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Abstract

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs)
have seen remarkable advancements and have
been extensively integrated across various fields.
Despite their progress, LLMs are prone to halluci-
nations, producing responses that may not be de-
pendable if the models lack sufficient grounding
knowledge. To mitigate this issue, methods for
estimating uncertainty have been adopted, with a
focus on critical tokens as indicators of reliabil-
ity. Nevertheless, probability-based approaches
have shown limitations in assessing token-level
reliability due to the erosion of evidence strength
information acquired during training. In this pa-
per, we introduce Logits-induced Token Uncer-
tainty (LogU), a novel framework designed to
estimate token-specific uncertainty in LLMs in
real time, without the need for multiple sampling
rounds. By leveraging evidence modeling for the
implementation of LogU, we utilize the derived
uncertainty measures to steer downstream tasks.
Our experimental findings highlight the substan-
tial effectiveness and potential of LogU, marking
a significant advancement in addressing the chal-
lenge of model hallucinations.

1. Introduction
Over the past few years, Large Language Models (LLMs)
have developed rapidly and LLM-driven systems are de-
ployed across various domains. Despite their remarkable
performance, LLMs remain prone to hallucinations (Baner-
jee et al., 2024), which causes them to generate unreliable
responses when the models lack the corresponding knowl-
edge. Hallucinations critically undermine the reliability of
LLMs, particularly in professional applications such as med-
ical and legal consultations (Shah, 2024; Dahl et al., 2024).
Hallucinations have been considered as a major barrier to
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the broader deployment of LLMs (Huang et al., 2023; Liu
et al., 2024; Perković et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2024).

Uncertainty estimation has shown promise in the identi-
fication of hallucinations in LLMs (Xiao & Wang, 2021;
Huang et al., 2024b). High uncertainty often indicates the
need for caution from users, as it suggests that the model is
likely to be influenced by hallucinations (Zhang et al., 2023;
Yoffe et al., 2024). In other words, high uncertainty signals
unreliable responses. However, existing methods for uncer-
tainty estimation in LLMs have limitations in estimating the
inherent uncertainty of LLMs and lack efficiency. Includ-
ing discussions of various heuristic methods, such as self-
reflection (Ji et al., 2023), LLM uncertainty estimation can
be categorized into sampling-based and token-based meth-
ods. Sampling-based methods estimate uncertainty by mul-
tiple sampling (Liu et al., 2024), perturbations (Zhang et al.,
2024), or contrastive analysis (Huang et al., 2024a). Se-
mantic Entropy (SE) (Kuhn et al., 2024) is a representative
technique among these sampling-based methods. The core
of these methods is estimating the consistency of LLM’s
multiple guesses, and the response will be marked as unreli-
able if inconsistency is detected. However, sampling-based
methods suffer from several limitations: (1) it cannot assess
the reliability of a single response; (2) it requires multiple
sampling iterations, making it inefficient and impractical
for deployment in real-world applications; and (3) it fails
to account for the model’s inherent uncertainty, such as
consistently incorrect responses due to a lack of knowledge.

Token-based methods can estimate the uncertainty of a sin-
gle sentence without requiring multiple samplings as de-
terministic approaches (Gupta et al., 2024; Fadeeva et al.,
2024). However, due to the lack of effective token-level
uncertainty estimation, these methods often fail to achieve
satisfactory results. For example, many tokens are correct
but exhibit low probabilities (high entropy) in the model
response. Many works have pointed out that the impor-
tance of different tokens in a sentence is not uniform (Lin
et al., 2024a; Duan et al., 2024a), and the reliability of
the model response depends mainly on a few critical to-
kens (Duan et al., 2024b; Bigelow et al., 2024), so they
only focus on critical tokens when estimating reliability.
However, as shown in Fig. 1(a), although both “Barack
Hussein Obama” and “Abraham Lincoln” could be
correct answers, their maximum probability of the critical
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Could you give me one name of 
president?

User:

Next token probability distribution:

John Fitzgerald Kennedy

Barack Hussein Obama
Abraham Lincoln

George Washington

…

0.377
0.202
0.178
0.178

LLM: Sure, here is a historical American 
president: ** 

Where will the future evolution of the 
observable universe ultimately lead?

User:

LLM: The universe will eventually go to
**

Entropy: 2.03

actual is certain, estimated is uncertain
Common Sense Question

Next token probability distribution:

singularity

heat death
Heat Death

the heat death

…

0.828
0.136
0.003
0.000

Entropy: 0.68

actual is uncertain, estimated is certain
Unsolved Physics Problem

(a) Current probability-based methods fail in estimating response reliability.

Logits

Probability

logits
accumulation

softmax
The strength of evidence
accumulation is lost during
normalization

Almost never seen Often seen

Same probability distribution

(b) Comparison of logits and probability.

Figure 1. Why probability-based methods fail? Left: A pair of examples on LLaMA-2 shows that probability fails in estimating
reliability. Since LLMs know the names of many presidents, the probability after normalization is very low; whereas for the future of the
universe, since LLMs only know one hypothesis, the probability is very high. The probability-based reliability measure is counterintuitive,
as the answers on common sense questions, where LLMs have rich knowledge, are less reliable than on unsolved physics problems. This
is because probability cannot reflect whether a low probability is due to LLMs knowing multiple correct answers. These two cases are
well characterized in this paper, corresponding to the fourth and second quadrants of Fig. 2(a), respectively. Right: Normalization leads to
the loss of evidence strength information.

token (first token of their names) is only 0.377, which in-
dicates a very high uncertainty. Therefore, to obtain an
LLM uncertainty estimation that is both effective and effi-
cient, a reliable token-level uncertainty estimation method
is urgently required.

In this paper, we find that the reason why the current token
uncertainty estimation fails is that probability no longer
captures the reliability of LLM responses. Specifically,
probability can only reflect the relative strength relation-
ship between different categories from the perspective of a
discriminative model. However, generative LLMs are differ-
ent from traditional discriminative models, and there may
be more than one token that can be the suitable next-token.
Therefore, measuring the probability of a single suitable can-
didate cannot capture the reliability of the model response.
To capture the reliability of generating the next token, we
need to assess whether the model has the knowledge to
generate the next token, which can be referred to as the
model’s inherent uncertainty. In this paper, we reveal that
the strength of evidence accumulation is lost during normal-
ization, leading to the failure of probability-based reliability
estimation. Therefore, we present a new uncertainty esti-
mation framework based on logits named Logits-induced
Token Uncertainty (LogU), which achieves both effective-
ness and efficiency. Specifically, LogU introduces a more
clear token-level uncertainty estimation, decoupling uncer-
tainty into tokens relative aleatoric uncertainty (AU) and
model inherent epistemic uncertainty (EU). As illustrated in
Fig. 2(a), distinct combinations of these two types of uncer-
tainty are treated as separate cases. Compared to probability-
based uncertainty modeling, LogU can not only express
states of “I am sure” and “I do not know”, but it can also

express “Lack knowledge, but I suggest” and “I know more
than one answer”. Moreover, this framework enables the
estimation of real-time reliability of any response without
the need for sampling, ensuring high efficiency. To realize
the LogU framework, we adapt evidence modeling (Sensoy
et al., 2018) in this paper, treating logits as parameters of a
Dirichlet distribution to characterize aleatoric uncertainty
and epistemic uncertainty. Then, we validate the reliability
of the estimated uncertainty by using it to guide downstream
tasks. The main contributions of this paper can be summa-
rized as: (1) We reveal why probability-based strategies
fail and introduce a new framework to estimate the token
uncertainty of LLMs, which shows that the token uncer-
tainty is a promising way to estimate response reliability.
(2) By employing evidential learning to estimate aleatoric
uncertainty and epistemic uncertainty, we provide a viable
implementation of the LogU framework. (3) We demon-
strate two usage cases for the estimated uncertainty, thus
validating its effectiveness and showcasing the significant
potential of LogU.

2. Related Work
Sampling-based uncertainty estimation. These methods
evaluate the randomness in the LLM generation process.
Specifically, they allow LLMs to guess multiple times and
evaluate their consistency. (Cole et al., 2023) introduce rep-
etition and diversity into the measurement of consistency.
(Zhang et al., 2024) introduce a mechanism that perturbs se-
mantically equivalent questions to evaluate the consistency
of LLM responses across variants of the same question.
(Huang et al., 2024a) inject correct and incorrect labels into
the prompt during sampling, and the uncertainty level is
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AU

EU

AU EU Probability LogTokU

high high I do not know I do not know

low high I am sure Lack knowledge, but I suggest

low low I am sure I am sure

high low I do not know I know more than one answer

III

I

IV

II

IV

III

II

I

(a) Logits-induced token uncertainty (LogU).

Diabetes is a chronic medical condition characterized by

high blood sugar levels , which ~~~ 1 . Metformin : This

is a commonly prescribed medication ~~~. Metformin is

available ~~~ 2 . Chromium : Chromium is a mineral that

~~~ 3 . Cinnamon : Cinnamon has been shown to ~~~ 4 .

Alpha-lipoic acid : Alpha-lipoic acid is an antioxidant

~~~ 5 . Glucomannan : Glucomannan is a fiber supplement

that ~~~ 6 . Berberine : Berberine is a natural compound

~~~ If you have diabetes , it's important ~~~

User: What is diabetes and what non prescription drugs can diabetes patients take?

Reliable

Unreliable

AU
0

1
EU

0

1

III

I

IV

II

(b) An example dialogue on LLaMA-2-Chat.

Figure 2. Why LogU works? Left: Illustration of four different scenarios considered in LogU, where the gray bars represent the logits
for predicting the next token, the triangular patterns represent the corresponding Dirichlet distribution, and the table below compares
uncertainty estimation using probability with that using LogU. Right: A case study from a medical QA, where the markings under each
word reflect reliability estimated according to LogU, as well as the values of AU (gray) and EU (blue). I: Both AU and EU are high,
where LLaMA recommends a metal “Chromium” for diabetes patients. II: The total logits are low, but one token’s logit is larger than
the others, indicating that the LLM lacks experience and knowledge but knows what should be the next token, where the LLM repeats the
medicine “Glucomannan” that has been generated in the previous context. III: The LLM is very confident about the next token, where
it generates the fixed phrase “has been”. IV: The LLM has enough knowledge and knows more than one suitable answer. For example,
the LLM generates “[comma]”, which can be replaced by many other suitable words. The dilemma in Fig. 1 is addressed according to
quadrant II and IV.

defined based on whether the LLM’s responses remain con-
sistent across three samplings for each instance. A more
continuous measurement of uncertainty is based on sim-
ilarity. A recent method proposed by (Lin et al., 2024b)
calculates the similarity between multiple responses to in-
directly quantify the dispersion of the model outputs. The
most representative sampling-based method is Semantic En-
tropy (SE) (Kuhn et al., 2024), which improves token-level
measures by clustering sentences into equivalence classes
based on their semantic similarity and computing the en-
tropy over these classes. However, sampling-based methods
can not evaluate the model’s inherent uncertainty and are
costly. Specifically, sampling-based methods only mea-
sure the consistency of multiple guesses but fail to identify
whether the LLM lacks knowledge about the question.

Probability-based uncertainty estimation. Probability-
based uncertainty estimation methods can also be described
as deterministic methods. These methods calculate the con-
fidence (uncertainty) of the model based on the probability
distribution of the prediction (Arora et al., 2021). In addi-
tion to maximum probability, entropy is another common
measure for estimating uncertainty. (Kadavath et al., 2022)
use the probability of the complete sequence to compute
predictive entropy for assessing the sharpness of the out-
put distributions. However, not all tokens in a sentence are
equally critical (Lin et al., 2024a). Recent work by (Duan
et al., 2024a) highlights that not all tokens contribute equally

to the underlying meaning, as linguistic redundancy often
allows a few key tokens to capture the essence of longer
sentences. However, even when focusing only on key to-
kens, these probability-based methods still cannot estimate
the reliability of the answer generated by LLM. As shown
in Fig. 1(a), the key tokens do not yet provide a reliable
estimation of the risk.

3. Logits-induced Token Uncertainty
3.1. Notations

Consider that given a pre-trained LLM noted as
M and its corresponding tokenizer dictionary Y =
{τ1, τ2, · · · , τ |Y |}, and |Y | indicates the size of the
vocabulary dictionary. Specifically, the user inputs
an instruction, then the instruction is transformed into
a prompt by applying a chat template (for exam-
ple, “[INST]Could you give me one name of
president?[\INST]”. The prompt is encoded by the
corresponding tokenizer as a vector q and input into LLM
to perform the next token prediction under certain basic
sampling strategies. The model continuously generates the
next token at based on the q and tokens that have been gen-
erated at−1 = a1a2 · · · at−1 (for example, at−1 is a gener-
ated token vector can be decoded into “Sure, here is
a historical American president:**”) until
they meet the stop rule (for example, meeting [EOS]),
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which can be formulated as:

P(Y |q,at−1,M) = {p(τm|q,at−1,M)}|Y |
m=1

=

{
exp(M(τm|q,at−1))∑|Y |
j=1 exp(M(τ j |q,at−1))

}|Y |

m=1

,
(1)

where M(τm|q,at−1) indicates the predicted logit (score
before softmax layer) of τm. Then the prediction to-
ken at (for example, at can be “Barack”1, “George”
and other tokens) will be sampled for the distribution of
P(Y |q,at−1,M):

at ∼ P(Y |q,at−1,M), (2)

where at ∈ Y , and the sampling probability satisfies p(at =
τm) = p(τm|q,at−1,M) (e.g., the probability of next
token being “Barack” is 0.377 as shown in Fig. 1(a)).

3.2. Failures in Traditional Uncertainty Estimation

Traditional discriminative models typically use probability
to estimate reliability. Probability, in fact, is a normalization
of the strength of evidence for different categories. Due to
the mutually exclusive properties of the different categories,
the relative strength between different categories can accu-
rately indicate the reliability of the prediction. However,
in the case of LLMs, the situation is different. Although
LLM’s next token prediction can still be viewed as a clas-
sification task with |Y | categories, these categories are no
longer mutually exclusive. Even different tokens that are
mutually exclusive in a conversation may no longer be mu-
tually exclusive in a different context. This is why recent
LLM research suggests shifting from token-to-token train-
ing to a concept-to-concept training paradigm. There may
be more than one suitable next token, so the relative rela-
tionship between different tokens to no longer reflect the
reliability of the response. Therefore, the information of
the strength of the evidence before normalization becomes
important. During the LLM training process, the suitable
token accumulates evidence (logits increase, similar to the
discriminative model (Wei et al., 2022)), specifically, the
higher the strength of the evidence, the more similar scenar-
ios the model has encountered during training.

Consider the two situations shown in Fig. 1(b): (1) left:
LLM has encountered this question 3 times during training,
with answers a, b, and c; (2) right: LLM has encountered
this question 3,000 times during training, and the answers
can be summarized into three situations, a, b, and c.

The accumulation of evidence in these two scenarios is
significantly different, and their reliability is completely

1The names generated here may consist of more than one token;
for instance, generating “Barack” results in the next token being
“Bar”. For ease of understanding, we will directly represent the
next token as the corresponding complete word in this paper.

different. However, after logits are normalized into proba-
bilities, the strength information of the evidence is lost, so
in probability-based uncertainty estimation, these two situa-
tions are considered the same. This is because probability
loses the key information that can indicate the reliability of
the response.

3.3. LogU: Four-quadrant Framework

The reason why probability-based methods fail to identify
reliability is that probability is normalized. After logits
are normalized, only the relative strength between different
answers (should be either “Barack” or “George”) is re-
tained, while the original strength information of the logits
is discarded, which results in the loss of the ability to indi-
cate reliability (distinguish between “I do not know” and “I
know more than one answer”). To address this limitation,
we propose a Logits-induced Token Uncertainty framework
termed LogU. In addition to considering the relative relation-
ships among tokens (AU), LogU also takes into account the
strength of the model’s response (EU). With the information
of EU, “I do not know” and “I know more than one answer”
can be characterized separately. As shown in Fig. 2(a), the
four quadrants of uncertainty are described as:

Quadrant I: high AU, high EU. This quadrant indicates
that the model exhibits a low strength of evidence for all
tokens, potentially due to lack of relevant knowledge. For
example, as shown in Fig. 2(b), the model might recommend
an unfamiliar medication.

Quadrant II: low AU, high EU. In this quadrant, the
model shows a low evidence strength for most tokens but
there is a higher strength for one particular token, indicat-
ing a lack of diversity despite producing a relatively high
probability token. For example, the model repetitively sug-
gests a drug name that was recently mentioned. Failure
of probability-based methods: Probability-based methods
may regard this quadrant as highly reliable. However, it still
involves a certain degree of risk due to the lack of knowl-
edge, and the high probability only indicates the model
recommendation.

Quadrant III: low AU, low EU. Here, the model exhibits
very high strength for one specific token while maintaining
a low strength of evidence for all other tokens. This reflects
a strong certainty about a particular token, such as the fixed
phrase “has been”.

Quadrant IV: high AU, low EU. This quadrant indicates
that the model assigns a high strength of evidence to multi-
ple tokens. Although none of them achieves a high probabil-
ity, these tokens collectively demonstrate strong evidence.
For example, this situation might arise when predicting
nouns or punctuation marks that can be expressed in mul-
tiple valid ways. Failure of probability-based methods:
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Probability-based methods may interpret this quadrant as
unreliable. However, the model intends to express that there
is more than one suitable candidate for the next token.

3.4. Considering Logits as Evidence

In this subsection, we present a viable implementation of
the LogU framework, specifically by modeling AU and EU
using a Dirichlet distribution. Inspired by Evidential Deep
Learning (Sensoy et al., 2018), we treat logits as evidence
for each token and model them into a Dirichlet distribution.
A naive approach is using the logits of all non-negative val-
ues as evidence, while setting those with negative values
to no evidence by applying the ReLU activation function.
However, unlike conventional classification networks, the
number of candidates generated by an LLM (that is, tok-
enizer size) is significantly large, with a considerable propor-
tion of tokens having extremely low logits, and these tokens
should be discarded as noise (Tang et al., 2024). Therefore,
this paper focuses on the distribution of main candidates
with high logits. Specifically, we sample the top K tokens
with the largest logits to model a Dirichlet distribution:

αk = M(τk|q,at−1), α0 =

K∑
k=1

αk, (3)

where τk is the token with the k-largest prediction logit, and
α0 is the total evidence of the Dirichlet distribution (the sum
of the largest k logits).

Aleatoric (data) uncertainty. To measure the data uncer-
tainty, we evaluate the expected entropy of the data distribu-
tion. Since entropy captures the “peakiness” of the output
distribution, a lower entropy indicates that the model concen-
trates most of the probability mass on a single class, while
a higher entropy characterizes a more uniform distribution,
indicating that the model is undecided about the predic-
tion. For Dirichlet networks, this quantity has a closed-form
solution:

AU(at) = −
K∑

k=1

αk

α0
(ψ(αk + 1)− ψ(α0 + 1)) , (4)

where ψ denotes the digamma function, defined as ψ(x) =
d
dx log Γ(x).

Epistemic (model) uncertainty. We define the EU by:

EU(at) = K/

K∑
k=1

(αk + 1), (5)

and the underlying intuition is that larger αk produces a
sharper density, and thus it indicates increased confidence in
a prediction. For more information on Dirichlet distribution,
please refer to the introduction from (Ulmer et al., 2023).

4. Application I: Dynamic Decoding Strategy
4.1. LogU-guided Decoding

It is necessary to ensure that the generated response to be of
diversity, especially in diversity-driven fields such as LLM-
guided discovery researches (Peng et al., 2024). However,
higher diversity often means that the LLM’s responses are
more prone to hallucinations. For example, during the sam-
pling process, a larger temperature tends to generate more
unreliable responses from the model. Therefore, ensuring
both the diversity and precision of LLM-generated results
is a key challenge.

LogU offers a potential solution to this challenge. In this
subsection, we propose a dynamic decoding strategy that
can adjust its sampling approach according to LogU dur-
ing response generation. The dynamic decoding strategy
ensures diverse answers when the LLM has adequate knowl-
edge (i.e., low model uncertainty), while adopting a more
cautious sampling strategy when the model’s knowledge
is insufficient (i.e., high model uncertainty), thus maintain-
ing both diversity and accuracy in the generated responses.
Specifically, we hope that the sampling diversity and the
LLM’s EU about the next token denoted as EU(at) are neg-
atively correlated, which means that the higher EU, the less
chance for sampling tokens with lower scores. Taking the
temperature sampling strategy as an example, there is a
smaller temperature when the model has larger EU.

4.2. Experimental Analysis

4.2.1. SETTINGS

In this paper, we use the multi-label evaluation benchmark
SemEval (Mohammad et al., 2018), which is a multi-tag
NLP analysis task on tweet text. We evaluate models of
different sizes, including LLaMA2 (7B)2, LLaMA2 (13B),
LLaMA3 (3B), LLaMA3 (8B) and LLaMA3 (70B). As
shown in Fig. 3, after providing an answer with the first
class label, LLM dynamically decides whether to give the
second class label based on the uncertainty indicator. We
can evaluate the ability of uncertainty to guide the model in
rejecting incorrect answers (the ability to avoid hallucina-
tions in generating diverse responses).

To evaluate the effectiveness of the dynamic decoding strat-
egy, we verify whether it can enhance diversity while main-
taining accuracy. Specifically, we evaluate whether the
model can select as many correct answers as possible with
the guidance of uncertainty on the multi-label LLM bench-
mark SemEval (Mohammad et al., 2018). As shown in
Fig. 3, for all test samples in the entire data set, when gen-
erating responses, the LLM selects the class with the high-
est output probability or the two tokens with the highest

2https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/
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Table 1. Dynamic Decoding Performance Comparison. The scores indicate the best performance of the compared methods and
⇑rate% represents the improvement relative to the best of the compared methods.

Method LLaMA2(7B) LLaMA2(13B) LLaMA2(70B) LLaMA3(3B) LLaMA3(8B) LLaMA3(70B)

Greedy Search 77.48% 74.19% 69.96% 71.06% 79.10% 77.17%
Top-2 77.32% 73.70% 64.31% 79.35% 91.87% 83.09%

Probability 78.49% 74.19% 69.93% 81.10% 93.07% 83.40%
Entropy 79.32% 74.87% 69.93% 82.33% 94.75% 84.01%

LogTokU 85.87% ⇑7.6% 86.22% ⇑4.8% 76.19% ⇑6.2% 83.92% ⇑1.6% 97.55% ⇑2.8% 89.11% ⇑5.1%

Classify the following sentence into one 
of the following emotions: [classes]
The sentence is [sentence] 
The class of this sentence is? 

User:

LLM: The sentiment of the sentence is ▐

answer Top-1 answer Top-2

uncertainty
threshold

uncertainty
threshold

Figure 3. Illustration of experimental setting in Table 1.

probabilities at the critical token (class) position based on
uncertainty. The rule is similar to multiple-choice questions
in exams. For any question, the LLM can decide whether to
answer a second class. If it answers, there are two possibili-
ties: (1) the second class is correct, the LLM will get one
more point for its diversity; (2) the second class is incorrect,
which may result in losing the points earned from the first
correct answer. In other words, the LLM needs to estimate
its own confidence and balance the trade-off between the
penalty (hallucination) and award (diversity).

Compared methods. We introduce two baseline decoding
strategies and two dynamic decoding strategies based on
probability and entropy, including: • Greedy Search: the
LLM sacrifices diversity and selects only one class for all
samples with the highest probability. • Top-2: the LLM
seeks diversity and selects two classes for all samples with
the highest probability and the second highest probability. •
Probability: the LLM dynamically chooses to select either
one class or two classes for different samples, with the
maximum probability as the indicator. The LLM selects
one class when the maximum probability is low and two
classes when the maximum probability is high. • Entropy:
This is also a dynamic strategy with entropy as an indicator.
The LLM selects one class when the entropy is low and two

266

60

33

Figure 4. A close-up observation explains why LogU achieves the
best performance. All samples are sorted by reliability from high
to low. The “performance” is the accumulated score (i.e., the
number of accumulated correct responses minus the number of
accumulated incorrect responses). A trend of increasing and then
decreasing represents a good reliability indicator, where the answer
becomes more likely to be wrong as reliability decreases.

classes when the entropy is high. • LogU: This is also a
dynamic strategy, with the indicator being EU(at), as shown
in Sec. 4. The LLM selects one class when EU is high and
two classes when EU is low.

4.2.2. RESULTS ANALYSES

We show the normalized performance of different methods
in various LLM sizes (higher is better), as shown in Table 1.
We can find that using LogU achieves the best performance,
with a significant improvement in the overall score of the
model, with an improvement of more than 10% on LLaMA2-
13B.

As shown in Fig. 3, when the model chooses to generate
more than one answer, the score obtained may either in-
crease (award of correct response) or decrease (penalty of
error response), and a trustworthy response reliability indi-
cator should have the ability to identify the error responses.
Therefore, we estimate the accumulated score curve as LLM
answers more and more questions with diverse answers.
Specifically, we arrange all samples in ascending order of
estimated uncertainty of all methods, then the samples with
uncertainty lower than threshold will answer more than
one answer, which the others just answer the choice with
the highest prediction probability. Ideally, the accumulated
score change should follow a trend that first increases and
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Table 2. Response Reliability Estimation Performance Comparison. The auroc% scores indicate the performance of the relationship
between the estimated reliability and response correctness (BLEURT> 0.5) on TruthfulQA benchmark of the compared methods, O(1)
indicates the complexity in terms of response sampling (be free of multiple sampling or not), and ⇑rate% indicates the improvement
relative to the best performance of all compared methods.

Method O(1) LLaMA2(7B) LLaMA2(13B) LLaMA2(70B) LLaMA3(3B) LLaMA3(8B) LLaMA3(70B)

Probability ✓ 61.39% 68.38% 66.38% 66.71% 64.78% 61.15%
Entropy ✓ 64.30% 72.53% 69.06% 68.64% 66.50% 63.96%

LN-E (Malinin & Gales, 2021) ✗ 41.15% 44.07% 43.03% 44.60% 44.95% 47.74%
SE (Kuhn et al., 2024) ✗ 49.20% 53.71% 49.47% 57.25% 53.98% 62.91%

DSE (Kuhn et al., 2024) ✗ 49.36% 53.97% 49.76% 57.78% 54.56% 62.85%
LeS (Lin et al., 2024b) ✗ 55.92% 56.83% 57.09% 60.90% 58.85% 60.76%

Average - 48.91% 52.15% 49.84% 55.13% 53.09% 58.57%

LogU ✓ 71.78% ⇑7.5% 79.78% ⇑7.3% 71.83% ⇑2.8% 71.03% ⇑2.4% 73.63% ⇑7.1% 69.67% ⇑5.7%

then decreases, which implies that samples with lower un-
certainty are more likely to gain additional score when chal-
lenged to give more diverse responses. As the uncertainty
increases, the probability of giving the response to be er-
ror also increases. The results are shown in Fig. 4, and
it can be observed that the uncertainty indicated by LogU
consistently satisfies the expectation. However, traditional
probability-based uncertainty estimation methods show a
decrease trend when the estimated reliability is high, indi-
cating that these methods fail to estimate the risk of giving
more diverse responses. We highlight the best performance
points in terms of accumulated score for different meth-
ods, and it can be observed that our method significantly
outperforms the comparison methods.

5. Application II: Reliability Estimation
5.1. LogU-guided Response Uncertainty Estimation

Another benefit that LogU brings is the estimation of the
reliability of the response. In traditional probability-based
token uncertainty estimation, a large number of uncritical
tokens exhibit high uncertainty, making it difficult to map to-
ken uncertainty to sentence uncertainty. This issue requires
manually applying weights to different tokens to overcome
the problem caused by uncritical tokens being estimated
with high uncertainty. LogU naturally overcomes this prob-
lem. As shown in the case study in Fig. 2(b), for uncritical
tokens such as commas, the probability-based method la-
bels them as unreliable tokens due to their low predictive
probability (high entropy). In contrast, LogU accurately
classifies them into the fourth quadrant, marking them as “I
know more than one answer”. Therefore, LogU can more
easily use token uncertainty to represent the uncertainty of
sentences. Inspired by (Duan et al., 2024a), we use the
most uncertain tokens in a sentence to represent the overall
reliability of the sentence. The response reliability can be
represented as the averaged reliability on tokens with the

K-lowest reliability values:

Rresponse =
1

K

∑
t∈TK

R(at), (6)

where Rresponse indicates the reliability of the response and
R(at) represents the reliability of token at, and TK repre-
sents the set of K tokens with the lowest reliability values
(rel(at)).

Following the uncertainty combination of AU and EU in dis-
criminative models (Abdar et al., 2021), in the experiments,
we simply represent the reliability of the token as:

R(at) =
1

AU(at) · EU(at)
, (7)

which indicates that the reliability of the token is low when
both the estimated AU and EU are high. In this paper, we
simply identify the response reliability in QA task according
to the scenarios classified in Fig. 2(a): (1) high AU, high
EU: LLM lacks knowledge of the question and has no idea
of a suggested answer (unreliable); (2) low AU, high EU:
The LLM lacks knowledge of the question, but it knows
what should be an appropriate answer (reliable); (3) low AU,
low EU: LLM knows precisely what is the most appropriate
answer (reliable); (4) high AU, low EU: LLM has encoun-
tered many similar samples during training and knows more
than one suitable response (reliable).

5.2. Experimental Analysis

5.2.1. SETTINGS

To validate whether the estimated response reliability is
trustworthy, we evaluate it on the TruthfulQA benchmark
dataset (Lin et al., 2021). Following standard settings, we
consider responses with BLEURT > 0.5 as correct an-
swers, and use the estimated reliability as the score for
the responses to calculate the AUROC. A higher AUROC
indicates that responses estimated with lower reliability
are more likely to be incorrect. We compare LogU with
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probability-based strategy, entropy-based strategy and re-
cent sampling-based uncertainty estimation methods, in-
cluding: LN-Entropy (LN-E) (Malinin & Gales, 2021),
Semantic Entropy (SE) (Kuhn et al., 2024), D-Semantic
Entropy (DSE) (Kuhn et al., 2024), Lexical Similarity
(LeS) (Lin et al., 2024b). Specifically, the token relia-
bility based on probability is represented as: R(at) =
log (p(at|q,at−1,M)), and the token reliability based on
entropy is represented as: R(at) = 1

H(at)
, where H(at)

indicates the entropy of prediction distribution of at.

5.2.2. RESULTS ANALYSES

Table 2 shows the AUROC performance of different es-
timation methods in the TruthfulQA benchmark, with a
higher value indicating a more reliable response reliability
estimation. The results show that LogU achieves the best
performance in models of various sizes, suggesting that
LogU provides a better estimation of the response reliability.
Furthermore, we find that sampling methods do not perform
well on this task, and similar observations have been re-
ported in (Xiong et al., 2024). To illustrate the performance
gap between sampling-based methods and LogU, we cal-
culate the average performance of current sampling-based
methods termed “Average”. One potential reason is because
sampling-based methods cannot capture the situation in the
Quadrant IV and thus fail to measure models’ inherent un-
certainty. For more experimental results, please refer to the
appendix.

6. Theoretical Analysis
Different correct answers are competitor. For any
LLM trained with cross-entropy loss, different correct an-
swers are competitors in terms of probability 3. Con-
tinuing with the example of proposing a president, sup-
pose τa (“Barack”) is the label of a sample whose
q is “[INST]Could you give me one name of
president?[\INST]” and a generated token vec-
tor at−1 can be decoded into “Sure, here is a
historical American president:**”, the loss
of the next token at this position during supervised fine-
tuning can be written as:

Lτa

= − log
exp(M(τa|q,at−1))∑|Y |

m=1 exp(M(τm|q,at−1))
, (8)

where Lτa

is the loss on the sample with the next token
label τa. Consider cases where multiple distinct answers to
the same question appear in the training set, the situation
becomes different. For example, τ b (“George”) is the label
in another sample with the same question. When the model

3The “same question” refers to questions that are semantically
equivalent but do not need to be identical.

is simultaneously fine-tuned on both samples, the gradient
update for the model will be:

∇M(Lτa

+ Lτb

) = ∇MLτa

+∇MLτb

= −yτ
a

a

1

Ωτa

a

∇MΩτa

a − yτ
b

b

1

Ωτb

b

∇MΩτb

b︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1) maximizing the probability of annotated answer

−yτ
b

a

1

Ωτb

a

∇MΩτb

a − yτ
a

b

1

Ωτa

b

∇MΩτa

b︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2) minimizing the probability of the other annotated answer

−
|Y |∑

m ̸=a,b

yτ
m

a,b

[
1

Ωτm

a

∇MΩτm

a +
1

Ωτm

b

∇MΩτm

b

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3) minimizing the probability of incorrect answers

,

(9)

where Ωτa

a = exp(M(τa|q,at−1))∑|Y |
m=1 exp(M(τm|q,at−1))

, and yτ
m

a indicates

the next token label of a training sample with ground-truth
label τa, that is, we have yτ

a

a = 1 and yτ
b

a = 0. In par-
ticular, when M is in a certain state during training, we
have Ωτa

a = Ωτa

b , and we make distinctions to facilitate the
reader’s understanding here. As we can see, for scenarios
with multiple answers, the training objective can be divided
into three parts: (1) For each sample, increase the probabil-
ity of its own annotation in the output distribution. (2) For
each sample, decrease the probability of another sample’s
annotation in the output distribution. Note: This part leads
to the issue where probability cannot anymore capture the
reliability of LLM responses, as different correct answers
tend to reduce the probability of other correct answers, mak-
ing low probabilities cannot indicates low reliability. (3) For
both samples, decrease the probability of other outputs not
present in the annotations in the output distribution.

7. Conclusion
In this paper, we find that the main reason for the failure of
probability-based methods in estimating LLM’s uncertainty
is that the information regarding evidence strength is lost
during the normalization process, making probability cannot
accurately reflect reliability. Therefore, we propose Log-
TokU to model the evidence for generating the next token
in LLMs, a real-time token uncertainty estimation frame-
work. We use LogTokU to guide two downstream tasks
of LLMs, dynamic decoding and response reliability esti-
mation, achieving significant performance improvements.
These downstream tasks demonstrate the simplicity, effec-
tiveness, and immense potential of LogTokU.

Impact Statement
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal
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consequences of our work, none which we feel must be
specifically highlighted here.
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