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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have emerged as powerful tools in artificial
intelligence, especially in complex decision-making scenarios, but their static
problem-solving strategies often limit their adaptability to dynamic environments.
We explore the enhancement of reasoning capabilities in LLMs through Tem-
perature Tree (T2) prompting via Particle Swarm Optimization, termed as T2 of
Thoughts (T2oT). The primary focus is on enhancing decision-making processes
by dynamically adjusting search parameters, especially temperature, to improve
accuracy without increasing computational demands. We empirically validate
that our hybrid T2oT approach yields enhancements in, single-solution accuracy,
multi-solution generation and text generation quality. Our findings suggest that
while dynamic search depth adjustments based on temperature can yield mixed
results, a fixed search depth, when coupled with T2oT’s adaptive capabilities, pro-
vides a more reliable and versatile problem-solving strategy. This work highlights
the potential for future explorations in optimizing algorithmic interactions with
foundational language models, particularly illustrated by our development for the
Game of 24 and Creative Writing tasks.

1 Introduction

Large Language models (LLMs) are increasingly employed across a broad spectrum of Natural
Language Processing (NLP) tasks, including machine translation [1], summarization [2], and question
answering [3]. Recent years a number of language modes such as GPT [4, 5, 6, 7], LLaMa [8, 9] are
developed in a rapid speed. However, they are typically constrained to sequential, token-by-token
processing during reasoning. These methods, while efficient, may be insufficient in scenarios that
require forward-thinking or strategic planning, where early decisions significantly impact results.

Traditional approaches to enhancing these models, such as, Input-output (IO), Chain of Thought
(CoT) [10], have made strides by enabling models to follow a logical sequence of reasoning steps.
However, this method often lacks the flexibility to explore multiple reasoning pathways concurrently
or revisit prior decisions to optimize outcomes. To address these limitations, a new processing
framework for language models, termed Tree of Thoughts (ToT) [11], has been developed. Building
on the well-regarded CoT, ToT enables language models to explore multiple reasoning pathways and
evaluate various options to decide the next steps. This methodology not only anticipates future actions
but also allows revisiting prior decisions to optimize overall outcomes, significantly enhancing the
problem-solving capabilities of language models in complex tasks [12, 13], such as Game of 24,
Creative Writing and Mini Crosswords.
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Figure 1: Our T2oT compared with IO, CoT and ToT. Rectangles of different colors represent
thoughts with different evaluations. Arrows of different colors represent different temperatures in the
reasoning process.

However, in these prompting methods, a significant parameter, temperature is often set as fixed
[14, 15], which may introduce a number of limitations. To control the model generation, temperature
sampling [16] is used to control the decoding process and influence the model performance by
adjusting the probability distribution of the next token to be generated. To achieve a balance between
generation quality and diversity, temperature sampling should be used properly [17]. In LLMs, the
temperature primarily controls the randomness of text generation. A lower temperature value makes
the model more likely to choose the conservative paths, leading to more deterministic and consistent
outputs. Conversely, a higher temperature value increases the likelihood of selecting aggressive paths,
resulting in more diverse and unpredictable text. As a result, fixed temperature restricts the flexibility
to modulate the randomness and diversity of the responses based on different tasks. It has been
demonstrated that using a fixed temperature is not the optimal choice in many cases, regardless of the
type of language tasks being executed by the model [18].

As a result, a reasonable dynamic temperature adjustment strategy could be developed for problem-
solving in LLMs. Some strategies of dynamic temperature sampling have been developed to improve
the performance of LLMs [18, 19, 20]. However, the strategies proposed by these works have some
limitations, lack comprehensive analysis and are not connected with prompting methods in LLMs.
Our research proposes T2 of Thoughts (T2oT), a novel prompting method that addresses existing
limitations by merging the structured exploration capabilities of Tree of Thoughts (ToT) with the
dynamic adaptability of temperature adjustment. This integration enables more deliberate and refined
reasoning processes.

Figure 1 illustrates the architecture of our T2oT compared with other prompting methods. Inspired
from Particle swarm optimization (PSO) [21], T2oT can derive multiple trees. For each tree, it
adjusts the temperature of the next reasoning step based on its own and other trees’ evaluations of
the previous reasoning steps.This method allows combining the own and the group’s cognition of
reasoning.

The temperature adjustment based on the best evaluations from multiple trees allows T2oT to correct
insufficient reasoning directions, thereby significantly improving the overall quality of the reasoning
process. The randomness introduced by the dynamic adjustment mechanism enhances the robustness
of the method. Furthermore, T2oT can better adapt to dynamically changing environments or
problems, as the information from all trees is updated in real time.

Our contribution can be included for two points:

• Dynamic Temperature Adjustment: We introduce T2oT to dynamically adjust the tempera-
ture parameter during inference. This adjustment improves both the accuracy and diversity
of solutions generated by GPT-4 [7].

• Empirical Validation: We empirically validate our T2oT by comparing it against ToT on
GPT-4. Our results show significant enhancements in both single-solution accuracy and
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multi-solution generation in Game of 24 and improvement of coherency scores in Creative
Writing.

1.1 Related Work

Prompting and Reasoning for LLMs. Machine learning for prompting involves using various
techniques to improve the ability of language modes to interpret and generate text based on given
prompts. In recent years, research in this area has primarily focused on improving the efficiency and
effectiveness of language models in understanding and responding to prompts. Various prompt engi-
neering strategies are discussed and highlighted their importance in fine-tuning model behavior[22].
A prompt-based fine-tuning and automatic prompting generation method are introduced to conduct
few-shot fine-tuning of language models [23]. In the research and application of LLMs, different
prompting methods are developed and used to optimize the model’s reasoning and generation capa-
bilities. Input-Output (IO) prompting is the most basic method, where a specific input is provided,
and the LLM generates the corresponding output. CoT breaks down complex reasoning tasks into a
series of intermediate steps, allowing the model to reason step-by-step, building each step upon the
previous one. ToT structures the reasoning process as a tree, where each node represents a potential
solution path, allowing for making decisions of the next step by multiple paths and self-evaluation.
Graph of Thoughts (GoT) [24] models the reasoning of a LLM as an arbitrary graph, where units of
information are considered as vertices, and dependencies between these vertices are considered as
edges. This method allows for the integration of various LLMs thoughts to create synergistic results,
to extract key insights from comprehensive thought networks, or to enhance thoughts through iterative
feedback. Hypergraph of Thought (HoT) [25] is applied in multimodal reasoning. This method
uses triple as the primary thought to model higher-order relationships, thus generate a hyperedge of
thought by multi-hop walking to achieve multi-hop inference.

Heuristic Optimization. Artificial intelligence is closely related to heuristic algorithms, which
often solve optimization and search problems by simulating the behavior of nature and living
organisms. Evolutionary algorithms [26, 27, 28, 29] are a type of optimization algorithm that imitates
biological evolution mechanisms, whose core idea is to continuously evolve better solutions through
an iterative process among the population of candidate solutions. The idea of evolutionary algorithms
is used to optimize discrete prompt to have a better performance of LLMs [30]. Particle swarm
optimization (PSO)[21] is a method for optimization of continuous nonlinear functions. PSO operates
on a population of potential solutions, called particles, which move through the solution space to find
the optimal solution. Each particle represents a candidate solution and adjusts its position based on
its own experience and the experience of neighboring particles. The particles track their own best
positions (personal best) and the overall best position (global best) found by any particle in the swarm.
The movement of the particles is influenced by their own past performance and the performance
of their neighbors, guiding them towards better solutions over time. PSO has demonstrated strong
performance in various application. For instance, in neural network training, PSO has been shown to
be as effective as the traditional error back-propagation method in optimizing network weights [31].

2 Methodology

2.1 Problem Formulation

Considering an LLM tasked with generating solutions in a dynamic environment, the reasoning
approaches generate multiple ideas or hypotheses from the initial input, forming a treelike structure.
Each node represents a thought process, and the branches represent the exploration of subsequent
thoughts. However, in ToT, the temperature parameter, which controls the randomness of text
generation, remains fixed. This static nature restricts the flexibility needed to adapt to varying
contexts or needs.

To address this, we propose T2oT for problem solving. The primary objective is to dynamically
adjust the temperature parameter, thereby modulating the randomness and diversity of the responses
based on the reasoning state. This dynamic adjustment is governed by PSO, which leverages personal
best and global best values to fine-tune the temperature. Practically, T2oT can derive multiple trees.
For each tree, it adjusts the temperature at each step of the reasoning process based on its own best

3



evaluation value (personal best) and the best evaluation value among all the trees (global best). The
problem can be formally defined as follows:

• Objective: Enhance the problem-solving capabilities of LLMs by dynamically adjusting
the temperature parameter using T2oT.

• Constraints: Maintain computational efficiency equivalent to ToT when limiting the number
of number of trees to one.

The temperature adjustment can be expressed as:

Ti[n] = w0 · Ti[n− 1] + α1 · (pbi[n− 1]− xi[n]) + α2 · (gb[n− 1]− xi[n]) (1)

where:

• n is the n-th reasoning step.

• T is the temperature.

• i is the index of the current tree

• pb is the personal best value.

• gb is the global best value.

• x is the evaluation value.

• w0 is the inertial weight.

• α1 and α2 are the acceleration coefficients for personal and global bests, respectively.

The inertial weight governs the degree to which the current temperature is influenced by the previous
temperature, thereby affecting the exploration-exploitation balance in the reasoning process. The
acceleration coefficient for the personal best dictates the extent to which the temperature is adjusted
towards the local optimal solution identified by the individual tree. This parameter enhances the
algorithm’s ability to utilize its accumulated knowledge. Conversely, the acceleration coefficient for
the global best determines the extent to which the temperature is adjusted towards the global optimal
solution identified across all trees, thereby emphasizing the collective learning from the group’s
experience.

The adjusted temperature Tn is subsequently constrained within a predefined range to ensure stability
and to prevent excessive randomness or determinism, which could undermine the effectiveness of the
reasoning process.

T2 of Thoughts. As illustrated in Algorithm 1, we present the T2oT framework, where the tempera-
ture scale is dynamically adjusted. Throughout the reasoning process, the temperature undergoes
continuous iteration in each tree.

Algorithm 1 T2oT Temperature Adjustment in a Tree
1: Input: Current reasoning step n, temperature in previous reasoning step T [n], x[n], pb[n− 1],

gb[n − 1], maximum temperature limit Tmax, minimum temperature limit Tmin, maximum
reasoning step N .

2: Output: Adjusted temperature in n-th reasoning step in a particular tree.
3: for n in range(0, N) do
4: T [n]← w0 · T [n− 1] + α1 · (pbi[n− 1]− x[n]) + α2 · (gb[n− 1]− x[n])
5: if Tn > Tmax then
6: Tn ← Tmax

7: else if Tn < Tmin then
8: Tn ← Tmin

9: end if
10: end for
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2.2 Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we have meticulously delineated the mathematical underpinnings of the T2oT al-
gorithm, providing an analysis of its expectations, convergence, error bounds, and stability. This
rigorous examination not only underscores the robustness and reliability of T2oT, but also paves the
way for further exploration and optimization in large language model applications. More details refer
to SupplementA.1.

Expectation and Variance in T2 To derive the expectations of the personal best (pb) and global
best (gb).

The personal best for a particle n at iteration t+ 1 is updated as:

pbn[t+ 1] =

{
xn[t+ 1], if f(xn[t+ 1]) < f(pbn[t])

pbn[t], otherwise
(2)

The expected value of the personal best can be written as:

E[pbn[t+ 1]] = E[min(pbn[t], xn[t+ 1])] (3)

Using the law of total expectation, we have:

E[pbn[t+ 1]] = E[pbn[t]] · Pr(xn[t+ 1] ≥ pbn[t]) + E[xn[t+ 1]] · Pr(xn[t+ 1] < pbn[t]) (4)

Assuming a uniform distribution for the positions, the probabilities can be simplified. Let U be the
uniform distribution over the search space:

Pr(xn[t+ 1] < pbn[t]) = F (pbn[t]) (5)

where F is the cumulative distribution function of the uniform distribution.

The expected value of xn(t+ 1) is:

E[xn[t+ 1]] =
a+ b

2
(mean of uniform distribution over [a, b]) (6)

Thus, the expected value of the personal best becomes:

E[pbn[t+ 1]] = E[pbn[t]] · (1− F (pbn[t])) +
a+ b

2
· F (pbn[t]) (7)

Expectation of Global Best (gb): The global best at iteration t+ 1 is updated as:

gb[t+ 1] = min(gb[t],min
n

f(xn[t+ 1])) (8)

Convergence Analysis: Assuming that the algorithm converges to a stable temperature T ∗, then we
can get:

T ∗ =
α1 · (pb∗ − x∗) + α2 · (gb∗ − x∗)

1− w0
(9)

Error Bounds: Let en(t) denote the error in temperature adjustment for particle n at iteration t. The
error can be defined as:

en[t] = Tn[t]− T ∗ (10)
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Emax =
α1 ·max |pbn[t]− xn|+ α2 ·max |gb[t]− xn|

1− w0
(11)

This error bound provides an upper limit on the deviation of the temperature from the optimal value
T ∗, α1, α2, and wo are hyperparameters. For more details refer to A.1.2.
Assumption 1. The T2oT algorithm is applied to a dataset of reasoning steps (xi, ti), where xi

represents the input at step i, and ti is the corresponding temperature. The pairs (xi, ti) are drawn
i.i.d. from an unknown distribution D.
Assumption 2. The temperature adjustment loss Ltemp is L-Lipschitz continuous with respect to the
temperature T .

Stability and Robustness: The stability of the T2oT algorithm is ensured if the inertial weight w0,
and the acceleration coefficients α1 and α2 are chosen such that w0 < 1.

3 Experiments

3.1 Game of 24

3.1.1 Experimental Setup

Task. To evaluate our method, we employed the same task as used in ToT: Game of 24 in GPT-
4. This game involves using arithmetic operations to manipulate four numbers to arrive at the
number 24, a common benchmark in studies of computational problem solving and algorithmic
efficiency. This specific task selection helps in directly comparing the performance and efficacy of
T2oT against established results in ToT, providing a clear metric for improvement or competitiveness
in problem-solving scenarios. To evaluate the enhancements of T2oT, we conducted two distinct types
of experiments. The first experiment is designed to evaluate the performance of our method across 50
games on each method, comparing the accuracy of T2oT against ToT. The second experiment focused
specifically on T2oT’s capability to explore multiple solutions. We selected a specific instance of a
game "7, 5, 2, 6" which have multiple solutions and run both methods on this instance 10 times each
and track the frequency of distinct solutions produced by each run.

Dataset. In order to set up a reliable experiment plan for T2oT, to test its performance when applied
into a large language model, a newly generated dataset is necessary. To align with our experiments,
the dataset for this task was algorithmically generated. Each instance of the Game of 24 consists of
four numbers. For more details refer to A.2.2.

Baseline and Framework Setup. For our experiments, we use ToT as the baseline and the same
setup in our T2oT. T2oT breaks down the thought process into three steps. We set the depth of search
to 3. Utilizing a breadth-first search (BFS) methodology within the framework, we consistently select
and advance the top five most promising solutions at every stage of the decision-making process.
As shown in Figure 2, this selection is evaluated by the language model prompt, which classifies
each potential solution into categories: "sure", "maybe" or "impossible" based on the likelihood of
reaching the total of 24. The primary objective remains to progress viable partial solutions that can be
substantiated with a limited number of predictive steps, eliminate those solutions that are evidently
unfeasible through practical judgments such as being "too large" or "too small," and continue to
explore those deemed as "maybe". We perform value sampling three times for each conceptual step
in the thought process.

Parameter Setup. In this experiment, the inertial weight was set to 1, as each temperature update
is based on the previous temperature, making it reasonable to set the inertial weight to 1. The
acceleration coefficients for personal best and global best were both set to 0.1 for two reasons. First,
this normalization is based on the magnitude of the temperature values and the evaluation scores for
each node. Second, we assume that the influence of each individual step of reasoning and the overall
influence of the group are equal. The number of trees in T2oT is another hyperparameter that can be
adjusted. Increasing this parameter is equivalent to performing multiple ToT reasoning for the same
input in terms of computational efficiency. In the experiments, we set the number of trees to one to
control that the computational efficiency of T2oT is the same as ToT.
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Figure 2: T2oT in a Game of 24. The LM is prompted for thought generation and evaluation. The
temperature changes in each step of reasoning.

3.1.2 Results

Table 1: Game of 24 Success Rates

Method Success

TOT 72%
T2oT (ours) 80%

Table 2: Game of 24 Multiple Solutions Results

Method Solution Types Solution Frequency

ToT 2 (0.9, 0.1)
T2oT (ours) 3 (0.5, 0.3, 0.2)

As shown in Table 1, the success rate for T2oT is 80%, which is higher than ToT at 72%. This
indicates an improvement of 8% increase in success. T2oT appears to provide a more effective search
strategy than ToT. The increased accuracy suggests that T2oT may be better at navigating the problem
space or more efficient at finding solutions that meet the goal. This could be due to better exploration
of the search space or more effective pruning of less promising paths.

The result of the second experiment is shown in Table 2. ToT is able to generate two distinct solution
types for the given game, with the primary solution type occurring with a high frequency of 0.9 and a
secondary, less frequent type at 0.1. In contrast, T2oT demonstrates a superior ability to diversify its
approach, producing three different types of solutions with a more balanced distribution of frequencies
at 0.5, 0.3, and 0.2, respectively. This indicates that T2oT not only increases the number of potential
solutions explored but also promotes a more equitable exploration across these solutions, preventing
over-concentration on a dominant solution path. More details about this experiment can refer to
A.2.3.

3.2 Creative Writing

3.2.1 Experimental Setup

Task. To evaluate our algorithm, we employed the same Creative Writing task as used in ToT [11]
on GPT-4. In this task, 4 random sentences are given as input. The goal is to produce a coherent
passage divided into 4 paragraphs, with each paragraph concluding with one of the given sentences.
This open-ended task encourages creative thinking and complex planning. We use 50 sentence inputs,
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which are sampled randomly from randomwordgenerator.com, with no predefined correct passage for
each set of constraints.

Figure 3: T2oT in Creative Writing. After generating five plans by prompting, dynamically adjust the
temperature for producing passages based on the highest score. Full passage can be seen in A.2.5

.

Baseline and Framework Setup. For our experiments, we also utilize ToT as the baseline, employ-
ing a comparable setup in our T2oT. As shown in Figure 3, T2oT breaks down the thought process
into two steps (depth=2): Firstly, the language model generates 5 different plans, then conducts 5
rounds of voting to determine the best plan. Secondly, the majority choice is used to write the output
passage, following the same generate-and-vote procedure. As we find that GPT can follow the input
constraints most of the time, and since the original evaluation method can lead to inflated scores in
the first step of plan assessment, and the 10-point scale results in many similar scores, making it
difficult to distinguish among plans, we use a GPT zero-shot prompt to provide a 1-100 scalar score:
"Analyze the following passage in detail. Consider the clarity, structure, argument coherence, and
style of the writing. (......) Conclude with: ’Thus, the coherency score is s’, where s is an integer from
0 to 100, aiming for a normal distribution of scores with an average of 50." (see full prompt inA.2.4).
This evaluation method aims for a normal distribution of scores with an average score of 50.

Parameter Setup. In this experiment, the inertial weight is also set to 1, as each temperature
update is based on the previous temperature, making it reasonable to set the inertial weight to 1. The
initial temperature for all experiments is set to 0.7, as this is considered a balanced temperature. The
acceleration coefficients for personal best and global best were both set to -0.005. we still set the
number of trees to one to ensure that the computational efficiency of T2oT are the same as ToT.

3.2.2 Results

Figure 4(a) presents the average GPT-4 coherency scores across various experimental setups, illus-
trating that T2oT, with an average score of 71.4, produces more coherent passages compared to IO
(62.28), CoT (64.8) and ToT (67.5). The T2oT appears to provide a more effective search strategy and
offer a good dynamic balance: lowering the temperature to achieve higher textual consistency when
plan consistency is low, and raising the temperature to enhance creativity when plan consistency is
high. Figure 4(b) confirms the trend by showing that humans prefer ToT over T²oT in 9 out of 50
passage pairs, while preferring T²oT over ToT in 20 pairs, with the remaining 21 pairs judged as
similarly coherent.
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Figure 4: Creative Writing results.

4 Discussion

Multiple Trees in T2oT. T2oT supports setting the number of trees. Setting multiple trees is
equivalent to performing multiple ToT reasoning for the same input in terms of computational
efficiency. In our experiments, to control the computational efficiency of T2oT is the same as ToT,
this parameter is set to one. When there are multiple trees in T2oT, the method is not only based on
the historical experience of a single tree, but also learns from the successful experience of the group,
thereby adapting to the solution of complex problems more flexibly and accurately. Since each tree
is constantly updating and adjusting its own reasoning path, the reasoning capabilities of the entire
system will increase. The global best results in the group can help other trees correct deviated or
insufficiently optimized inference directions, improving the quality of the solution as a whole.

Limitations While our method can dynamically adjust the temperature and demonstrate significant
efficiency improvements, our algorithm is not a gradient-based and learnable algorithm. In our task,
the inertial weight, acceleration coefficient for personal best, and acceleration coefficient for global
best in the T2oT are all fixed values. This means they may need manual adjustment depending on
the specific task. Therefore, integrating neural networks with the reasoning process can allow for
learning these parameter selections based on performance outcomes.

Future Directions Future research could enhance the T2oT framework by incorporating adaptive
learning mechanisms for parameter optimization. Integrating neural networks into the reasoning
process could enable the automatic adjustment of inertial weight and acceleration coefficients based
on real-time performance feedback, transforming T2oT into a more flexible and learnable algorithm,
thereby reducing the need for manual parameter tuning. Additionally, exploring the application of
T2oT in other complex problem-solving domains, such as natural language processing tasks and
multi-modal reasoning, such as HoT [32], could further validate its efficacy and versatility. Research
could also investigate the scalability of T2oT with larger datasets and more extensive computational
resources, aiming to understand its potential in large-scale AI systems. Moreover, integrating
reinforcement learning techniques to dynamically adjust the temperature parameter in response to
changing task complexities could lead to more robust and adaptive AI solutions, advancing the state
of the art in adaptive reasoning algorithms.

5 Conclusion.

In this paper, we presents T2oT, a novel prompting method that dynamically adjusts the temperature
parameter during inference in large language models, significantly enhancing both accuracy and
diversity of solutions generated by GPT-4. Through comprehensive empirical validation, T2oT
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demonstrates superior performance over the static temperature method ToT, achieving higher single-
solution accuracy and improved multi-solution generation in tasks such as the Game of 24, as well
as better coherency in Creative Writing. This integration of heuristic algorithms with artificial
intelligence exemplifies a promising approach for developing more adaptive and efficient language
model prompting techniques.
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A Appendix

A.1 Explanation for T2oT

Expected Value of Global Best

The global best at iteration t+ 1 is updated as:

gb[t+ 1] = min(gb[t],min
n

f(xn[t+ 1])) (12)

The expected value of the global best can be written as:

E[gb[t+ 1]] = E[min(gb[t],min
n

xn[t+ 1])] (13)

Using the law of total expectation, we have:

E[gb[t+1]] = E[gb[t]]·Pr(min
n

xn[t+1] ≥ gb[t])+E[min
n

xn[t+1]]·Pr(min
n

xn[t+1] < gb[t]) (14)

For the global best:

Pr(min
n

xn[t+ 1] < gb[t]) = 1− (1− F (gb[t]))N (15)

where N is the number of trees.

Putting these together:

E[gb[t+ 1]] = E[gb[t]] ·
(
1− (1− F (gb[t]))N

)
+ E[min

n
xn[t+ 1]] · (1− F (gb[t])N ) (16)

A.1.1 Convergence Analysis

The convergence of the T2 algorithm can be analyzed by examining the behavior of the particles as
t→∞. Assuming that the algorithm converges to a stable temperature T ∗, then we can get:

T ∗ = w0 · T ∗ + α1 · (pb∗ − x∗) + α2 · (gb∗ − x∗) (17)

Solving for T ∗ gives:

T ∗ =
α1 · (pb∗ − x∗) + α2 · (gb∗ − x∗)

1− w0
(18)

This equation indicates the conditions under which the temperature converges to a stable value.

A.1.2 Error Bounds

To ensure the reliability of the T2 algorithm, it is crucial to establish error bounds for the temperature
adjustments. Let en(t) denote the error in temperature adjustment for tree n at iteration t. The error
can be defined as:

en[t] = Tn[t]− T ∗ (19)

The error bounds can then be derived by analyzing the propagation of errors over iterations:

|en[t+ 1]| ≤ w0 · |en[t]|+ α1 · |pbn − xn − T ∗|+ α2 · |gb− xn − T ∗| (20)

Given that |pbn − xn| and |gb− xn| are bounded, we can define a maximum error bound Emax:
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Emax =
α1 ·max |pbn[t]− xn|+ α2 ·max |gb[t]− xn|

1− w0
(21)

This error bound provides an upper limit on the deviation of the temperature from the optimal value
T ∗.

A.1.3 Stability and Robustness

The stability of the T2 algorithm is ensured if the inertial weight w0, and the acceleration coefficients
α1 and α2 are chosen such that w0 < 1. This ensures that the error diminishes over iterations, leading
to convergence.

Robustness can be analyzed by introducing perturbations or noise into the temperature adjustments
and studying their impact on the convergence properties. Let η(t) represent a noise term:

Tn[t+ 1] = w0 · Tn[t] + α1 · (pbn[t]− xn) + α2 · (gb[t]− xn) + η[t] (22)

To ensure robustness, the magnitude of η(t) should be controlled such that it does not disrupt the
convergence process.

A.2 Experiments

A.2.1 One-Tree T2oT

Figure 5: The reasoning process of T2oT when the number of trees is set to one.

Figure 5 illustrates the reasoning process of T2oT when the number of trees is limited to one, showing
how the initial temperature adjusts dynamically through multiple steps based on the quality of
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thoughts—categorized as good, average, and bad—to produce the final output. Specifically, in each
reasoning step, the adjusted temperature is iterated according to algorithm 1.

A.2.2 Dataset Generation of Game of 24

Algorithm 2 Generating Game of 24
Require: A set of four numbers: game_set, final result is 24

1: for every first and second elements in the input array, apply +, -, ×, and ÷ to the first two
elements and calculate the remaining.

2: for the remaining and the other elements in the array, merge them to build a new array: new_set
3: if remaining ̸= 24 then
4: execute the Algorithm of generating Game of 24 based on the new_set
5: else if remaining = 24 then
6: return the original game_set
7: end if

Algorithm 2 is used to generate our dataset for the experiment in Game of 24.

A.2.3 Details about Multiple Solution of Game of 24

Table 3: Details of Game of 24 Multiple Solutions

Method Solution Types Frequency

ToT (7 - 5) * 2 * 6 = 24 0.9
ToT 5 + 7 + ( 2 * 6 ) = 24 0.1
ToT (7 - 5 + 2) * 6 = 24 0
T2oT (ours) (7 - 5) * 2 * 6 = 24 0.3
T2oT (ours) 5 + 7 + ( 2 * 6 ) = 24 0.5
T2oT (ours) (7 - 5 + 2) * 6 = 24 0.2

Table 3 contains the specific solutions of the game "7, 5, 2, 6" and their frequency in our multiple
solution experiments.

A.2.4 Prompt Used for Creative Writing Scores

prompt = "Analyze the following passage in detail. Consider the clarity, structure, argument coherence,
and style of the writing. Use the following scale to assign a coherency score:

- 0-10: The text is mostly incoherent or very poorly structured. Major issues pervade the text, making
it nearly impossible to understand.

- 11-30: The text has significant issues in clarity or structure that heavily impede understanding. Many
parts of the text do not flow logically.

- 31-50: The text is adequately coherent and structured but lacks refinement and contains noticeable
errors that affect readability.

- 51-70: The text is coherent and well-structured with some room for improvement. Minor errors or
stylistic inconsistencies are present.

- 71-90: The text is very well-structured and coherent. It is clear, with only slight imperfections in
style or structure.

- 91-100: The text demonstrates exceptional clarity and structure, showcasing excellent coherence
and nearly flawless execution.

Conclude with: "Thus, the coherency score is s", where s is an integer from 0 to 100, aiming for a
normal distribution of scores with an average of 50."
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A.2.5 Creative Writing Passage Example

Jake was generally a careful man, one who adhered to his routine and went about his days with
precision. He woke up at the same time each day, enjoyed a cup of coffee in the morning, and left for
work punctually. However, this morning was not a typical one. Today arrived with a crash of my car
through the garage door.

The car accident was just the first in a series of unfortunate events Jake was to experience that day. At
work, he was tasked with predicting the outcome of a significant business deal. The pressure was
immense and the task, unpredictable. It was akin to standing over a pot of kernels waiting for them to
pop - a daunting spectacle of uncertainty. It’s never comforting to know that your fate depends on
something as unpredictable as the popping of corn.

After a gruelling day, Jake decided to unwind at the beach. The beach had always been his sanctuary,
a place where he could relax and enjoy some fresh air. But today, it felt different. The sand was
irritating him, getting into his shoes and his clothes, and the sun was blazing, causing him discomfort.
He was disappointed when he found the beach to be so sandy and the sun so sunny.

As Jake walked back home, he reflected on his day. He had always relied on his meticulous planning
and careful approach to navigate through life. But today’s events made him realize that life is
unpredictable and sometimes, it required more than just careful planning. It required courage to face
the unknown and a touch of stupidity to venture into it. Courage and stupidity were all he had.
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