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ABSTRACT

Large Language Models (LLMs) often produce hallucinations in retrieval-augmented or long-context
generation, even when relevant evidence is present. This stems from two issues: head importance is
treated as input-agnostic, and raw attention weights poorly reflect each token’s true contribution. We
present HAVE (Head-Adaptive Gating and ValuE Calibration), a parameter-free decoding framework
that directly addresses both challenges. HAVE introduces head-adaptive gating, which performs
instance-level soft reweighing of attention heads, and value calibration, which augments attention
with the magnitude of value vectors to approximate write-back contribution. Together, these modules
construct token-level evidence aligned with model updates and fuse it with the LM distribution
through a lightweight uncertainty-scaled policy. HAVE requires no finetuning and operates in a single
forward pass, making it efficient and broadly applicable. Experiments across multiple QA benchmarks
and LLM families demonstrate that HAVE consistently reduces hallucinations and outperforms strong
baselines, including DAGCD, with modest overhead. The framework is transparent, reproducible, and
readily integrates with off-the-shelf LLMs, advancing trustworthy generation in real-world settings.

Keywords Large Language Models · Hallucination · Decoding

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) are increasingly deployed in retrieval-augmented [1] and long-context scenarios where
correct answers should be directly grounded in supplied evidence. Yet hallucinations persist: even when attention
patterns highlight relevant spans, the generated output can drift away from the facts. This gap arises because attention
does not perfectly reflect how internal signals shape next-token predictions, leaving faithful decoding an open challenge.

Prior work [2] has explored leveraging attention maps to guide decoding, but two fundamental issues remain. First,
head importance is typically treated as static, despite clear variation across domains and inputs. Relying on fixed
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head weights underutilizes context-sensitive heads and amplifies noisy ones. Second, raw attention is a poor proxy for
contribution to the residual stream update that ultimately determines token probabilities. Tokens that are frequently
“read” may exert little influence, while “sink” tokens such as special or whitespace symbols can dominate. These
limitations hinder the reliability of attention-based evidence.

We propose HAVE (Head-Adaptive Gating and ValuE Calibration), a single-step, parameter-free framework for faithful
decoding. HAVE is efficient: it requires only the standard forward pass of the base model, introduces no new parameters,
and is robust to grouped-query attention and sliding-window key–value caches. Moreover, its internal signals—dynamic
head weights and calibrated token scores—are interpretable and can be visualized or ablated, providing diagnostic value
beyond performance gains.

Specifically, this work makes the following contributions:

• We introduce a new perspective on decoding-time evidence, showing that raw attention is insufficient and
proposing to calibrate it with value signals that directly approximate contribution to the residual stream.

• We develop HAVE, a parameter-free framework with two novel modules: (i) Head-Adaptive Gating, which
performs instance-level soft reweighting of attention heads, and (ii) Value Calibration, which debiases sinks
and augments attention with value norms to produce contribution-aware token evidence.

• We provide a general and efficient implementation that operates in a single forward pass and is compatible
with modern architectures (grouped-query attention, sliding-window caches), while exposing interpretable
internal signals (dynamic head weights, calibrated token scores).

Through comprehensive experiments on QA benchmarks and across LLM families, HAVE achieves consistent im-
provements over strong attention-guided baselines, establishing new state-of-the-art in several settings with modest
overhead.

By combining interpretability with effectiveness, HAVE offers a practical step toward trustworthy LLM generation in
retrieval-augmented and long-context settings.

2 Related Work

Across the entire pipeline—from user input to model output—factors such as input data, model training, and inference
strategies all play critical roles in shaping factual accuracy. To address these challenges, prior research has explored
three major categories of enhancement methods: training-based improvements, input-based strategies, and output-level
optimizations.

Training-based enhancements have emerged as a prominent area of focus in improving factual accuracy. These
approaches incorporate augmentation mechanisms during pre-training [3], fine-tuning [4], and preference alignment
[5]. By adjusting the model’s memory weights, they aim to maintain generative fluency while simultaneously ensuring
greater factual consistency.

Another line of research leverages the emergent properties of LLMs, including in-context learning, instruction following,
and chain-of-thought reasoning. Prompt engineering, in particular, has been shown to improve factual robustness. For
example, carefully designed prompts can encourage models to assess their own confidence and perform self-correction
[6]. Similarly, in-context demonstrations can provide models with updated examples, helping them maintain critical
facts while filtering out irrelevant information [7]. Such strategies effectively enable “temporary” knowledge updates
without modifying model parameters. However, their reliability in handling complex, dynamically evolving knowledge
domains or multi-step reasoning tasks still requires further validation. Complementary to these methods, the Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG) framework [1] strengthens factuality by integrating external knowledge bases through
indexing, retrieval, and generation.

Finally, output optimization strategies aim to refine factuality during or after the decoding process. One class of
methods optimizes the decoding process of LLMs, enhancing the factual consistency of their outputs without modifying
the model parameters. CAD [8] computes both a “context-aware” output distribution and a “context-free” output
distribution. By contrasting the two, it reorders the probabilities of the next token, thereby reinforcing words that “only
become more likely after reading the context.” COIECD [9] first applies an information-theoretic approach to classify
tokens into or out of a constraint set, depending on whether they conflict with parametric knowledge. It then applies
different contrastive decoding strategies to conflict and non-conflict tokens.DAGCD [2] leverages attention signals
together with uncertainty estimates to dynamically amplify the contribution of tokens that are genuinely utilized from
the context, thereby optimizing the decoding process. Another approach applies multi-stage correction or iterative
editing [10, 11], thereby compensating for factual shortcomings in the generation phase.

2



Running Title for Header

Together, these lines of research highlight the growing recognition that improving factuality in LLMs requires a
multifaceted approach, spanning training, input, and output dimensions.

3 Method

3.1 Preliminaries

At decoding step t, a frozen autoregressive language model over vocabulary V produces a distribution

Pt = ∼⋊℧≈⋗⅁↶(zt) ∈ R|V |, (1)

conditioned on a visible context sequence X = {xj}|X|
j=1 determined by the model’s key–value (KV) cache.

We denote by C ⊆ {1, . . . , |X|} the set of context indices visible to step t. For each layer ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , L} and head h,
let

• aℓ,h(j) ∈ [0, 1] be the last-row attention weight from step t to position j ∈ C, and

• Vℓ,h(j) ∈ Rd the corresponding value vector retrieved from the KV cache.

Finally, letRt ⊆ V denote the Top-R support of Pt, i.e., the set of R highest-probability vocabulary items at step t.

3.2 Framework Overview

We factor faithful decoding into two components: (i) evidence construction from internal activations, and (ii) a fusion
policy that integrates this evidence with the model distribution. Formally, at each decoding step t,

Ut = Φ
(
X, {aℓ,h}, {Vℓ,h}

)
∈ R|V |, (2)

St = Ψ
(
Pt, Ut

)
∈ R|V |. (3)

Here Φ maps attention and value activations to a vocabulary-aligned utilization distribution Ut, and Ψ combines Ut

with the LM distribution Pt under a lightweight gating policy.

Our design is guided by three principles:

(i) Single-pass: Φ and Ψ rely only on activations from the current forward step, requiring no finetuning or
additional passes.

(ii) Support preservation: outside the model’s Top-R candidatesRt, the distribution remains unchanged:

St(v) = Pt(v), v /∈ Rt. (4)

(iii) Monotonicity on support: withinRt, stronger evidence cannot reduce a candidate’s score:

Ut(v1) ≥ Ut(v2), v1, v2 ∈ Rt ⇒ St(v1) ≥ St(v2). (5)

Our instantiation: HAVE. We realize Φ through two modules: Head-Adaptive Gating dynamically reweights
attention heads at the instance level to obtain wℓ,h, and Value Calibration debiases sink tokens and augments attention
with value norms (Attn× ∥V ∥) to yield contribution-aware token evidence. The resulting distribution Ut is restricted to
Rt, and the fusion policy Ψ combines Ut with Pt via an uncertainty-scaled additive rule (Eq. 16). Fig 1 illustrates the
framework of HAVE.

3.3 Head-Adaptive Gating

The first module of HAVE adaptively reweights attention heads at the instance level. Unlike static or hard Top-K
selection, Head-Adaptive Gating (HAG) assigns dynamic yet strictly positive weights wℓ,h, so that context-sensitive
heads contribute more while all heads retain a small nonzero role for stability.

Instance-wise scoring. For each (ℓ, h) we compute a context-sensitivity score sℓ,h > 0 from the last-row attention
over the visible context C (deduplicated but before sink masking):

sℓ,h =
∑
j∈C

āℓ,h(j)ω(j), ω(j) =
1

|{k ∈ C : tok(xk) = tok(xj)}|
. (6)
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Figure 1: Overall Framework of HAVE.

Soft gating. Instance weights are obtained by a normalized softmax over the scores sℓ,h:

w̃
(inst)
ℓ,h =

exp(log(sℓ,h + ϵ))∑
ℓ′,h′ exp(log(sℓ′,h′ + ϵ))

, (7)

and combined with optional base priors w(base)
ℓ,h under a small floor η > 0:

wℓ,h ∝ max
{
w

(base)
ℓ,h · w̃(inst)

ℓ,h , η
}
,

∑
ℓ,h

wℓ,h = 1. (8)

This soft gating preserves strictly positive weights for all heads, ensuring stability across instances without resorting to
hard Top-K selection.

3.4 Value Calibration

The second module of HAVE augments attention with value information to construct a token-level evidence signal that
better approximates the write-back update at step t. While raw attention can overemphasize sink tokens or misalign
with residual contributions, Value Calibration (VC) suppresses such artifacts and produces contribution-aware evidence.

Sink correction. We first suppress sink tokens (special or whitespace) via a binary mask M(j) and renormalize:

ãℓ,h(j) =
aℓ,h(j)M(j)∑

k∈C aℓ,h(k)M(k) + ε
, j ∈ C. (9)

Value-augmented evidence. We weight attention by the magnitude of the value vector, approximating token contri-
bution to the residual update:

rℓ,h(j) = ãℓ,h(j) ∥Vℓ,h(j)∥2, (10)
followed by normalization within each head:

r̂ℓ,h(j) =
rℓ,h(j)∑

k∈C rℓ,h(k) + ε
. (11)

Refinement with lightweight estimator. To further calibrate token-level evidence, VC incorporates a lightweight
estimator [2] that consumes per-token feature vectors enriched with head-level channels and outputs a multiplicative
mask m(j) ∈ [0, 1] for each token:

m(j) = σ
(
w⊤f(j) + b

)
, U ctx

t (j) = m(j) ·
∑
ℓ,h

wℓ,h r̂ℓ,h(j). (12)

This refinement provides additional robustness without altering the single-step nature of HAVE.
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Aggregation and projection. We aggregate across heads with adaptive weights wℓ,h:

U ctx
t (j) =

∑
ℓ,h

wℓ,h r̂ℓ,h(j), (13)

then project to the vocabulary and confine support toRt:

Ut(v) =
∑
j∈C

U ctx
t (j)1[tok(xj) = v], v ∈ V, (14)

Ut(v) ←
Ut(v)1[v ∈ Rt]∑
u∈Rt

Ut(u) + ε
. (15)

Robust fallback. To avoid degenerate cases where masked mass vanishes numerically, we revert to a uniform-head
average of Attn× V , ensuring non-zero evidence for fusion (see Sec. 3.5).

3.5 Fusion Policy

The previous sections (§3.3–3.4) define the core evidence constructor Φ: HAG produces dynamic head weights wℓ,h,
and VC converts attention and values into a vocabulary-aligned utilization distribution Ut confined to the Top-R
candidates. We now specify how this utilization signal is integrated with the model distribution to form the final
decoding decision.

Given the model distribution Pt and utilization Ut, we adopt an uncertainty-scaled additive residual:

St = Pt +
(
α ·Hnorm(Pt)

)
· Ut, (16)

Hnorm(Pt) =
−
∑

v∈V Pt(v) logPt(v)

log |V |
. (17)

This design amplifies Ut when the model distribution is uncertain, while attenuating it when Pt is already sharp. Since
Ut is restricted toRt, Eq. (16) preserves support outsideRt and is monotone within it (Eqs. 4–5). If the restricted mass
degenerates numerically, the system reverts to a uniform-head Attn×V baseline to guarantee nonzero evidence.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

Baselines. We compare against four representative decoding strategies: (i) Greedy decoding (temperature 0, top-
p = 1) as a method-agnostic reference; (ii) CAD [8]; (iii) COIECD [9]; and (iv) DAGCD [2]. All baselines share the
same prompts and retrieval/context construction.

Models. We evaluate HAVE on three widely used open-source LLMs representative of contemporary chat/instruction-
tuned architectures: LLaMA2-7B-Chat [12], LLaMA2-13B-Chat, and Mistral-7B-Instruct [13]. All models are
employed as is, without finetuning, ensuring that improvements stem solely from decoding-time interventions.

Datasets. We evaluate across five benchmarks covering complementary grounding regimes: (i) HotpotQA [14]
(multi-hop reasoning over evidence chains), (ii) SearchQA [15] (long-context retrieval with noisy evidence), (iii)
SQuAD [16] (single-paragraph reading comprehension), (iv) Natural Questions (NQ) [17] at the document level, and
(v) NQ-Swap [18], a synthetic variant with simulated conflicts created by swapping or interleaving distractor passages.
This suite covers both realistic retrieval-augmented settings and controlled stress tests for hallucination robustness.

Evaluation metrics. We report standard QA metrics: Exact Match (EM) and token-level F1.

Hyperparameter settings. For all experiments, we follow the released DAGCD [2] configuration to ensure fairness.
Specifically, we adopt the same random seeds, fusion scale α, top_rank, maximum generation length, and dataset sizes
as in DAGCD.

We modify the lightweight estimator by using Attn×V features instead of the pure-attention–based variant in
DAGCD [2].
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Table 1: Performance comparison of different decoding methods across five QA datasets and three LLMs. Bold
indicates the best performance, and underlined the second best. Baseline numbers are taken from DAGCD [2], since we
follow the same hyperparameter configuration and evaluation protocol for fairness.

LLMs Decoding HotpotQA SearchQA SQuAD NQ NQ-swap
EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1

LLaMA2-7B
-Chat

Greedy 53.33 67.41 54.19 58.11 67.69 78.70 50.47 65.48 67.98 68.78
CAD (NAACL2024) 52.86 67.16 54.16 58.11 65.89 77.91 48.89 65.00 68.04 68.85
COIECD (ACL2024) 53.14 67.03 55.04 58.98 68.32 79.56 52.39 66.84 69.48 70.13
DAGCD (ACL2025) 55.31 68.61 54.25 58.13 68.49 79.76 51.69 66.92 69.50 70.30

HAVE(Ours) 55.65 68.81 53.83 57.74 69.36 80.37 52.60 67.74 70.37 71.07

LLaMA2-13B
-Chat

Greedy 55.01 69.92 67.08 71.96 68.26 79.45 53.49 69.18 60.69 61.77
CAD (NAACL2024) 54.44 69.66 67.01 71.95 66.77 78.70 52.89 68.63 60.83 61.92
COIECD (ACL2024) 56.15 70.43 67.28 71.93 68.49 80.39 53.69 69.81 62.47 63.21
DAGCD (ACL2025) 57.76 71.69 68.19 72.73 69.66 80.76 55.36 71.31 64.03 65.20

HAVE(Ours) 58.23 71.91 67.40 71.75 70.48 81.22 55.76 71.37 64.68 65.81

Mistral-7B
-Instruct

Greedy 58.70 72.18 44.42 49.63 67.28 79.37 52.29 66.93 66.90 67.83
CAD (NAACL2024) 49.30 64.81 45.42 50.96 59.97 72.92 42.63 58.49 52.04 53.75
COIECD (ACL2024) 59.74 72.59 37.09 42.66 68.45 81.03 53.54 68.72 72.81 73.81
DAGCD (ACL2025) 60.55 73.49 47.17 52.65 68.30 80.62 54.78 69.72 71.38 72.12

HAVE(Ours) 61.26 74.06 44.85 49.94 69.95 82.11 55.52 70.63 72.79 73.62

Figure 2: Performance of HAVE across context-length bins on HotpotQA and SearchQA.

4.2 Comparative Experiments

Our method (HAVE) consistently outperforms strong baselines across most datasets and models, achieving improve-
ments on 11 out of 15 model–dataset pairs. The gains are most pronounced on reasoning-intensive datasets such
as HotpotQA and document-level NQ, while performance on SearchQA remains competitive though slightly below
DAGCD.

On HotpotQA and NQ, HAVE yields the largest gains, showing that head-adaptive gating and value calibration are
particularly effective for reasoning over long and diverse contexts. SQuAD also benefits, indicating that our method
improves grounding even without retrieval noise. On NQ-Swap, HAVE demonstrates robustness under artificially
conflicting evidence: it achieves state-of-the-art results on LLaMA2 models and remains highly competitive on Mistral.

Overall, HAVE delivers consistent, model-agnostic improvements across datasets, establishing new state of the art on
HotpotQA, SQuAD, and NQ, while matching or surpassing prior approaches on the remaining benchmarks.

By-length analysis. Since input length can affect attention patterns during decoding, we further examine HAVE
under different context lengths, as shown in Fig. 2. We partition HotpotQA into four bins (0–200, 200–400, 400–600,
600–800 tokens) and report F1 within each bin. We observe a slight degradation as inputs become longer, which is
expected given the increased reasoning difficulty. Nevertheless, the decline is modest, and HAVE remains competitive
across all length ranges.
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Figure 3: The impact of α and top rank variations on HAVE performance.

4.3 Ablation Study

We conduct ablation experiments on the HotpotQA dataset to better understand the contributions of each module and
the robustness of hyperparameters in HAVE.

Effectiveness of modules. To assess the role of each component, we remove the HAG, the VC, or both modules, and
evaluate the performance of HAVE across all three LLMs. Table 2 shows that eliminating either HAG or VC consistently
leads to performance degradation, while removing both produces the largest drop. This indicates that (i) both modules
contribute positively and (ii) their effects are complementary: HAG dynamically emphasizes context-relevant heads,
whereas VC aligns token-level evidence with write-back contributions. Together, they provide the most significant
gains.

Table 2: Ablation study results of the HAVE framework.

Decoding LLaMA2-7B-Chat LLaMA2-13B-Chat Mistral-7B-Instruct
EM F1 EM F1 EM F1

HAVE 55.65 68.81 58.23 71.91 61.26 74.06
w/o HAG 55.58 68.77 57.75 71.63 61.23 74.00
w/o VC 55.28 68.61 57.79 71.49 60.19 73.37

w/o HAG+VC 54.94 68.44 57.48 71.34 60.01 73.24

Sensitivity to hyperparameters. We further examine the sensitivity of HAVE to the fusion scale α and the support
size R (Top-rank). Figure 3 presents the trends: as α increases, performance first improves and then stabilizes,
suggesting that a moderate α effectively balances model distribution Pt and evidence Ut, while too large values saturate
the effect. For R, increasing the support initially improves results by incorporating more candidate tokens, but overly
large R dilutes evidence and causes slight degradation. These results demonstrate that HAVE is robust to a wide range
of hyperparameters and easy to tune in practice.

5 Conclusion

We introduced HAVE, a single-step, parameter-free decoding framework that mitigates hallucination by combining
Head-Adaptive Gating and Value Calibration. HAG adaptively reweighs attention heads at the instance level, ensuring
that context-relevant heads receive greater emphasis without discarding others. VC transforms raw attention into
value-augmented token evidence, debiasing sink tokens and better aligning with the model’s write-back contributions.
Together, these modules construct faithful utilization signals that are fused with the model distribution via an uncertainty-
scaled residual, yielding consistent improvements across datasets and model families.

Extensive experiments on five QA datasets demonstrate that HAVE achieves new state-of-the-art performance on
multiple benchmarks, with gains that are stable across three open LLMs. Ablation studies further confirm that both
HAG and VC are indispensable and complementary, while sensitivity analyses show robustness to key hyperparameters.

Beyond empirical gains, HAVE offers practical advantages: it requires no finetuning, introduces only lightweight
tensor operations, and is fully compatible with modern attention implementations such as grouped-query attention and
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sliding-window KV caches. These properties make HAVE readily deployable in real-world retrieval-augmented and
long-context generation systems.

Future work. An exciting direction is extending HAVE to interactive or multi-turn dialogue [19], where context
relevance shifts dynamically across turns. Another avenue is exploring its synergy with retrieval selection or confidence
calibration methods. We hope HAVE will serve as a transparent, reproducible, and adaptable step toward more
trustworthy LLMs.

Ethical Considerations

Our work focuses on mitigating hallucinations in LLMs, aiming to improve factuality and reliability. While this can
enhance trustworthiness and reduce the spread of misinformation, it does not fully eliminate hallucinations or biases
inherited from pretraining data. Downstream users should therefore avoid deploying the method in high-stakes domains
(e.g., medical, legal, or safety-critical decision making) without rigorous human oversight. Moreover, as our approach
operates at decoding time without altering pretraining corpora, it does not directly address representational biases,
fairness, or privacy risks present in LLMs.
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