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Abstract

Grounding external knowledge can enhance the factuality of
responses in dialogue generation. However, excessive empha-
sis on it might result in the lack of engaging and diverse ex-
pressions. Through the introduction of randomness in sam-
pling, current approaches can increase the diversity. Never-
theless, such sampling method could undermine the factual-
ity in dialogue generation. In this study, to discover a solution
for advancing creativity without relying on questionable ran-
domness and to subtly reconcile the factuality and diversity
within the source-grounded paradigm, a novel method named
DoGe is proposed. DoGe can dynamically alternate between
the utilization of internal parameter knowledge and external
source knowledge based on the model’s factual confidence.
Extensive experiments on three widely-used datasets show
that DoGe can not only enhance response diversity but also
maintain factuality, and it significantly surpasses other vari-
ous decoding strategy baselines.

Introduction

Equipped with extensive parameters, large language mod-
els (LLMs) showcase robust generalization capabilities in
various downstream NLP tasks (Touvron et al. 2023a; Big-
Science 2023; Bai et al. 2023; Yang et al. 2023a; Touvron
et al. 2023b). Notably, their capacity in generating fluent
and coherent content is comparable to that of humans in
the domain of dialogue (OpenAl 2023a,b). One conspicu-
ous vulnerability of LLMs is the generation of non-factual
responses (Ji et al. 2023). Factuality is a crucial property
in conversations, referring to the faithfulness of the gen-
erated content to the established world knowledge (Zhang
et al. 2023c). A plausible solution to enhance factuality is to
provide the model with carefully selected external knowl-
edge during response generation. Such an approach is in
line with the Knowledge-Grounded Dialogue Generation
(KGDG) task, for which several datasets have been intro-
duced (Dinan et al. 2018; Moghe et al. 2018; Dziri et al.
2022a). Furthermore, some studies have devised schemes to
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Dialogue history
™y Are you a basketball fan?

’ Yes, | am a fan of the five player sport. Are you? 93
5
L 4 - & IO ™
Not as much as | used to be. | watched The Bulls in

the 90s when they were the Dream Team.

Response with only parameter knowledge ! @

(a): | remember those days, Michael Jordan's buzzer beater in the %03
1998 game 5 finals was iconic! He played for the Chicago Bulls. A 00
X

3

Knowledge-grounded responses
External knowledge

Beam (b): Interesting! Michael Jordan played 15 seasons in the

NBA for the Chicago Bulls and Washington Wizards.

Jordan played 15
seasons in the
NBA for the
Chicago Bulls
and Washington
Wizards.

FECS (c): 1 see. Jordan played 15 seasons in the NBA for the
Chicago Bulls and Washington Wizards.

(d): Wow, impressive! Even though Michael Jordan played
for several NBA teams, he is mostly known for his time on
the Dream Team. X

Nucleus
sampling

(e): Wow, that's amazing! Michael Jordan played for the
DoGe Chicago Bulls and Washington Wizards for 15 seasons. He is

considered one of the best NBA players of all time.

Figure 1: An example illustrates the knowledge copying is-
sue that may arise from increasing faithfulness to external
knowledge and the hallucination drawback of sampling de-
coding remedy.

ensure the generated contents are more faithful to the pro-
vided knowledge (Deng et al. 2023; Sun et al. 2022; Chen
et al. 2023).

However, enhancing factuality through the faithfulness-
augmented methods leads to the following drawbacks: (1)
Excessive focus on the singular golden knowledge can re-
sult in the reduction of content diversity; (2) The overem-
phasis on faithfulness may diminish the engaging phrasing
of responses, manifested as the model takes the shortcut of
inserting portions of source knowledge into responses, such
as the response (b) and (c) in Figure 1 (Yang et al. 2023b;
Daheim et al. 2023). Remedial actions could be adjusting
the decoding strategy, as conventional deterministic decod-
ing methods are prone to getting trapped in such text degen-
eration issues (Welleck et al. 2019). Current methods aiming
at increasing diversity typically depend on the introduction
of randomness in sampling (Holtzman et al. 2020a). Unfor-
tunately, these stochastic methods are inclined to produce
non-factual responses due to the selection of low-probability



tokens (Lee et al. 2023). It appears that there is a contra-
diction between factuality and diversity, and it is difficult
to achieve the two goals simultaneously. We empirically
analyze the phenomenon and endeavor to reconcile the two
more delicately, finding a way to promote diversity without
compromising factuality.

In this paper, we propose a novel Dynamic source-
Grounded decoding (DoGe) method. The fundamental idea
is to reconcile the utilization of internal parameter knowl-
edge and external source knowledge during generation, to
enhance response diversity while maintaining the factual-
ity. Existing decoding strategies are start-to-finish and inca-
pable of addressing the dynamic demand for external knowl-
edge of the model during generation. DoGe takes the fac-
tual confidence of the model as the foundation and dy-
namically switches the decoding strategy, thereby organi-
cally combining the sampling decoding and faithfulness-
augmented deterministic decoding strategies. Specifically,
DoGe dynamically switches between masking and expos-
ing external knowledge to obtain two probability distribu-
tions based on the model’s factual confidence. The local
confidence and global uncertainty are integrated to measure
the model’s factual confidence, which acts as a proxy for
the factuality of the generated content. If the LLM exhibits
high factual confidence in its predictions without resorting to
external knowledge, we deem its output factually accurate.
Meanwhile, the masking is sustained and generation solely
depends on parameter knowledge to increase diversity. On
the contrary, if the LLM shows low confidence, DoGe ex-
poses the external knowledge within the input and resorts to
it for the prediction. Additionally, we design a scorer to re-
rank candidate tokens by considering knowledge-attentive
rewards during generation. This approach retains tokens that
are sufficiently faithful to the knowledge source, thereby en-
suring the content’s faithfulness without fabrication.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

* We probe the trade-off between faithfulness and di-
versity in current dialogue generation methods. Simply
enhancing faithfulness results in damage to diversity,
while compensating diversity through stochastic decod-
ing causes damage to factuality.

e We propose an innovative Dynamic source-Grounded
decoding (DoGe) method, which effectively reconciles
the diversity and factuality in Knowledge-Grounded Di-
alogue Generation.

* We conduct comprehensive experiments, and the experi-
mental results demonstrate the superiority of our method
in both automated and human evaluation metrics.

Related Work
Knowledge-grounded dialogue generation

Knowledge-grounded dialogue generation aims to alleviate
dull and unfaithful responses by infusing external knowl-
edge into the input of dialogue models, and it encompasses
two sub-tasks: knowledge selection and response genera-
tion. The hotspot of early research was primarily focused
on how to enhance the performance of knowledge selec-
tion (Sun, Ren, and Ren 2023; Xu et al. 2022; Zhan et al.

2021; Yang et al. 2022; Meng et al. 2021; Kim, Ahn, and
Kim 2020). With the substantial leap in the capabilities of
generative models, the research focus gradually shifts to
the response generation sub-task (Zhao et al. 2020a; Liu
et al. 2021; Zhao et al. 2020b; Zheng, Milic-Frayling, and
Zhou 2021). Ideally, an outstanding chat-bot should gener-
ate informative and truthful responses while maintaining the
naturalistic phrasing and excellent interactivity (Dziri et al.
2022a).

Hallucinations in Text Generation

Hallucination pertains to the issue wherein the generated
contents deviate from the user’s instruction, contradict the
previously generated context, or contravene the established
world (Zhang et al. 2023c). It presents severe risks to the
practical applications in NLP. Existing works have con-
ducted comprehensive explorations on hallucination from
multiple viewpoints, including its origin (McKenna et al.
2023; Dziri et al. 2022b), detection (Zhang et al. 2023a;
Manakul, Liusie, and Gales 2023; Fadeeva et al. 2023), and
mitigation (Choi et al. 2023; Chuang et al. 2023; Li et al.
2023b). Numerous approaches and benchmarks regarding
hallucination were proposed, such as question answering
(Gao et al. 2023; Lin, Hilton, and Evans 2022), text summa-
rization (Cao et al. 2020; Zhong et al. 2021), and dialogue
generation (Li et al. 2023a; Wan et al. 2023; Chen et al.
2023; Sun et al. 2022). One effective solution to alleviate
hallucination in QA is to rely on external knowledge as sup-
plementary evidence, which provides more precise answers
to user inquiries. Given the nature of open-domain conversa-
tions, a chit-chat agent should integrate external knowledge
seamlessly into its responses, thereby attaining a balance be-
tween factuality and content diversity.

Preliminaries
Task Formulation

Given a task-specific instruction Z of knowledge-grounded
dialogue generation, a dialogue history h across previous di-
alogue turns, a current user utterance u, and related knowl-
edge sentence k = (ki,..., k), where m represents the
number of tokens in k, the objective of the KGDG task is to
generate an informative response y = (y1,...,Yn), With n
being the number of tokens in y. The conversation context =
is constructed by concatenating the task-specific instruction
7, the dialogue history h, and the user’s last utterance u:

x = [Z; h;ul. (1)

The probability distribution of the current token is derived
by inputting the conversation context, corresponding knowl-
edge, and generated tokens into a large language model:

plyelz, k,y<i—1) = LLM(z, k, y<¢—1). (2)

Ultimately, the response y is generated via either a determin-
istic or stochastic decoding strategy.

Faithfulness and Factuality

Existing approaches alleviate the generation of non-factual
responses by enhancing their faithfulness to external knowl-
edge, which is overly restrictive and leads to the sacrifice of



diversity (Honovich et al. 2021; Deng et al. 2023). In fact, it
is merely one means of improving factuality. Models should
be permitted to generate using factually correct paramet-
ric knowledge which is distinct from external knowledge.
Faithfulness refers to the response being consistent with de-
scriptions from retrieved external knowledge, with no con-
flicts, while factuality refers to the response being consistent
with descriptions from world knowledge. We formally de-
fine faithfulness and factuality and explain their relationship
to facilitate the research:

Definition 3.1 Faithfulness(F): Given a response y, and ex-
ternal knowledge K = (k1,...,k;) at turn n, we say that
the response vy is faithful with respect to the external knowl-
edge (F(K,vy)) if and only if the following condition holds:

o 3T such that T' | y, where T is a non-empty subset of
K and = denotes semantic entailment. In other words,
there is no interpretation I such that all members of T'
are true and vy is false (Dziri et al. 2022a).

Definition 3.2 Factuality(F™*): Given a response y, we say
that y is factual (F*(y)) if and only if the following condi-
tion holds:

* 3 such that ® = y, where ® is a non-empty subset
of world knowledge K., and |= denotes semantic entail-
ment.

Theorem 3.1 F = F*, F* £ F, where = denotes entail-
ment.

Theorem 3.1 indicates that responses ensuring faithful-
ness are necessarily factual, but the converse does not always
hold. It also indicates that a method guaranteeing faithful-
ness can serve as a fallback for factuality, which provides
some inspiration for DoGe. The proof of the theorem is pre-
sented in the Appendix A.

Faithfulness-Diversity Trade-Off

Given that such text degeneration issues could be caused
by conventional deterministic decoding methods, to circum-
vent them, we explore the commonly used sampling-based
methods to enhance the diversity and creativity of the gener-
ated content. We endeavor to balance faithfulness and diver-
sity by controlling the degree of randomness. Specifically,
we achieve that through adjustments of the temperature pa-
rameter ¢ to control the smoothness of the distribution and
the threshold p used in nucleus sampling to filter out low-
probability token tails.

We approximate faithfulness using the Critic metric pro-
posed by Dziri et al. (2022a), assess content diversity
through distinct-2 and Precision of the Longest Common
Sub-sequence (P-LCS) (Yang et al. 2023b), where lower
distinct-2 values indicate reduced diversity and higher P-
LCS values indicate lower creativity of knowledge utiliza-
tion. The experimental results, as depicted in Figure 2, reveal
an apparent trade-off between the two aspects. The trends
show that a pursuit of enhanced diversity and creativity in-
evitably leads to an obvious reduction in faithfulness, which
is inherently caused by the characteristic of stochastic de-
coding. Our objective is to explore a way beyond the in-
troduction of randomness to improve diversity without
factual compromise.
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Figure 2: Trade-off between faithfulness and diversity in dif-
ferent settings on the WoW(seen) dataset.

Approach
DoGe Overview

The entire workflow of DoGe can be outlined as follows:
DoGe initially computes a factual confidence score for the
generated token based on the factuality indicator. Then, cor-
responding decoding methods are implemented at differ-
ent factual confidence scores to achieve a balance of diver-
sity and factuality. When the confidence score is high, we
adopt the Diversified Factual Decoding strategy with exter-
nal knowledge masked, granting the model higher freedom
and fully mobilizing its parameter knowledge for more di-
versified expression. On the contrary, if the confidence score
is low, DoGe resorts to the external knowledge within the in-
put to recalculate the probability distribution for the predic-
tion and employs Knowledge-Attentive Decoding to ensure
the faithfulness of the generation. The overview of DoGe is
illustrated in Figure 3.

Factual-Based Mask Switching

Given that the incorporation of external knowledge might
lessen the model’s attention on the context and foster the
undesirable act of knowledge copying (Yang et al. 2023b),
we adopt a dynamic mask-switching strategy on the external
knowledge to disrupt the shortcut of copying and thereby
promote creative knowledge integration. This strategy en-
tails the dynamic alternation between masking and expos-
ing external knowledge, guided by a factuality indicator.
Through this approach, DoGe attains a balance in the utiliza-
tion of parameter knowledge and external knowledge dur-
ing generation. During generation, DoGe computes the two
distributions p(y:|z, y<¢—1) and p(y:|z, k, y<¢—1) in paral-
lel and dynamically switches the decoding strategy based on
the factual confidence of the model. For the sake of writing
convenience, we concurrently list the simplified symbolic
representations of the two probability distributions as fol-
lows:

pe(yr) = pyelw, y<i-1),

3
Pr(ye) = pyela, by y<i—1)- ®
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Figure 3: An overview of the DoGe method. The left part of the left figure presents the results of several possible distributions
of factual confidence scores and their corresponding decoding methods. The attention map in the right part of the left figure
demonstrates how DoGe performs mask switching. The right part of the figure depicts the re-ranking process of KAD.

Factuality Indicator

Uncertainty can act as a metric for ascertaining when to
trust LLMs. A number of studies probed into the possibility
of utilizing uncertainty as a means to detect hallucinations
(Manakul, Liusie, and Gales 2023; Huang et al. 2023; Duan
et al. 2023). Given that a sufficiently advanced LLM is ex-
pected to assign low probabilities to tokens that are prone to
introduce hallucinated content, we devised a Factuality In-
dicator through a logits-based uncertainty approach.

Inspired by (Zhang et al. 2023b), we contend that fac-
tual confidence ought to be contemplated from two stand-
points: local confidence and global uncertainty. The local
confidence is delineated as the highest probability among
the candidate tokens, and the global uncertainty is defined
as the entropy of the entire probability distribution.

Pmaz = g}gép(yt) (4)
He=— > plys) *logy(p(yr))- (5)
Y€V

Next, it is necessary for us to identify a suitable function
f for synthesizing both the local confidence p.,,4, and the
global uncertainty H;, thereby deriving the factual confi-
dence score F;.

-Ft - f(pmaxaHt;’Y)~ (6)

We commence by conducting a straightforward transfor-
mation of global uncertainty H; to obtain global factual con-
fidence nTltH, which confines the domain of the functional
results within the range of 0 to 1. Subsequently, we explored
several synthetic approaches, such as arithmetic mean, har-

monic mean, and geometric mean. The most optimal results

were attained via the geometric mean F;°, while the other
methods yielded marginally inferior performance. The defi-
nitions of the remaining synthetic methods are presented in

the Appendix B.
K 5/ Pmax . 7
t n- Ht T 1 Y5 ( )

where 1 is a hyper-parameter that governs the strength of
H, (set to 1) and + is a pre-defined threshold representing
reliable factuality.

Firstly, we compare the factual confidence scores of the
model in the circumstances of masking Fy and exposing
external knowledge F}F. If the score declines upon provi-
sion of knowledge, it implies that the external knowledge
is not relevant to the generation, or the model generates
non-knowledgeable content at the current step. When the
provision of external knowledge enhances the factual con-
fidence score and if the score exceeds the factual threshold,
it indicates that the parameter knowledge of LLM is suffi-
cient to handle the user’s query. Otherwise, DoGe employs
knowledge-attentive decoding to enhance the faithfulness of
generation.

1 if (Ff>0) v (FF-Ff<0),
I; = . 3
0 otherwise.

Since F¥ and FF are derived from p.(y;) and p.(y;) that
will be reused subsequently, the design of DoGe’s Factu-
ality Indicator incurs negligible additional overhead. Addi-
tionally, we can regulate DoGe’s preference for the diversity
or factuality of the generated content by adjusting hyper-
parameters in diverse generation scenarios.



Method Wizard of Wikipedia (seen) Wizard of Wikipedia (unseen)

BLEU-12 MET Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS Critic Fact. CFD | BLEU-1/2 MET Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS  Critic Fact. CFD
Greedy 27.1/16.3 156 7.63/4030  6.42/9.48 555 3151 87.0 35.63 27.6/17.0 163 5.67/29.03  6.22/9.06 563 30.28 86.5  29.65
Beam 29.1/18.9 16.7  8.29/41.89  6.53/9.53 59.2 42776 875 4232 29.7/19.5 175 6.02/29.05  6.31/9.05 60.6 43.72 860 35.64
Nucleus 24.9/14.1 145  7.77/44.61  6.51/9.77 525 2527 815 3358 25.1/14.3 149  6.13/3593  6.34/9.47 527 2490 805 2991
F-Nucleus | 25.6/14.7 147 7.74/43.07  6.47/9.66 532 2636 84.0 33.69 26.0/15.2 153 5.98/34.02 6.3/9.36 540 28.64 845 31.21
DoLa 27.5/16.5 155 7.73/4032  6.41/9.45 554 3148 865 35.63 28.0/17.2 162 5.71/29.02  6.21/9.03 562 30.37 860 29.69
CD 23.2/13.0 139  9.23/52.62 6.64/991 523 2644 795 3730 23.8/14.2 152  6.79/37.86 6.43/945 531 2753 815 3228
CS 26.2/15.3 148  8.70/44.44  6.58/9.68 54.0 31.12 8.0 37.19 26.7/16.0 155  6.47/3274  6.38/9.28 549 3221 850 3247
FECS 29.3/18.4 16.5 847/4328  6.54/9.62 59.5 3594 865 39.44 30.0/19.1 172 6.05/29.90  6.30/9.12 604 3489 84.0 3230
DoGe 31.1%/19.8% 17.6* 9.77%/49.58 6.79%/9.96 64.7* 43.93* 87.5 46.67* | 31.2%/20.1* 18.0% 7.24*/34.67 6.54%/9.42 65.6* 4321 87.0 38.71*

Table 1: Automatic Evaluation results on the WoW dataset (LLaMA2-chat-7B). The best results are highlighted with bold. *”
denotes that the improvement to the best baseline is statistically significant (t-test with p-value < 0.01).

Method FAITHDIAL Holl-E

BLEU-1/2 MET Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS Critic Fact. CFD | BLEU-1/2 MET Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS Critic Fact. CFD
Greedy 28.6/17.2 17.8 7.97/38.96 6.40/9.34 58.9 36.52 89.0 37.73 38.2/29.3 20.5 5.49/28.46 5.95/8.80 555 3259 955 30.46
Beam 31.0/19.5 18.8 8.63/39.99 6.48/9.35 623 4624 89.5 43.00 | 44.3/36.4 244  6.16/30.54 6.16/8.99 594 3993 950 34.92
Nucleus 26.0/14.8 16.4 8.23/43.54 6.47/9.61 549 29.15 795 3563 | 32.1/224 175 5.84/34.24 6.14/9.27 519 1878 91.0 2536
F-Nucleus 26.9/15.5 16.7 8.30/42.30 6.44/9.53 55.9 31.25 83.0 36.36 33.7/24.5 18.5 5.76/32.72 6.10/9.15 53.1 20.86 92.5 26.13
DoLa 29.0/17.5 17.7 8.03/38.89 6.38/9.31 587 3634 87.0 37.59 | 383/293 203  5.50/28.42 5.95/8.78 555 3254 955 3041
CD 25.4/14.5 15.9 9.67/51.33 6.61/9.76 55.1 3274  78.0  40.99 33.9/26.1 17.7 6.25/38.94 6.11/9.22 51.6 19.04 89.5 27.23
CS 27.9/16.3 16.8 9.11/43.17 6.53/9.53 569 3349 845 38.02 | 34.6/254 185  6.26/31.35 6.22/9.11 532 2635 920 28.74
FECS 30.7/18.9 18.6 8.61/40.80 6.48/9.41 624  41.01 88.0 4090 | 42.0/33.3 225 5.97/30.34 6.07/894 577 3671 945 3337
DoGe 32.7%/20.2%  19.9%  10.17%/47.50 6.74%/9.76  67.9% 48.01* 91.0 47.75% | 44.0/36.0 25.3* 6.77%/35.27 6.38%/9.37* 59.7 3743 955 36.33*

Table 2: Automatic Evaluation results on the FAITHDIAL and Holl-E dataset (LLaMA2-chat-7B). The best results are high-
lighted with bold. ”*” denotes that the improvement to the best baseline is statistically significant (t-test with p-value < 0.01).

Diversified Factual Decoding

When the factual confidence score is high, we employ the
Diversified Factual Decoding strategy with external knowl-
edge masked, granting the model greater freedom to fully
mobilize its parameter knowledge for more diversified ex-
pressions. The Diversified Factual Decoding strategy is im-
plemented through top-P sampling, which filters out unreli-
able candidate tokens with low probability.

> pely) > P. ©)
y EVP)
) pely)/ P ify, € V@
palye) = { P/ T (10)
0 otherwise,

where P = >y, v Pe(ye). Finally, we obtain yf by sam-
pling with the revised probability distribution p.(y;).

Knowledge-Attentive Decoding

When Doge demonstrates a deficiency in factual confidence,
it resorts to external knowledge. We designed a scoring sys-
tem to re-rank the top-K candidate tokens, giving preference
to those that are more faithful to the external knowledge and
unique. The re-ranking process of the top k candidates is
carried out in accordance with the following formula:

(11)

where i, € V)| s, indicates degeneration inhibition score
and s, indicates knowledge attentive score.

We guarantee faithfulness in two respects: (1) Token-
level reward: The scoring system encourages selecting to-
kens that pay greater attention to the knowledge segment. (2)

Pr(ye) =1 —a—5) -pe(ye) —a-sqa+ - sk,

Sentence-level reward: The scoring system prefers tokens
that render the entire response more semantically coherent
with external knowledge. For the sentence-level reward, we
concatenate the candidate token with the previously gener-
ated tokens to form candidate sentences. Subsequently, the
sentence representations of the knowledge and responses
are computed by mean-pooling their hidden states. The co-
sine similarity between these sentence representations is re-
garded as the reward. Considering that responses in the ini-
tial stage are incomplete and the sentence-level reward is
of less significance, we set a weighting parameter ¢ to bal-
ance the two rewards. The influence of sentence-level reward
scores is associated with the length of the generated content.
The entire design of the knowledge attentive score is pre-
sented as follows:
s = ¢e-sim(hy_,, hi)+ (1 —¢)- max {att(v, k;)}, (12)
= s<j<c
where sim(-,-) denotes the cosine similarity, att(v, k;) de-
notes the attention weight between v and k; after max-
pooling for all the layers and attention heads, and ¢ is a
hyper-parameter balancing two rewards.
szmax{w,)\%_l}, (13)
where A is a growth factor, w controls the max growth rate,
and NV denotes the max generation length.
To prevent dull and repetitive degeneration, we adopt the
penalty term from contrastive search which inhibits repeti-
tion of what has been generated (Su et al. 2022).

84 = CSIIil?z(H{sim(hv, hy )}

(14)

The predicted token y is finally obtained by greedy search:

k ~
= arg max : 15
ye =arg max pr(y) (15)



Final Prediction

We combine the aforementioned designs to obtain the ulti-
mate distribution by employing the formula below:

ye=Tyf +(1—1) - yp. (16)

Refer to Appendix for the pseudo-code of the entire decod-
ing process.

Experiments
Experimental Setup

Dataset. We conduct experiments on three knowledge-
grounded dialogue datasets: Wizard of Wikipedia (WoW)
(Dinan et al. 2018), FAITHDIAL (Dziri et al. 2022a), and
Holl-E (Moghe et al. 2018). WoW is collected on the ba-
sis of Wikipedia, where one crowd-sourcer assumes the role
of a knowledgeable wizard while the other takes on the
part of an inquisitive apprentice. We evaluate it on both
its test seen set and test unseen set. FAITHDIAL is a
novel benchmark for hallucination-free dialogues, which op-
timizes the responses in the WoW dataset to be more faithful
to knowledge. Holl-E is constructed by MTurk workers and
focuses on movies as two workers engage in conversations
about a chosen movie with each other. The quality of the
last dataset is poorer than that of the previous two, as there
are numerous samples with highly similar ground-truth re-
sponses and knowledge. We primarily focus on the evalua-
tion results of the first two datasets.

Baselines. We compare DoGe with the following decod-
ing strategy baselines: Greedy Decoding (Greedy), Beam
Search (Beam), Nucleus Sampling (Nulceus), Factual-
Nucleus Sampling (F-Nucleus), DoLa, Contrastive decod-
ing (CD), Contrastive search (CS), and FECS. The detailed
introductions of these baselines are given in the Appendix
C.

Implementation Details. We selected the prevalent Llama-
2-7b-chat-hf and Llama-2-13b-chat-hf model (Touvron et al.
2023b) as the backbone model and carried out experiments
on them, making use of the open-source Hugging Face
transformers (Wolf et al. 2020). All experiments were con-
ducted with few-shot prompting (three shots). The three
demonstrations were randomly picked from the dataset,
and they are presented along with task instructions in the
Appendix E. We omitted the step of knowledge selection
and directly utilized manually annotated golden knowledge
from the three datasets as input in the experiments. For
the hyper-parameters in Doge, we set «|B|A|lw|K|P =
0.4]0.35]0.8]0.4/4]0.9.

Experimental Results

Automatic Evaluation We chose the BLEU (Papineni
et al. 2002) and METEOR (Banerjee and Lavie 2005) for
evaluating the generation quality, Distinct-n (Dist-n) (Li
et al. 2016) and Entropy (Ent-n) (Zhang et al. 2018) for
assessing the generation diversity, BertScore (BS) (Zhang
et al. 2020) and Critic (Dziri et al. 2022a) for measuring the
faithfulness of the generated responses to external knowl-
edge. Additionally, we randomly sampled 200 instances

from the test set and evaluated their factuality by instructing
GPT-4 in the manner of G-Eval (Liu et al. 2023), denoted
as Fact.. The Critic score reflects the proportion of sam-
ples that are faithful to external knowledge, while the Fact.
value indicates the proportion of samples that are faithful to
world knowledge among the 200 samples. We also devised a
combination of faithfulness and diversity (CFD) metric that
computes the harmonic mean of the Critic and Dist-2 scores
to manifest the ability of these methods in harmonizing the
two evaluation criteria.

Tables 1 and 2 present the outcomes on the Llama-2-7b-
chat model across three datasets. We will illustrate the effi-
cacy of DoGe from three aspects. Firstly, DoGe attains the
SOTA results on the CFD and Fact. metrics in all settings.
It strikes an optimal balance between the utilization of inter-
nal and external knowledge, effectively enhancing diversity
while maintaining the prerequisite of factuality. Secondly,
DoGe achieves considerable improvements on both BLEU-
1/2 and MET metrics, outperforming all baselines. This en-
hancement indirectly demonstrates DoGe’s effective recon-
ciliation of diversity and factuality, which leads to higher
consistency with the ground-truth across the overlap-based
metrics evaluating generation quality. Lastly, the scaling ex-
perimental results in Tables 6 and 7 indicate that DoGe still
functions well on larger-scale models. What is more excit-
ing is that DoGe’s performance on the 7b LLM is equal to or
even exceeds some baseline’s performance on the 13b LLM,
which showcases its potential value in application scenar-
ios. In addition to content diversity, the natural integration
of knowledge is also a significant aspect of diversity. To
evaluate it, we adopted the distribution between coverage
and density proposed by Grusky, Naaman, and Artzi (2020),
where a high density indicates a tendency to extract snippets
from external knowledge for constructing responses. Ac-
cording to the results depicted in Figure 4, compared to the
strongest baseline FECS, DoGe’s application of knowledge
is more creative, maintaining natural phrasing. These find-
ings suggest that DoGe is a decoding strategy that achieves
the best overall performance in open-domain dialogue.

DoGe ) FECS

04
00 02 04 06 08 10 -02 00 02 04 06 08 10 12

coverage coverage

Figure 4: Density and coverage comparison. DoGe’s gener-
ation tends to be more abstractive than that of FECS.

LLMs-based Evaluation We utilize G-Eval to evaluate
the Naturalness (Nat.) and Coherence (Coh.) of responses
from five decoding methods, as elaborated in previous stud-
ies (Liu et al. 2023; Chiang and yi Lee 2023). Addition-



Method Wizard of Wikipedia(seen) FAITHDIAL

BLEU-12 METEOR  Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS Critic Fact. CFD | BLEU-12 METEOR Dist-1/2 Ent-12 BS Critic Fact. CFD
DoGe 31.1/19.8 17.6 9.77/49.58 6.79/9.96 647 4393 87.5 46.67 | 32.7/20.2 19.9 10.17/47.50 6.74/9.76 679 48.01 91.0 47.75
- 30.7/19.3 17.2 9.65/49.30 6.74/9.89 64.0 4298 87.5 46.03 | 32.3/19.7 19.5 10.03/47.22  6.69/9.69 67.3 47.13 91.0 47.17
-sk(s) 30.9/19.5 17.3 9.62/49.14 6.72/9.84 642 40.56 87.0 44.64 | 32.3/19.6 19.6 10.07/47.06 6.67/9.64 67.3 4454 91.0 4578
-si(t) 29.4/18.0 16.6 9.69/48.86 6.77/9.91 59.8 36.27 86.5 42.10 | 31.1/18.4 18.9 10.06/46.88 6.72/9.71 63.6 40.38 90.0 4351
-S4 31.4/19.9 17.7 8.79/45.81 6.54/9.80 653 42.64 87.5 4420 | 32.9/204 20.0 9.18/43.71 6.49/9.6 68.5 4642 91.0 4504
-KAD 26.8/16.2 15.8 8.51/4497 6.53/9.76 54.0 3095 86.0 37.31 | 28.8/16.9 18.1 8.91/42.89 6.48/9.56 57.1 3507 89.0 38.78
-FBM 31.5/20.1 17.8 9.02/4543 6.58/9.68 65.1 4372 87.5 4457 | 33.0/20.2 20.0 9.42/4335 6.53/9.48 682 47.68 90.5 4546

Table 3: Ablation study on the WoW (seen) and FAITHDIAL dataset. -FBM indicates the elimination of the factual-based
masking design and persistent generation based on KAD. -KAD implies the removal of all re-ranking scores in knowledge-
attentive decoding. -si(s) represents the elimination of the sentence-level reward. -si () represents the removal of the token-
level reward. -¢ indicates the elimination of the balancing hyper-parameter between two rewards and simply averaging them .

-s4 represents the elimination of the degeneration inhibition score.

ally, we formulate explicit instructions to assess the task-
specific metric Informativeness (Inf.) by strictly adhering to
the established rating strategy (Fu et al. 2023). The Inf. met-
ric ascertains which response incorporates more intriguing
knowledge. We prompted GPT-4 to assign discrete ratings
ranging from 1 to 3 points to these generated responses.
Table 4 presents the outcomes of the LLMs-based evalua-
tion, where the responses generated by DoGe outperform all
baseline methods in terms of Nat., Inf. and Coh.. This sig-
nificant enhancement is attributed to DoGe’s natural knowl-
edge integration and an exceptional ability to balance the uti-
lization of parameter knowledge with external knowledge.

Human Evaluation For human evaluation, 100 samples
were randomly selected from the test seen set of the WoW
dataset. Given the context and its responses from the base-
line models, five highly educated annotators were requested
to select the superior response based on three criteria: (1)
Coherence (Coh.): which model generates responses that are
more contextually coherent; (2) Engagingness (Eng.): which
model produces responses that are more interesting; and (3)
Factuality (Fac.): which response contains fewer factual er-
rors. To gauge the agreement among different annotators,
the Fleiss’ kappa value (Fleiss 1971) was computed. The re-
sults of the human-based evaluation are presented in Figure
6. The findings reveal that our method surpasses the base-
lines in terms of factuality, while also guaranteeing that the
generated content is both creative and diverse. Furthermore,
the responses generated by DoGe demonstrate a strong rele-
vance to the context, ensuring a smooth conversational flow.

Analysis

Every design of DoGe is indispensable. To evaluate the ef-
ficacy of DoGe, we carried out ablation studies by eliminat-
ing designs from it. The ablation results for the WoW and
FAITHDIAL datasets are presented in Table 3. We discov-
ered that the removal of any module leads to a deterioration
in performance in various aspects. Specifically, the absence
of KAD leads to a significant decline in every metric as it is
a key design of DoGe. Removing either FBM or s, results
in different levels of decrease in the diversity of the gener-
ated responses. Eliminating FBM suppresses the utilization
of parameter knowledge, significantly reducing the creativ-
ity of the generated content, while eliminating s, leads to

the frequent usage of common tokens. Furthermore, we find
that both token-level and sentence-level rewards contribute
positively to KAD, while the former has a slightly greater
influence. The organic combination of both rewards guar-
anteed by ¢ achieves more effective integration of external
knowledge, while a casual combination could undermine the
performance.

Case study. To intuitively evaluate the performance of di-
verse decoding approaches, we contrast the responses pro-
duced by Beam Search, FECS, Nucleus sampling, and
DoGe. The instances presented in Figure 1 reveal that both
Beam Search and FECS tend to solely replicate external
knowledge, leading to a deficiency in engagement and a col-
loquial style. Owing to the nature of random sampling, Nu-
cleus sampling introduces two incorrect facts: (1) Jordan ac-
tually played for only two teams, and (2) Jordan is mostly
renowned for his tenure with the Bulls. In contrast, the re-
sponse generated by DoGe not only showcases a higher de-
gree of interactivity but also enriches the discussion by inte-
grating information beyond the provided knowledge. Addi-
tionally, we implemented a simple yet intuitive visualization
of knowledge usage in Figure 5. The fact is inferred from
external knowledge in the former sentence, while the fact in
the last sentence is generated based on internal knowledge.
Efficiency. To appraise the decoding latency of DoGe, we
present the average decoding time (sec) per instance on the
FAITHDIAL dataset in Table 5. The outcomes are averaged
across all instances in the test set. Thanks to parallel im-
plementation, DoGe operates marginally more slowly than
beam search. Nevertheless, it generates faster than the re-
rank-all-the-time approaches: CS and FECS.

Conclusion

In this paper, we uncover the finding that enhancing factu-
ality by means of faithfulness-augmented approaches results
in a decline in content diversity and the creative employment
of knowledge, while remedial measures based on sampling
compromise factuality. Consequently, we present a novel
DoGe method, which strikes a balance between the utiliza-
tion of parameter knowledge and external knowledge during
generation. Extensive experiments validate that DoGe effec-
tively mitigates the trade-off between factuality and diversity
in knowledge-grounded dialogue generation.



Ethics Statement

The benchmark datasets we employed in our experi-
ments—WoW (Dinan et al. 2018), FAITHDIAL (Dziri et al.
2022a), and Holl-E (Moghe et al. 2018)—are all highly
regarded, open-source datasets amassed by crowd-sourced
workers. They were assembled in strict compliance with
user privacy protection protocols, guaranteeing the exclu-
sion of any personal information. Furthermore, our pro-
posed methodology is deliberately designed to uphold ethi-
cal norms and promote social fairness, ensuring that no bias
is introduced. For the human evaluation aspect of our study,
all participants were volunteers who were provided with
comprehensive information regarding the purpose of the re-
search, ensuring informed consent. Additionally, all partici-
pants were compensated fairly and reasonably for their con-
tributions. We informed the annotators that the data is to be
utilized solely for academic research purposes.

DoGe fails to validate the factual correctness of the of-
fered reference, thereby entailing a risk of potential misuse.
Specifically, in the event that the knowledge source encom-
passes non-factual information, DoGe is prone to generate
misinformation as well. We earnestly recommend that users
meticulously verify the knowledge source prior to its utiliza-
tion. We adopt Al writing in our work, merely for refining
articles to boost their readability.
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| WoW (unseen) FAITHDIAL

| Nat. Inf. Coh. Nat. Inf. Coh.
Greedy 2.582 2261 2.706 2268 2.070 2.397
Nucleus 2453 1913 2505 2.092 1936 2.138
F-Nucleus | 2.512 2.159 2635 2236 1.818 2414
FECS 1.991 2.378 2340 1.820 2.147 2.165
DoGe 2.629 2427 2.764 2.348 2.265 2.537

Table 4: LLMs-based Evaluation results on Wizard of
Wikipedia and FAITHDIAL dataset.

Method | Greedy | Beam | Nucleus CD
Speed 1.02 1.58 1.04 1.57

Method | DoLa CS FECS | DoGe
Speed 1.36 2.01 2.15 1.61

Table 5: The averaged decoding speed (sec) per instance us-
ing different decoding methods on the FAITHDIAL dataset.

Appendix A The proof of Theorem 2.1
Theorem. F = F*, F* [~ F.

Proof. F |E F* : For all y that satisfy F (K, y), there exists
IsuchthatT' = yand ' C K. Since K C K,, (external
knowledge is a proper subset of world knowledge), it follows
thatT' C K,,. Let ® =T, then ® = y and & C K. Hence,
F*(y) holds, and the conclusion is proved.

F* B F : We prove it by contradiction. Suppose that
F* = F, then for all y that satisfy F*(y), there exists
such that ® = y and ® C K,,. Let & C K, /K. Since
F* | F,then ® C K. However, ® C K,,/K, it implies
that ® = (), but & # (), leading to a contradiction, thus the
conclusion is not valid.

O
Appendix B Other candidate functions
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Appendix C Baselines and hyper-parameters

For Beam Search, we set the beam size to 3.

Nucleus: Holtzman et al. (2020b) proposed Nucleus Sam-
pling by truncating the unreliable tail of the probability dis-
tribution, sampling from the dynamic nucleus of tokens con-
taining the vast majority of the probability mass. We set the
p=0.9.

F-Nucleus: Lee et al. (2023) modified Nucleus Sampling by
adapting the randomness dynamically to improve the factu-
ality of generation. We set p|Ajw = 0.9]0.9]0.7.

DoLa: Chuang et al. (2023) amplify the factual knowledge

Algorithm 1: DoGe algorithm

Input: dialogue context z, related knowledge k, large lan-
guage model M, max new tokens N.
Parameter: 0
Output: response y.
1: Lett =0.
2: while y;_; # <eos> and |y| < N do
3: Get pe(yt) from M(x,y<t)

4:  Get pi(y¢) from M(z, k, y<y)

5:  Calculate F; through Equation 7

6:  Calculate 7/ through Equation 7

7. if Ff > 0or Ff > FF then

8: Calculate p.(y;)through Equation 10
9: y¢ = sample(pe(ye))
10:  else
11: Calculate py (y:) through Equation 11
122 yf = argmax(Pr(yr))
13:  endif
14 t=t+1
15: end while
16: return y

in LLM by contrasting the logits from different layers.

CS: Su et al. (2022) penalized previously generated tokens
to overcome degeneration and enhance content diversity. We
set k|la = 3/0.6.

FECS: Chen et al. (2023) extended Contrastive Search by
integrating a faithfulness term that encourages factuality. We
set k|a|8 = 3|0.3]0.3.

CD: Li et al. (2023¢) maximizes the difference between ex-
pert log-probabilities and amateur log-probabilities, subject
to plausibility constraints which restrict the search space to
tokens with sufficiently high probability under the expert
LM. We take the Sheared-LLaMA-1.3B (Xia et al. 2024)
as the amateur model.

Appendix D Knowledge Usage Visualization

- Are you a basketball fan?

Yes, | am a fan of the five player sport. Are you? 503
€
‘ Not as much as | used to be. | watched The Bulls in A& L) ™
C

the 90s when they were the Dream Team.

2
° Wow, that's amazing! Michael Jordan played for the Chicago Gg]J
. Bulls and Washington Wizards for 15 seasons. He is considered S
’ one of the best NBA players of all time. M
-0

e

[Green - @#® - Internal knowledge | [Red - Ri® - External knowledge | DoGe

Figure 5: A visualization of the internal and external knowl-
edge usage for the case.

Appendix E Details of the Prompts

Our instruction template and demonstrations for prompting
Large Language Models to generate response in knowledge-
grounded dialogue generation are as in Figure 7.



Method Wizard of Wikipedia (seen) Wizard of Wikipedia (unseen)
BLEU-12 MET Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS  Critic Fact. CFD | BLEU-12 MET Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS Critic Fact. CFD

Greedy 31.1/20.5 185  8.22/43.43 6.59/9.76 65.0 3633 880 39.72 | 31.3/209 19.0 5.83/29.33  6.34/921 659 38.17 87.0 3346
Beam 32.2/22.4 198  8.77/45.45 6.78/9.95 74.1 55.02 905 50.01 32.3/21.8 206  5.96/28.58  6.48/9.28 741 5486 91.0  39.60
Nucleus 26.4/15.9 162 7.96/47.24 6.64/9.99 577 2685 840 3561 26.8/16.5 16.8  6.07/36.25  6.43/9.62 587 2741 835 31.78
F-Nucleus | 28.0/17.5 16.9  7.98/45.64 6.60/9.89 59.9 2924 87.0 36.53 | 28.0/17.8 174 6.02/3421  6.40/9.49 603 30.13 875 3211

DoLa 31.3/20.6 184  8.25/43.44 6.59/9.75 64.8 3638 83.0 39.75 | 31.6/21.1 18.8  5.89/29.45  6.33/9.19 655 38.12 875 3351

CD 25.8/144 173 9.33/54.76  6.77/10.10  63.1 2578 82.0 37.57 | 27.9/17.5 17.8  6.57/34.81  6.50/9.39 542 29.73 815 32.16
CS 30.6/20.1 17.8  8.74/47.29 6.78/9.97 673 3492 875 40.64 | 29.6/19.4 18.0  6.44/32.19  6.43/937 63.8 4159 83.0 36.59
FECS 31.9/21.5 19.5  9.08/46.37 6.74/9.91 71.6  50.39 885 4834 | 32.5/220 198  6.35/29.84  6.44/923 715 51.15 885  39.07
DoGe 32.7%/22.4  20.1* 9.68%/50.07 6.90%/10.13 74.7* 54.17 91.0 52.34* | 32.5/22.2 20.1 6.85%/32.95 6.60%/9.46 75.0®* 55.68* 91.0 42.83*

Table 6: Automatic Evaluation results on the WoW dataset (LLaMA2-chat-13B). The best results are highlighted with bold.
”#” denotes that the improvement to the best baseline is statistically significant (t-test with p-value < 0.01).

Method FAITHDIAL Holl-E

BLEU-12 MET Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS  Critic Fact. CFD | BLEU-12 MET Dist-1/2 Ent-1/2 BS Critic Fact. CFD
Greedy 33.3/21.5 212 8.46/41.05 6.54/9.54  67.5 4343 905 4222 | 47.8/40.7 26.5  6.20/32.09 6.12/9.10 627 3433 955 33.19
Beam 34.5/23.0 22.1 8.77/41.77  6.66/9.67 755 5678 91.0 48.70 | 57.3/52.8 343  6.60/34.09 6.36/9.40  66.7 4032 960 37.07
Nucleus 28.6/17.2  18.6  8.35/45.56  6.57/9.78 604 30.77 835 37.44 | 34.3/259 203  6.03/36.79 6.26/9.52 548 1977 915 2697
F-Nucleus | 29.9/18.3 194  8.30/43.88  6.54/9.70 623 3439 86.0 38.85 | 38.4/304 224  6.17/35.65 6.23/9.41 57.0 23.08 935 28.68
DoLa 33.6/21.6  21.0  8.54/41.15  6.53/9.52  67.1 4355 90.5 4233 | 47.9/408 262  6.23/32.02 6.11/9.08 62.6 3433 950 33.15
CD 29.3/17.6 18.8  9.41/47.03  6.63/9.81 589 30.12 80.5 37.64 | 32.9/26.1 204 6.63/38.08 6.39/9.53  53.1 2038 91.0 27.86
CS 31.5/19.8  20.1  8.98/43.29  6.60/9.65 64.8 42.68 87.0 4298 | 42.6/356 250  6.50/34.20 6.33/9.37 603 3052 925 3231
FECS 34.9/22.8 221  9.29/43.39  6.66/9.64 734 53.16 885 48.03 | 50.2/443  29.7  6.59/33.65 6.27/9.27 658 40.50 945  36.92
DoGe 35.0%/22.7 228 9.86%/46.80 6.80%/9.84 76.9* 5711 92,5 51.70 | 50.7/44.6  31.0 6.95%/37.17 6.50%/9.57* 67.0 37.62 96.0 37.39*

Table 7: Automatic Evaluation results on the FAITHDIAL and Holl-E dataset (LLaMA2-chat-13B). The best results are high-
lighted with bold. ”*” denotes that the improvement to the best baseline is statistically significant (t-test with p-value < 0.01).

DoGe Wins

Greedy Wins

DoGe Wins

Nucleus Wins

DoGe Wins

F-Nucleus Wins

DoGe Wins

FECS Wins

Factuality |sa

Engagingness

Coherence

9.2

9.7

8.5

6.9|

Figure 6: Human evaluation results on the Wizard of Wikipedia test seen set. The results are statistically significant with p-value
< 0.05, and Kappa (k) falls between 0.4 and 0.6, suggesting moderate agreement among annotators.



[Instruction]

You are a chit-chat robot chatting with a user and you will be provided with your
dialogue history and a piece of knowledge related to the user’s last utterance.
Understand this knowledge and use it to generate a concise (no longer than 30 words)
but informative (containing some attractive knowledge) reply.

The followings are some demonstrations you can use as reference.

[Demonstration 1]

The following is a multi-round dialogue between the user and you.

User’s utterance: Red is my favorite color. My house, car, and clothes are all red.
Your response: I also like red buddy, I have more red colour dresses. User’s last
utterance: What do you think it is about red that makes it so appealing? Related
knowledge: Red is the colour at the end of the visible spectrum of light, next to orange
and opposite violet. Your knowledge-grounded response to the User’s last utterance: Red
is visible of light, it is next to orange and opposite to violet.

[Demonstration 2]

The following is a multi-round dialogue between the user and you.

User’s utterance: Is rock and roll still popular today? Your response: It’s hard to say.
However, radio stations have much success playing classic rock and roll, which is a sub
genre that usually has one or two electric guitars, a double bass or string bass or
electric bass guitar, and a drum kit. User’s utterance: I used to listen to the rock
band Rolling Stones. Are they still around today? Your response: They are! Even though
they were formed in 1962 and have had a long list of line-up changes, they’re still
around today, with Mick Jagger still leading the band. User’s last utterance: Wow, that
is a long time to be playing music. I wonder if any other bands have been around that
long. Related knowledge: Red Hot Chili Peppers are an American funk rock band formed in
Los Angeles in 1983. Your knowledge-grounded response to the User’s last utterance: It
all depends! You have bands like the Red Hot Chili Peppers who, although have not reached
the popularity of the Rolling Stones, have been around since 1983 themselves.
[Demonstration 3]

The following is a multi-round dialogue between the user and you. User’s utterance: Gouda
cheese Your response: Do you know that Gouda cheese is made from cow milk? User’s last
utterance: Most all cheese if made from Cow milk I think. I'm a fan of Gouda, it is
pretty good. Related knowledge: It is one of the most popular cheeses worldwide. Your
knowledge-grounded response to the User’s last utterance: I bet because it is one of the
most popular cheeses worldwide.

[Target conversation]

Now complete the following dialogue:

User’s utterance: {Dialogue History}

User’s last utterance: {User’s Query}

Related knowledge: {External Knowledge}

Your knowledge—grounded response to the User’s last utterance:

Figure 7: Instruction template and demonstrations for prompting the LLMs.




