—the empirical prior performs
similarly since ULTS does not differentiate between them in Alg. 2. We note that the runtime
overhead of ULTS is small compared to the time spent to do an LLM forward pass. However, note
that our current implementation only expands one node of the search tree in each iteration and thereby



0.10 4 MW forward pass

sampling & acquistion
0.05 +
0.00 - = - 1 —' L] L] 1 1

Wikipedia CNN Daily Mail TL;DR Wikipedia CNN Daily Mail TL;DR
(GPT-2) (GPT-2) (GPT-2) (Llama-2-7b) (Llama-2-7b) (Llama-2-7b)

time in s

Figure 6: Average wall-clock time per iteration.

only evaluate one token sequence per forward-pass. Depending on the available hardware, it may be
advantageous to do batch node expansions.

6 Conclusion

We have discussed our method, Uncertainty-guided Likelihood-Tree Search (ULTS), a probabilistic
algorithm for the decoding process of large-language-model (LLM) search trees. Our method
quantifies and leverages computational uncertainty over the maximum value of the optimization
process. ULTS exploits the structure of the optimization problem—in particular, the concentration
strength of the LLM softmax outputs—by putting a prior over the LLM’s softmax outputs, and use
the implied posterior samples to guide exploration-exploitation in a non-myopic manner. It improves
on the search efficiency of standard beam search by adapting the number of nodes expanded per level
of the tree. In particular, ULTS expands fewer nodes than beam search, but achieves higher likelihood
on average. As an interesting future direction, one can study the effect of using more sophisticated
priors, e.g. where iid. is not assumed. One can also consider batched acquisition strategies, similar to
batch Bayesian optimization techniques [7, 43]. Moreover, it is also interesting to take into account
the uncertainty over the LLM’s outputs (e.g. in the context of Bayesian LLMs), and to incorporate
(possibly uncertain) external rewards (such as ones coming from an RLHF-trained reward model) in
addition to the current likelihood rewards.
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Appendix A Further Discussions

A.1 Prior assumptions

The symmetry assumption for the Dirichlet prior on the LLM’s softmax outputs likely does not
entirely hold—some words occur more often in natural language than others [16]. However, ULTS
only requires access to the distribution over the maximum of the unexplored part of the search space
and not over the arg max. The former is not affected by permutations of the entries in the categorical
distributions, which is why we suspect that a symmetric Dirichlet distribution with sufficiently small
concentration parameter is a good proxy. Moreover, the empirical prior can also be used to address
this limitation, without incurring large overhead.

We assume the same prior for all sentences in a dataset. It could be, though, that some input prompts
are easier to complete than others, and the corresponding LLM’s outputs are therefore generally
have less entropy than on other those of other prompts. This could be counteracted by choosing a
personalized hyper-parameter «. This would require deriving the prior for multiple possible values of
«, which scales linearly with the number of possible values for c. However, this can be precomputed
(as in Alg. 1) such that it would not affect the costs during inference.

Appendix B Additional Experimental Details

URLSs to the models and datasets used are provided below:

e Models:

— https
— https
* Datasets:
— https
— https

://huggingface.
://huggingface.

://huggingface.
://huggingface.

co/meta-1lama/Llama-2-7b-hf

co/openai-community/gpt2

co/datasets/wikipedia
co/datasets/cnn_dailymail

— https://huggingface.co/datasets/CarperAl/openai_summarize_tldr

For the additional machine translation experiment, we use the WMT-19 German to English dataset
https://huggingface.co/facebook/wmt19-de-en and the following Llama-2-7b based trans-
lation model https://huggingface.co/kaitchup/Llama-2-7b-mt-German-to-English.

Appendix C Additional Experimental Results

C.1 On-model experiments

Figure 7 shows the additional results from the experiment on on-model samples from Dirichlet priors
for @ = 0.5 and o = 0.8 as described in Section 4.1 of the main text. Here, too, the probabilistic
versions outperform beam search.
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Figure 7: Comparison on trees, where the transition probabilities are sampled from a Dirichlet prior
for two different values of the concentration parameter.
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Figure 9: Decoding experiments with Llama-2-7b and GPT-2 with the “posterior” strategy.

C.2 Machine translation

We compare ULTS and beam search in a machine translation task with 1000 randomly sampled
sequences from the standard WMT-19 German to English dataset in Fig. 8. Unlike other settings
we have used in the main text, here we terminate exploration once an <EOS> token is found. This
setting is more ubiquitous in practice, but harder to compare in terms of likelihood due to the different
sentence lengths. We observe that ULTS with the Dirichlet prior with @ = 0.0001 underperform
compared to beam search. This is because this prior induces less exploration. Indeed, when « is
reduced, ULTS can utilize the search budget much more efficiently, achieving significantly better
likelihoods while invoking much fewer LLM calls than beam search.

C.3 Alternative acquisition function

As discussed in Section 3.4, different selection (and
hence backup) strategies can be utilized. Recall that
all of our results so far are obtained using the “pos-
terior descendant” strategy defined in (2). Here, we
show the corresponding results where the other strat-
egy (“posterior”) is used instead.

First, Fig. 9 shows results under the same setting
as in the main text, but both ULTS-Dirichlet and
ULTS-Emp use the “posterior” strategy instead. We
noticed that this strategy also performs well—it is
more efficient than beam search. Moreover, it also
achieves better or similar likelihood than beam search
in Llama-2-7b.

We further compare the “posterior” strategy com-
pared to the “posterior descendant” strategy in Fig. 10.
We notice that the “posterior” strategy tends to un-
derexplore compared to the “posterior descendant”
strategy. Hence, we use and recommend the “poste-
rior descendant” strategy by default.
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Figure 8: Machine translation results with
the WMT-19 German-to-English dataset. All
algorithms stop at the <EOS> token.
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Figure 10: “Posterior” vs. “posterior descendant” acquisition function.
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