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Abstract

In this paper we consider a transformer with an n-gram structure,
such as the one underlying ChatGPT. The transformer provides next word
probabilities, which can be used to generate word sequences. We consider
methods for computing word sequences that are highly likely, based on
these probabilities. Computing the optimal (i.e., most likely) word se-
quence starting with a given initial state is an intractable problem, so
we propose methods to compute highly likely sequences of N words in
time that is a low order polynomial in N and in the vocabulary size of
the n-gram. These methods are based on the rollout approach from ap-
proximate dynamic programming, a form of single policy iteration, which
can improve the performance of any given heuristic policy. In our case
we use a greedy heuristic that generates as next word one that has the
highest probability. We show with analysis, examples, and computational
experimentation that our methods are capable of generating highly likely
sequences with a modest increase in computation over the greedy heuris-
tic. While our analysis and experiments are focused on Markov chains of
the type arising in transformer and ChatGPT-like models, our methods
apply to general finite-state Markov chains, and related inference applica-
tions of Hidden Markov Models (HMM), where Viterbi decoding is used

extensively.
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1 Introduction

Generative pre-trained transformers (GPT) have sparked a lot of enthusiasm
for innovative applications in many problem domains, aided by powerful openly
available software, and easy-to-use natural language interfaces. At the same
time, transformers have been established as a flexible and powerful model, which
generalizes in important ways earlier forms of neural networks by using the
attention mechanism and more complex nonlinearities (see the recent textbook
by Bishop and Bishop [BiB24], Chapter 12, for a description of the transformer
architecture, with earlier references to the literature).

In this paper, we will view a transformer in terms of the classical n-gram
model that generates a sequence {xl, T N} of text strings, starting from some
initial string x¢. Each string x; consists of a sequence of n words, chosen from
a given list (the vocabulary of the n-gram). The kth string xzj is transformed
into the next string xx11 by adding a word at the front end of zj;, and deleting
the word at the back end of zj; see Fig. Here n and N are fixed positive
integers. We refer to the book by Jurafsky and Martin [JuM23], Chapter 3, for
description and applications of n-grams and their connection to transformers,

including historical and other references.
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Figure 1: Schematic visualization of an n-gram. Given the (n-word) text string xj
generated at time k, it generates the next (n-word) text string zx+1 by adding a word
at the front end of zj, and deleting the word at the back end of xy.

Given a text string xy, the n-gram provides probabilities p(z11 | xy) for
the next text string 1. These probabilities also define the probabilities of the
possible next words, since x4 is determined by the next word that is added
to the front of x;. We assume that the probabilities p(zx11 | %) depend only
on xi. Thus they can be viewed as the transition probabilities of a stationary

Markov chain, whose state space is the set of all n-word sequences xkﬂ Bearing

1The stationarity assumption simplifies our notation, but is not essential to our method-
ology, as we will discuss later.



this context in mind, we will also refer to z; as the state (of the underlying
Markov chain).

The probabilities p(xg+1 | xx) can provide guidance for generating state
sequences with some specific purpose in mind. To this end, a transformer may
use a (next word) selection policy, i.e., a (possibly time-dependent) function py,

which selects the text string that follows xj as

Tk+1 = ,Uk(xk)-

We are generally interested in selection policies that give preference to high

probability future words. Two frequently considered policies are:

o Greedy selection: Here, given xy, the next state x4 is selected to be the

one that maximizes p(zxt1 | Tr):
pr(r) € argmax p(wpqy | Tg)-
Tk+41

To generate a sequence {z1,...,xyx} of N states, this selection policy
requires computation that is proportional to N and to the size of the

n-gram’s vocabulary (the number of all possible next words).

e Most likely sequence selection: Here, we consider all the possible sequences
{z1,...,zn} that can be generated starting with zo, and select the se-
quence that is most likely, i.e., has maximal probability of occurrence.
This selection policy requires computation that grows linearly with N

and exponentially with the size of the n-gram’s vocabulary.

The next word selection policy affects substantially the behavior of the n-
gram, depending on the practical context at hand. In particular, contrary to the
greedy selection method, the most likely sequence selection method takes into
account future selections, beyond the next word choice. Unfortunately, however,
computing the most likely sequence is intractable as noted earlier. It can only
be obtained by generating the tree of the possible sequences {z1,...,zx} given
the initial state xg, and then using a shortest path-type method to compute the
most likely sequence. For example, forward or backward dynamic programming
(DP) can be used; see the next section.

In this paper, we propose an intermediate next word selection method, the
rollout selection policy, which is an approximate DP method, well known for

its simplicity and good performance record, owing to its close connection to



the fundamental DP algorithm of policy iteration. The rollout approach was
first applied to deterministic combinatorial optimization problems in the paper
[BTWO97], and it has been extensively investigated and tested in the context of
many types of DP problems, both deterministic and stochastic (see the second
author’s textbooks [Ber19], [Ber20], [Ber23], which provide extensive references
to earlier research).

The rollout approach produces highly likely (near optimal) sequences, with
computation that is larger than the greedy selection method by a factor that is
proportional to N and to the size of the n-gram’s vocabulary. This represents a
substantial increase over the greedy selection method, but is still far lower than
the exponential computation of the most likely selection method. Let us also
note that variants that aim to reduce further the computational requirements
of the rollout selection policy are possible, including simplified and truncated
versions, which will be discussed later.

The good performance of the rollout algorithm and its variants owes its
success and reliability to its connection with the approximation in value space
approach of reinforcement learning. In this context, the rollout algorithm and its
approximate or enhanced variants are interpreted as a step of Newton’s method
for solving the Bellman equation underlying the corresponding DP problem;
this is one of the major conceptual focal points of the books [Ber20], [Ber22],
[Ber23].

In the next section we will present the greedy, most likely, and rollout selec-
tion policies within a more general context where the transformer is replaced by
an arbitrary stationary finite-state Markov chain. In Section 3, we will discuss
variants of the rollout approach, including simplified, truncated, multistep, and
multi-iteration rollout. In Section 4, we will compare analytically the three types
of policies. Finally, in Section 5, we will provide results of our computational

experimentation.

2 The Greedy, Most Likely, and Rollout Selec-
tion Methods for a Stationary Markov Chain

In this section we will formally describe the greedy, most likely, and rollout
selection policies within a general Markov chain framework. In particular, we
consider a stationary Markov chain with a finite state space X. We will generally

use the symbols = and y for states, and we will denote the chain’s transition



probabilities by p(y | ). We assume that given a state z, the probabilities
p(y | ) are either known or can be generated on-line by means of software such
as a transformer.

We assume stationarity of the Markov chain in part to alleviate an overbur-
dened notation, and also because n-gram and transformer models are typically
assumed to be stationary. However, the rollout methodology and the manner in
which we use it do not depend at all on stationarity of the transition probabil-
ities, or infinite horizon properties of Markov chains, such as ergodic classes,
transient states, etc. In fact, they also do not depend on the stationarity of the
state space either. Only the Markov property is used in our discussion, i.e., the
probability of the next state depends on the immediately preceding state, and
not on earlier states.

A selection policy 7 is a sequence of functions {ug, ..., un—1}, which given

the current state xj, determines the next state xy1q as

Tr1 = pk(Tr)-

Note that for a given 7, the state evolution is deterministic; so for a given w and
xo, the generated state sequence {z1,...,zy} is fully determined. Moreover the
choice of 7 is arbitrary, although we are primarily interested in policies 7 that
give preference to high probability next states.

Given a policy m# = {pg,...,un—1} and a starting state x at time k, the

state at future times m > k is denoted by ym, i (z, 7):
Ym.k(x,T) = state at time m > k starting at state  and using .

The state trajectory generated by a policy w, starting at state x at time k, is the
sequence

yk+1,k(m7 71—)’ e J/N,k(% 7T),
(cf. Fig. , and the probability of its occurrence in the given Markov chain is

N-1

Py(w,7) = plykri k(@) [ @) [ plwiriw(@ ) | yir(z, ), (1)
i=k+1

according to the multiplication rule for conditional probabilities.
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Figure 2: Tllustration of the state trajectory generated by a policy 7, starting at state
z at time k. The probability of its occurrence, Py (x, ), is the product of the transition
probabilities along the N — k steps of the trajectory [cf. Eq. ]

Optimal /Most Likely Selection Policy

The most likely selection policy, denoted by 7* = {ug, ..., wh_1}, maximizes
over all policies 7 the probabilities Py (x, ) for every initial state z and time k.
The corresponding probabilities of 7*, starting at state x at time k, are denoted
by P} (z):

Py (z) = Pz, n*) = mf}ka(xﬂr).

One way to compute the policy 7* and its probabilities P} (x) is to use the

following DP-like algorithm, which operates in two stages:

e We first compute the probabilities P} (z) backwards, for all z, according
to
P,:(x):ml?xp(y|x)P,:+1(y), k:N_1a70a (2)

starting with
Py(x) =1.



o We then generate sequentially the selections =7, ..., 2} of 7* according to
Thp1 = pk(zy) € argmax p(y | 23) Peia (y), (3)
going forwards starting with z§ = x¢.

This algorithm is equivalent to the usual DP algorithm for multistage additive
costs, after we take logarithms of the multiplicative expressions defining the
probabilities Py (z, 7).

We note that the problem of finding the most likely sequence generated by
a Markov chain arises in many important contexts, and its solution by DP-
like methods is well-known. A major example is inference of the sequence of
states of a Hidden Markov Model (HMM), given an associated sequence of ob-
served data. This is the problem where Viterbi decoding [Vit67], [For73], and
related algorithms are used widely, and it plays an important role in several
diverse fields, such as speech recognition [Rab69], [JuM23], computational lin-
guistics and language translation [JuM23], [MaS99], coding and error correction
[PrS01], [PrS08], bioinformatics [Edd96], [DEK9S8], and others. Compared to
these fields, the transformer/n-gram context tends to involve Markov chains
with an intractably larger state space. Moreover, while approximations are
commonly employed in applications of the Viterbi algorithm to these fields, the
rollout approach for approximating most likely sequences has not been con-
sidered to our knowledge. A DP-oriented discussion of the Viterbi algorithm
and its applications to HMM inference is given in Section 2.2.2 of the textbook
[Berl7].

Greedy Policy

At any given state xy, the greedy policy produces the next state by maximization

of the corresponding transition probability over all y:
maxp(y | 20).

We assume that ties in the above maximization are broken according to some
prespecified deterministic rule. For example if the states are labeled by distinct
integers, one possibility is to specify the greedy selection at xj as the state y
with minimal label, among those that attain the maximum above. Note that the

greedy policy is not only deterministic, but it is also stationary (its selections



depend only on the current state and not on the time k). We will consequently

use the notation 7 = {f@, ..., i} for the greedy policy, where
Filxy) € argmaxp(y | zx), (4)

and Ti(zg) is uniquely defined according to our deterministic convention for
breaking ties in the maximization above. The corresponding probabilities Py (zy, T)

are given by the DP-like algorithm
Py (z,7) = p((x) | 2)Pry1(a(z),7), k=N-1,...,0, (5)

starting with
Py (:C,f) =1.

Equivalently, we can compute Py(z,7) by using a forward multiplication of
the transition probabilities along the trajectory generated by the greedy policy,
starting from z; cf. Eq. .

Greedy search algorithms are used widely in discrete optimization problems,
and their principal limitation is well-known: they choose the locally optimal next
state without considering the impact of this choice on future state selections.
The rollout approach, to be discussed next, mitigates this limitation with a
mechanism for looking into the future, and balancing the desire for a high-
probability next state with the potential undesirability of low-probability future

states.

Rollout Policy

At any given state xj, the rollout policy with one-step lookahead produces the

next state, denoted fix(x), by maximizing p(y | zx)Px+1(y, 7) over all y:
(@) € argmax p(y | ) Pera (4, ), (6)

and we will consequently use the notation ©# = {fyg,...,fin—1} for the roll-
out policy. Thus it optimizes the selection of the first state y, assuming that
the subsequent states will be chosen using the greedy policy. By comparing the
maximization @ with the one for the most likely selection policy [cf. Eq. ],
we see that it chooses the next state similarly, except that P} (y) (which is

hard to compute) is replaced by the (much more easily computable) probabil-
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Figure 3: Schematic illustration of the rollout policy with one-step lookahead. At the
current state xr, we compute the Q-factors

Q= k(xr,y) =Py | k) Pey1(y, )

by running the greedy selection policy from all possible next states y. We then select
as next state xr+1 the one with maximal Q-factor.

ity Pry1(y, 7). In particular, the latter probability is computed for every y by
running the greedy policy forward starting from y and multiplying the corre-
sponding transition probabilities along the generated state trajectory; see Fig.
This is a polynomial computation, which is roughly larger by a factor ¢ - N
over the greedy selection method (here ¢ is the number of Q-factors computed at
each time step). However, there are ways to reduce this computation, including
the use of parallel computation and other possibilities, which we will discuss in
Section 3.

The expression p(y | ©x)Prt1(y, ) that is maximized over y in Eq. (6) is
known as the Q-factor of the pair (xx,y) corresponding to the base policy T, in

the terminology of the rollout approach, and is denoted by Q= i (zk,y):

Qmk(k,y) = p(y | &) Pry1(y, ). (7)

The Q-factor terminology comes from schemes of approximation in value space,
which underlie some of the most visible successes of reinforcement learning; cf.
the books [Ber22], [Ber23]. In this context, at state 2 we choose the action y
that yields the maximal Q-factor.



Rollout Policy with /-Step Lookahead

Another rollout possibility includes rollout with ¢-step lookahead (¢ > 1), whereby
given xj, we maximize over all sequences {y1,y2,...,y¢} up to ¢ steps ahead,
the ¢-step Q-factor

Qrgot(Thsy1, - ye) =1 | )Pz | v1) - p(Ye | yo—1)Prve(ye, ),  (8)

and if {g1,92,...,7¢} is the maximizing sequence, we select §; at xj, and dis-
card the remaining states ¥o, ..., ys; see Fig. In practice the performance
of /-step lookahead rollout policies almost always improves with increasing /.
However, artificial examples have been constructed where this not so; see the
book [Ber19], Section 2.1.1. Moreover, the computational overhead of ¢-step
lookahead increases with ¢, and for £ = N, the rollout policy coincides with the

most likely selection policy.
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Figure 4: Tllustration of ¢-step lookahead rollout with £ = 2. At the current state xg,
we maximize over all pairs {y1,y2}, the {-step Q-factor

Qe (Th, y1,Y2) = (Y1 | T)p(y2 | Y1) Pote(y2, 7);

cf. Eq. ; the figure illustrates the case £ = 2. If {1, g2} is the maximizing sequence,
we select 1 and discard g».

2If £ > N —k, then £ must be reduced to N — k, to take into account end-of-horizon effects.
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Illustrative Examples

Let us illustrate the preceding selection policies with examples. Figure [5| pro-

vides a two-state example, where the starting state is 1. In this example:

(a)

(b)

The greedy policy T generates the sequence {1,1,...,1} and the corre-
sponding probability Py (1,7) is equal to p™.

The most likely selection policy 7* operates as follows: If p? < 1 — p,
ie, 0.5 < p < 0.618, it generates the sequence {1,2,1,2,...,1,2} and
the corresponding probability P (1) is (1 —p)™/? (so it is larger than the
one of the greedy policy). If p?> > 1 — p, i.e., 0.618 < p, it generates the
sequence {1,1,...,1} and the corresponding probability P} (1) is pV (the
same as the greedy policy). For p = 1/2, we have

Py (1,7) = Py (1)%

and the greedy policy is far from optimal.

The rollout policy generates the same sequence as the most likely selection
policy. In particular, at state 1 it computes the two Q-factors, correspond-
ing to the next states 1 and 2 [cf. Eq. (7))]:

Q=n(1,1)=p",  Qzn(1,2)=(1—p)p" 2

and selects the action that attains the maximum of the two. This yields

the same result as the optimal/most likely selection policy.

The preceding example is consistent with general theoretical and empirical

results regarding the rollout approach: Its performance is substantially better

than the one of its corresponding base policy, and is close to the optimal. Figure

[6] provides a three-state example, which is similar to the two-state example of

Fig. |5} and illustrates the mechanism by which two-step lookahead rollout can

work better than the one-step lookahead version. In this example:

(a)

(b)

The greedy policy 7 generates the sequence {1,1,...,1} and the corre-
sponding probability Py (1,7) is equal to p'.

The most likely selection policy m* generates the sequence {1,2,3,3,...,3}
and the corresponding probability is P} (1) = (1 — p)? (much larger than
the one of the greedy policy).

11



Figure 5: A two-state Markov chain example with transition probabilities as shown
next to the transition arcs (the transition not shown in the graph has probability 0).
We assume that zo = 1, p > 1/2, and N is even.

()

The rollout policy with one-step lookahead at the initial state 1 computes

the two Q-factors corresponding to the next states 1 and 2,
Qrn(L D) =p",  Qrn(1,2)=(1—-pp" "

It thus selects state 1 as next state, and the process is repeated. Thus it

generates the sequence {1,1,...,1}, the same as the greedy policy.

The rollout policy with two-step lookahead at the initial state 1 computes
and compares the two-step ahead Q-factors [cf. Eq. @D] We have:

Q=n(1,1,1) =p",

Q?,N(la la 2) = (1 - p)prl,
Q=n(1,2,1) = (1 —p)p" 1,
Q=n(1,2,3) = (1 -p)?,

so based on the maximizing Q-factor Q= n(1,2,3), it selects state 2.
Similarly, from state 2 it selects state 3, so the sequence generated is
{1,2,3,3,...,3}, the same sequence as the one obtained by the most likely
selection policy.

12



Figure 6: A three-state Markov chain example with transition probabilities as shown
next to the transition arcs (the transitions that are not shown in the graph have
probability 0). We assume that o = 1 and that p > 1/2.

3 Variants of the Rollout Policy

There are several variants of the rollout policy, which are described at length in
the literature; cf., the second author’s books [Ber19], [Ber20], [Ber22], [Ber23].
We list a few of these variants, which are aimed at either reducing the compu-
tational requirements or improving the performance of the rollout approach. In
Section 5 we describe these and other additional possibilities in the context of

computational experiments.

Simplified Rollout

A difficulty that arises in the application of rollout is the potentially very large
number of the Q-factors that need to be calculated at each time step at the
current state z [it is equal to the number of states y for which p(y | =) >
0]. In practice the computation of Q-factors can be restricted to a subset of
most probable next states, as per the transition probabilities p(y | «) (this is a

common expedient in the rollout approach, called simplified rollout; see [Ber20],

13



[Ber22], [Ber23], which also describe conditions under which the performance of
the simplified algorithm is not compromised by the simplification). For example,
often many of the transition probabilities p(y | ) are very close to 0, and can
be safely ignored.

Note that simplified rollout resembles somewhat the method of beam search
for exploring the Markov chain of a large language model (see [JuM23], Section
10.4). However, beam search is quite different, and has the character of pruning
the Markov chain starting with the initial state, by discarding the most unlikely
next states sequentially over multiple steps. By contrast, simplified rollout
reduces the number of calculated Q-factors of the greedy policy at the current

step, and does nothing to reduce the calculations in the subsequent steps.

Truncated Rollout

Another common way to reduce computation is to truncate the trajectories
generated from the next states y by the greedy policy, up to m steps (assuming
that k +m < N, ie., if we are more than m steps away from the end of
the horizon). In this method, called m-step truncated rollout, and discussed
extensively in the books [Berl9], [Ber20], [Ber22], and [Ber23], we maximize
over y the m-step Q-factor of the greedy policy 7:

Py | @) Prt1,m (y, 7), (9)
where
k+m
Prey1,m(y, ) = p(Yrt2.k+1(4,7) [ y) - H PWit 141y 7) [ Yikr1(y, )
i=k+2

is the m-step product of probabilities along the path generated by the greedy
policy T starting from y at time k + 1 [cf. Eq. ] By contrast, in rollout

without truncation, we maximize over y

Py | o) Pry1(y, ),

where
N—-1
Pop1(u,7) = pWrrokir 0,7 19) - [ pWir1 k1@ 7) | vikra (v, 7))
i=k+2

14



is the (IV — k — 1)-step product of probabilities along the path generated by the
greedy policy starting from y at time k + 1; cf. Egs. and @

Multiple Policy Iterations - Double Rollout - Complexity
Analysis

Still another possibility is to apply the rollout approach successively, in multiple
policy iterations, by using the rollout policy obtained at each iteration as base
policy for the next iteration. This corresponds to the fundamental DP algorithm
of policy iteration.

Performing on-line just two policy iterations amounts to using the rollout
algorithm as a base policy for another rollout algorithm. This has been called
double rollout, and it has been discussed in Section 2.3.5 of the book [Ber20] and
Section 6.5 of the book [Ber22]. Generally, one-step lookahead rollout requires
O(q - N) applications of the base policy where ¢ is the number of Q-factors
calculated at each time stepEI Thus with each new policy iteration, there is an
amplification factor O(g- N) of the computational requirements. Still, however,
the multiple iteration approach may be viable, even on-line, when combined
with some of the other time-saving computational devices described above (e.g.,
truncation and simplification to reduce ¢), in view of the relative simplicity of
the calculations involved and their suitability for parallel computation. This is
particularly so for double rollout. An example where policy iteration has been
applied successfully to the game of solitaire is discussed in the paper by Yan et
al. [YDRO4].

The preceding variants of the rollout selection policy will be formalized and
compared to the greedy and most likely selection policies, analytically in Section
4, and experimentally in Section 5. In particular, we will show analytically
that the rollout selection policy with one-step lookahead has a performance
improvement property: it generates more likely state sequences than the greedy

policy, starting from any state. In practice, the improvement is often very

3For a more accurate estimate of the complexity of the greedy, rollout, and double rollout
algorithms, note that the basic operation of the greedy operation is the maximization over
the ¢ numbers p(y | ). Thus m steps of the greedy algorithm, as in an m-step Q-factor
calculation, costs g - m comparisons. In m-step truncated rollout, we compare g greedy Q-
factors so the number of comparisons per rollout time step is ¢>m + ¢q. Over N time steps
the total is (¢>m +¢q) - N comparisons, while for the greedy algorithm starting from the initial
state xg, the corresponding number is ¢ - N. Thus there is an amplification factor of gm + 1
for the computation of simplified m-step truncated rollout over the greedy policy. Similarly
it can be estimated that there is an amplification factor of no more than gm + 1 for using
double rollout with (single) rollout as a base policy.

15



substantial, owing to the connection of the method with Newton’s method.
This has been verified in our computational experiments, and is consistent with
the extensive computational experience with rollout algorithms that has been

accumulated over 30 years.

4 Performance Improvement Properties of Roll-

out Policies

We will show by induction a performance improvement property of the rollout
algorithm with one-step lookahead, namely that for all states x € X and k, we
have

Py(z,7) < Py(x,7), (10)

i.e., the probability of the sequence generated by the rollout policy is greater or
equal to the probability of the sequence generated by the greedy policy; this is
true for any starting state x at any time k.

Indeed, for £k = N this relation holds, since we have
Py(z,7) = Py(z,7) = 1.

Assuming that
Pri1(2,7) < Peya(z, 7), for all x,

we will show that
Py(x,7) < Py(x,7), for all .

Indeed, we use the preceding relations to write

Pz, ) = p(fin(x) | ©) Py (i (x), 7) (11)
> p(fun (@) | 2) Py (fr(2), ) (12)
2 p(Ag(x) | )Py (1, (), 7) (13)
= Py(z,7) (14)

where

e The first equality follows from the definition of the probabilities corre-
sponding to the rollout policy 7.

e The first inequality follows from the induction hypothesis.

16



e The second inequality follows from the fact that the rollout choice fix(x)
maximizes the Q-factor p(y | ) Pr+1(y,T) over y.

e The second equality follows from the definition of the probabilities corre-

sponding to the greedy policy 7.

Thus the induction proof of the improvement property is complete.

Clearly, the performance improvement property continues to hold for double
rollout and for successive multiple iterations of the rollout policy, and in fact it
can be shown that after a sufficiently large number of iterations it yields the most
likely selection policy. This is a consequence of classical results, which establish
the finite convergence to an optimal policy of the policy iteration algorithm for
finite-state Markovian decision problems, see e.g., [Ber19].

Performance improvement can also be established for the ¢-step lookahead
version of the rollout policy, using an induction proof that is similar to the
one given above for the one-step lookahead case. Moreover, the books [Ber20],
[Ber22], [Ber23] describe conditions under which simplified rollout maintains the
performance improvement property. However, it is not necessarily true that the
performance of the ¢-step lookahead rollout policy improves as £ increases; see
an example in the book [Ber19], Section 2.1.1, and the computational results of
the next section. Similarly, it is not necessarily true that the m-step truncated
rollout policy performs better than the greedy policyﬂ On the other hand,
known performance deterioration examples of this type are artificial and are

apparently rare in practice.

5 Computational Comparison of Greedy, Opti-

mal, and Rollout Policies

In this section, we will present our computational studies of the proposed rollout
approaches in two contexts. We will first consider small-scale Markov chains and
N = 100 steps, where computing the optimal policy via the DP-like algorithm
discussed in Section 2 is feasible. Our goal is to demonstrate that the rollout
algorithm and its variants produce N-step sequences whose probability of oc-
currence is close to the optimal. In contrast, the ones selected by the greedy

policy are much less likely.

41t performs better than an m-step version of the greedy policy, which generates a sequence
of m + 1 states, starting from the current state and using the greedy policy.
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We will then consider the Markov chain defined by a fine-tuned GPT, mod-
ified from the open source implementation given by Karpathy in [Kar22]. Due
to the large size of state space, computing a most likely sequence from a given
initial state is intractable. We will show that our rollout approaches are effective
for this problem despite its scale, and that substantial improvements over the

greedy policy are obtained.

5.1 Small-Scale Markov Chains

We will present the results of our experiments with small-scale Markov chains.
The size of these chains is small enough so that the DP algorithm (or a Viterbi
algorithm) can be used to compute the most likely sequence starting from every
initial state. Thus, the performance differences between the rollout, greedy, and
optimal policies can be accurately assessed. We describe how the Markov chains
are generated so that they resemble those defined by a GPT, and we provide
metrics according to which the performance of rollout is evaluated.

We consider problems involving 100 states, and we demonstrate that the
performance improvement of rollout with one-step and multistep lookahead over
the greedy policy is substantial, consistent with earlier experience with rollout
algorithms and the Newton step conceptualization that underlies them. Simi-
larly, we find that truncated rollout algorithms perform nearly as well as their
untruncated counterparts, while requiring much less computation. Our exper-
iments illustrate some typical patterns in occurrence probabilities of sequences
computed via optimal, rollout, and greedy policies. We also present the perfor-
mance of untruncated and truncated double rollout with one-step and multistep
lookahead, and we note that the truncated versions remain effective. In addi-
tion, we find that the performance improvement of double rollout over (single)
rollout is substantial, even when the number of lookahead steps is small.

Let us now describe the process through which the Markov chains have been
generated. We assume that there is a fixed number g of states y such that
p(y | ) > 0, with ¢ being the same for all states x. In the context of an
n-gram, where the state space X is the set of all n-word sequences, ¢ is the
vocabulary size, while the state space size, denoted by | X]|, is the cardinality of
X; clearly both of these numbers can be enormous. We refer to the ratio ¢/|X|
(in percent) as the branching factor of the Markov chain. For each state z € X,
we generate, according to a uniform distribution, a set of ¢ distinct states y

such that p(y|x) > 0. The probabilities p(y | «) are also generated according to
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a uniform distribution.

Given a Markov chain with state space X and fixed branching factor as
described above, we consider the most likely sequence selection problem with
sequence length IV, starting from every initial state. We compute the most likely
sequence via the DP-like algorithm described in Section 2 and the sequence given
by the greedy policy. They are used to evaluate the performance of our rollout
approaches. The probability of an entire sequence is typically very small, so we
will represent it as the average of its constituent transition probabilities (i.e., a
geometric mean over N as will be described below).

In particular, given a sample set C' of Markov chains, we compute the optimal
occurrence probability of generated sequences, averaged over all chains, states,
and transitions, and denoted by (Pg)l/ N according to the average geometric

mean formula

1/N _ ZCGC ZmEX (P(ic(x))l/N
x| !

(7o)

where Py .(z) is the optimal occurrence probability with zo = 2 and Markov
chain c¢ in the sample set. Similarly, we compute the occurrence probabilities of
sequences generated by the greedy policy averaged over all chains, states, and

transitions, and denoted by (Pg)'/", according to

ZCEC erX (PO,C(Z.’%))UN
|C|-|X]

(Po)/N = (15)
Here Py .(x,7) is the transition probability of the sequence generated by the
greedy policy with ¢y = z and Markov chain indexed by ¢. For the rollout
algorithm (or variants thereof), we compute its averaged occurrence probability
(PO)I/N similar to Eq. with 7 in place of 7. Then the performance of this
rollout approach is measured by its percentage recovery of optimality loss of the

greedy policy, given by

(ﬁo)l/N _ (ﬁo)l/N
(P3N — (Po)V/N

x 100 (%). (16)

This performance measure describes accurately how the rollout performance

compares with the greedy policy and how close it comes to optimality.
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Experimental Results

In our experiments the percentage recovery has ranged roughly from 60% to
90% for one-step to five-step lookahead, untruncated and truncated rollout with
m = 10 steps up to truncation; see Fig. [7]] The performance improves as the
length of the lookahead increases, but seems remarkably unaffected by the 90%
truncation of the rollout horizon (the relative insensitivity of the performance
of truncated rollout to the number of rollout steps m has been observed in other
application contexts as well). The figure has been generated with a sample of
50 different Markov chains with |X|= 100 states, branching factor equal 5%,
and sequence length N = 100. We tested rollout with one-step and multistep
lookahead (ranging from 2 to 5 steps), and their m-step truncated counterparts
with m = 10. Their percentage recovery, evaluated according to Eq. , is
given in Fig. |Z|, where 7, denotes rollout with ¢-step lookahead, and 7;* denotes
m-step truncated rollout with ¢-step lookahead.

It can be seen that the sequences produced by rollout improve substantially
over those generated by the greedy policy. In fact, the sequences generated by
the untruncated rollout policy 7 all have larger occurrence probabilities than
those generated by the greedy policy, consistent with the analysis given in Sec-
tion 4. In addition, the performance improves, on average, as the size of the
lookahead increases. However, we have observed that this is not true for rare in-
dividual examples. We have also observed that there is only a small degradation
of performance when applying the truncated rollout compared with untruncated
rollout for all lookahead sizes considered. This is significant as truncated roll-
out greatly reduces the computation if m < N (see its complexity analysis in
Section 3).

Fig. [§illustrates the typical patterns in average probabilities computed via
the optimal, the rollout and its 2- and 3-step lookahead variants, and the greedy
policies. Given a Markov chain, we compute the probabilities (Py(x, 7r))1/ N for
each state x € X, where 7 can be 7%, 7, with £ = 1,2, 3, or 7. Each sub-figure
in Fig. [§] illustrates the results corresponding to a single representative Markov
chain. However, different probability patterns do not appear in equal propor-
tions in our numerical experiments. In particular, the pattern that appears in
Fig. [8b]is relatively rare.

Generally, the common feature shared by all the results in Fig. [§ is that
rollout and its variants result in substantial improvement over the greedy policy

across all states. Moreover, longer lookahead leads to more likely sequences for
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Figure 7: Percentage recovery of the optimality loss of the greedy policy through
the use of rollout and its variants, applied to sequence selection problems with
N = 100 for 50 randomly generated Markov chains with 100 states and 5%
branching factor. Here 7, represents rollout with ¢-step lookahead, and 7}"
represents m-step truncated rollout for m = 10 with ¢-step lookahead. It can be
seen that on average, rollout and its variants provide a substantial improvement
over the greedy policy, that the improvement increases with the size of the
lookahead, and that truncated rollout methods perform comparably to their
exact counterparts.

the great majority of initial states. However, there are some notable differences
in the patterns shown in Fig. 8| In Fig. longer lookahead (up to 3) does not
produce significant improvement over one-step lookahead. Similarly, in Fig. BD]
sequences selected by rollout with one-step lookahead are already near optimal.
A relatively rare phenomenon shown in Fig.[8D]is that the longer lookahead with
¢ = 3 deteriorates the performance of rollout for many states. Figs.[8¢ and
represent fairly common patterns, where longer lookahead results in substantial

improvement.

Double Rollout

We will now provide additional results using double rollout. This is the rollout
method discussed in Section 3, with its base policy given by a rollout method as

well. In particular, we use as the base policy the one-step lookahead untruncated
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(a) Problem where longer lookahead (up to 3) does not result in significant improve-
ment over one-step lookahead.
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(b) Problem where one-step lookahead produces highly likely sequences.

Figure 8: Typical patterns in average probabilities computed via the opti-
mal, rollout and its 2- and 3-step lookahead variants, and the greedy policies.
Given a Markov chain and for each state € X, we compute the probabilities
(Po(x,ﬂ'))l/N, where 7 can be 7*, 71, with £ = 1,2,3, and 7. Substantial im-
provements are obtained from rollout for all states.
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(d) Problem where longer lookahead leads to steady and gradual improvement.

Figure 8: Typical patterns in average probabilities computed via the opti-
mal, rollout and its 2- and 3-step lookahead variants, and the greedy policies.
Given a Markov chain and for each state z € X, we compute the probabilities
(Po(x,ﬂ'))l/N, where 7 can be 7%, 7, with £ = 1,2,3, and 7. Substantial im-
provements are obtained from rollout for all states.
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rollout policy 71, cf. Fig.[7] This double rollout method can be viewed as two
successive policy iterations, as discussed in Section 3. Note that double rollout
is applied in real-time and computes only for states that are needed, in contrast
with conventional applications of policy iteration, which operate off-line and for
all states. Note also that other rollout variants can be used as base policies,
such as truncated and/or multistep lookahead rollout.

We have tested untruncated and truncated double rollout with one-step and
multistep lookahead (ranging from 2 to 5 steps) using the same set of problems
as for Fig. The percentage recovery of double rollout and its variants over
the greedy policy are shown as green bars in Fig. [0} where 7, is double rollout
with /-step lookahead, and 7" represents m-step truncated double rollout for
m = 10 with /-step lookahead. We also include the result for rollout with one-
step lookahead, denoted by 77 and shown as a blue bar, for easy comparison. It
can be seen that the double rollout algorithm and its variants lead to significant
performance improvement, not only over the greedy policy, but also over (single)
rollout with one-step lookahead. Note that the truncated versions of double
rollout remain effective, despite large computational savings.

Let us also comment briefly on our test results for problems involving 1000
states, 1% branching factor, and sequence length N = 1000. The performance
improvement of the rollout algorithms over the greedy policy is qualitatively
similar to those shown in Figs. and [0l In the case of truncated rollout we
have used m = 10, so that at each state the method simulates only 1% of the

remaining sequence.

5.2 The Markov Chain Defined by a GPT

We will now discuss computational experimentation with our methods applied
to text generation with a GPT programmed by Karpathy [Kar22], which we
fine-tuned in a way to be described shortly. In this context, it is intractable
to compute the most likely sequence via the DP-like algorithm described in
Section 2. Moreover, the large vocabulary size can also lead to excessive com-
putation when rollout is applied. For these reasons, we used simplified rollout
with one-step lookahead, and its truncated counterpart. We have also taken
advantage of graphical processing units (GPU); the Q-factors of our rollout
schemes can be computed in parallel at each state.

In particular, a GPT with fixed weights defines an n-gram and corresponding
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Figure 9: Percentage recovery of the optimality loss of the greedy policy through
the use of double rollout and its variants, applied to sequence selection problems
with V = 100 for 50 randomly generated Markov chains with 100 states and
5% branching factor. Here 71 (in blue) represents (single) rollout with one-step
lookahead, 7¢ represents double rollout with /-step lookahead, and 7" represents
m-step truncated double rollout for m = 10 with ¢-step lookahead.

Markov chain along with its transition probabilitiesﬂ For this Markov chain,
the size of the state space is g™, where ¢ is the vocabulary size. Since both ¢
and n are large in modern language models, computing the most likely sequence
from a given initial word string is intractable, even for a small sequence length.
The GPT used in our computational studies is built upon that provided in
[Kar22], which involves 124 million weights. The initial values of the weights
are those given in [RWC19]. With this GPT, the values of n and ¢ are 1024
and 50258, respectively, and we aim to compute word sequences with length
N = 200. We fine-tuned the GPT with a dataset composed of the writings of
James A. Michener.

We generated 20 different initial states zg using GPT4 with the prompt

“Provide twenty opening sentences for James A. Michener style fiction.” The

5 After training or fine-tuning a GPT, the output probabilities of the GPT may be further
modified through tuning of some additional parameters that are internal to the GPT. For
example, to suppress the repeated content generated by the model, penalty terms that are
absent in the training phase are introduced in ChatGPT [Ope24]|. These parameters may
be introduced for various reasons. However, regardless of their practical purpose, once these
parameters are selected, the Markov chain and its transition probabilities are well-defined.
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Figure 10: Probabilities of occurrence of sequences generated by the greedy pol-
icy, and the truncated and untruncated simplified rollout policies with one-step
lookahead. At each step, the simplified rollout policy computes 10 Q-factors,
corresponding to the top ten most likely next words. The m-step truncated
rollout simulates 5% of the remaining sequence. The figure shows the results
for 20 different initial states.

GPT4 responses were padded with place-holder words to the proper length, to
form initial states. For each initial state xy, we applied both the greedy and
the simplified rollout policies for sequence selection. At each step, the simplified
rollout policy computes 10 Q-factors, corresponding to the top ten most likely
next words. The m-step truncated rollout was implemented with m = 10, so
that it simulates m/N = 5% of the remaining sequence. Fig. shows the
probabilities of occurrence of sequences generated by the greedy policy, and the
truncated and untruncated simplified rollout policies, for the 20 different initial
states. It can be seen from this figure that substantial performance improve-
ments have been obtained by the untruncated and m-step truncated simplified
rollout policies over that of the greedy policy in all of our 20 test cases, consis-
tent with the analysis of Section 4, as well as the computational results given

earlier for the small-scale Markov chains.
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6 Concluding Remarks

We have proposed new algorithms for finding highly likely sequences in Markov
chains and their applications in n-grams, transformers, and HMMs. The al-
gorithms are based on the rollout approach, which is a single policy iteration
starting from a base policy. In our case the base policy was chosen to be the
greedy policy, which is natural in the context of Markov chains. However, other
base policies may be convenient for use in specialized contexts. Similar to the
present paper, application of rollout will often lead to substantial performance
improvement over these base policies at modest computational cost.

There are also constrained variants of the problem of this paper, whereby
the generated N-state sequence must satisfy some constraints (for example some
states or cycles of states cannot be repeated). Rollout algorithms can be adapted
to this context; see the textbook literature cited earlier. Another interesting
case relates to Markov chains with a termination state. Then the problem is to
maximize the probability of occurrence among sequences that start at a given
initial state and end at the termination state. The methodology of the present
paper can also be adapted for this type of problem, but we have not done any
related experiments.

Finally let us note that in the context of transformers of the ChatGPT type,
it is not clear whether and in what situations obtaining a highly likely generated
sequence will lead to qualitative improvement of the results obtained. A relevant
issue here is that there may not exist a clear and objective measure of quality

of the transformer output. This is a subject of much current interest.
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