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Abstract

Speculative decoding accelerates large language model inference by having a lightweight
drafter propose blocks of candidate tokens that a larger target verifies in a parallel pass
under a rejection-sampling contract that preserves the target’s output distribution exactly.
Block-diffusion drafters are attractive in this setting because they emit an entire B-token
block in one non-autoregressive pass, but they are trained with fully bidirectional atten-
tion within the block, whereas verification proceeds strictly left-to-right and truncates the
block at the first rejection. We show that this training–verification mismatch is empirically
consequential: on a position-uniform block-diffusion baseline, an average of 46.9% of draft
tokens that match the target’s greedy output are discarded as a downstream consequence
of an earlier within-block rejection. We then analyse three complementary training-time
interventions that reshape the drafter’s objective along orthogonal axes: position-wise loss
decay, a first-error focal term targeting the block’s chain-breaking position, and a chain re-
ward that substitutes a differentiable surrogate for the expected accepted length. We show
that they compose additively, add negligible compute, and require no change to the drafter
architecture, the inference pipeline, or the exactness contract. Across four instruction-tuned
targets (Llama-3.2-3B, Llama-3-8B, Qwen3-4B, Qwen3-8B) and six reasoning, code, and
dialogue benchmarks, the fully stacked configuration raises average accepted draft length
by up to +43.9% over the position-uniform baseline and by up to +75.9% per individ-
ual benchmark. The interventions further compound when composed with target-aligned
training data, varied speculation horizons, tree-based verification, and the pathwise streak-
distillation objective of SpecDiff-2, indicating that they act on an axis distinct from data,
horizon, and verifier-side alignment.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have become a central computational primitive across applications ranging
from conversational assistants and code generation Chen et al. (2021); Rozière et al. (2023) to retrieval-
augmented question answering, multi-step agent systems, and long-horizon reasoning OpenAI (2024);
DeepSeek-AI et al. (2025). As these systems mature, the dominant cost in their lifecycle has shifted from
training to inference: a model is trained once but served continuously, and per-query cost is amplified by out-
put length, by recursive agentic invocations, and by the long chains of thought emitted by recent reasoning
models. Reducing the latency and per-token cost of LLM inference is therefore one of the most consequential
systems problems in contemporary machine learning.

Single-stream LLM decoding is bottlenecked by memory bandwidth rather than arithmetic throughput:
each autoregressive step streams the entire parameter set from high-bandwidth memory (HBM) to produce
a single token, an imbalance that widens with every hardware generation as compute scales faster than HBM
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Figure 1: The training–verification mismatch in diffusion-based speculative drafters and the three training-
time interventions we analyse. (a) Standard training. The drafter is trained with fully bidirectional
attention over the block, so every position is conditioned symmetrically on every other. At inference time,
however, the target verifies the block strictly left-to-right: a single early rejection (here, position 2) trun-
cates the entire suffix. The drafter’s accd matches the ground-truth abcd at positions 3 and 4, but both are
discarded along with the rejected position-2 token. (b) Aligned training. We analyze three complemen-
tary training-time interventions that bring the drafter’s objective into closer correspondence with the causal
acceptance contract: position-wise loss decay (Weighting), a term targeting the first mispredicted position
of each block (Focal), and a differentiable surrogate for the joint prefix acceptance probability (Chaining).
Together they raise the expected accepted prefix length and recover the per-token correctness that bidirec-
tional training already provides.

B candidate tokens, the target verifies them in a single parallel pass, and a rejection-sampling step accepts
the longest prefix consistent with the target distribution. The procedure is ensures samples are statistically
identical to those of the target model, which eliminates the quality–versus–speed trade-off that complicates
the other techniques and makes the central question purely one of drafter design: how to construct a draft
distribution that is simultaneously cheap to evaluate and well aligned with the target.

The EAGLE family Li et al. (2024a;b; 2025b) pursues this goal by drafting in feature space rather than
token space, coupling a small auxiliary head to the target’s own hidden states. Successive iterations have
introduced dynamic tree expansion and multi-layer feature aggregation, and EAGLE-3 has become the de
facto baseline for production speculative decoding. The EAGLE drafter nevertheless remains autoregressive
within each speculation step, requiring token predictions to be generated sequentially and thereby limiting
its maximum achievable speedup.

In this work we focus on block-diffusion drafters, of which DFlash (Chen et al., 2026) is a prominent re-
cent example. This class of speculative decoding methods replaces autoregressive feature prediction with a
diffusion-style parallel block decoder. Conditioned on a intermediate target hidden states, such a drafter
emits an entire B-token block in a single forward pass. Pairing a block-diffusion drafter with an autoregres-
sive target also surfaces a representational asymmetry: diffusion models are trained to denoise blocks under
fully bidirectional attention, so each position conditions on context from both directions, whereas the target
verifies strictly left-to-right and accepts only the longest causally consistent prefix. The drafter should there-
for allocate its predictive capacity assymetrically, since a single early divergence truncates all subsequent
draft tokens regardless of their quality—an objective in tension with the symmetric denoising loss inherited
from the diffusion formulation. The present work studies this tension by analyzing three training-time in-
terventions that reshape the position-wise loss profile along different axes; the analysis is complementary to
test-time alignment mechanisms for the drafter class, such as ddTree Ringel & Romano (2026).
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Chen et al. (2023) instead reduces the number of serialized forward passes required: a cheap drafter proposes
B candidate tokens, the target verifies them in a single parallel pass, and a rejection-sampling step accepts
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identical to those of the target model, which eliminates the quality–versus–speed trade-off that complicates
the other techniques and makes the central question purely one of drafter design: how to construct a draft
distribution that is simultaneously cheap to evaluate and well aligned with the target.
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introduced dynamic tree expansion and multi-layer feature aggregation, and EAGLE-3 has become the de
facto baseline for production speculative decoding. The EAGLE drafter nevertheless remains autoregressive
within each speculation step, requiring token predictions to be generated sequentially and thereby limiting
its maximum achievable speedup.
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cent example. This class of speculative decoding methods replaces autoregressive feature prediction with a
diffusion-style parallel block decoder. Conditioned on a intermediate target hidden states, such a drafter
emits an entire B-token block in a single forward pass. Pairing a block-diffusion drafter with an autoregres-
sive target also surfaces a representational asymmetry: diffusion models are trained to denoise blocks under
fully bidirectional attention, so each position conditions on context from both directions, whereas the target
verifies strictly left-to-right and accepts only the longest causally consistent prefix. The drafter should there-
for allocate its predictive capacity assymetrically, since a single early divergence truncates all subsequent
draft tokens regardless of their quality—an objective in tension with the symmetric denoising loss inherited
from the diffusion formulation. The present work studies this tension by analyzing three training-time in-
terventions that reshape the position-wise loss profile along different axes; the analysis is complementary to
test-time alignment mechanisms for the drafter class, such as ddTree Ringel & Romano (2026).
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Contributions.

• We isolate and quantify a specific failure mode of block-diffusion drafters under standard verification:
on a uniformly-weighted DFlash baseline, an average of 46.9% of draft tokens that match the target’s
greedy output are nevertheless discarded by the rejection-sampling contract as a consequence of
upstream within-block rejections (Section 4).

• We formalise three complementary training-time interventions that reshape the drafter’s loss along
orthogonal axes—position (loss decay), block-conditional first error (first-error focal loss), and joint
prefix (chain reward)—and show that they compose additively without altering the drafter architec-
ture, the inference pipeline, or the rejection-sampling exactness contract (Section 5).

• Across four instruction-tuned targets (Llama-3.2-3B, Llama-3-8B, Qwen3-4B, Qwen3-8B) and six
reasoning, code, and dialogue benchmarks, the fully stacked configuration raises average accepted
length by +20.9 to +43.9% over the position-uniform baseline, with per-benchmark gains as large
as +75.9% (Section 5.6).

• We show how the three interventions work with axes the training loss does not directly control:
target-aligned training corpora (Section 6.2), inference-time speculation horizon (Section 6.3), tree
verification (Section 6.4), and the pathwise streak-distillation objective of SpecDiff-2 (Section 6.6).
In every case, the ranking and compounding pattern of the training-time interventions is preserved,
showing that they operate on a distinct axis from data, horizon, and verifier-side alignment.

2 Related Work

Efficient LLM inference. A broad portfolio of techniques mitigates the memory-bandwidth cost of single-
stream decoding: low-bit quantization Dettmers et al. (2022); Frantar et al. (2023); Lin et al. (2024); Xiao
et al. (2023), sparsity Frantar & Alistarh (2023); Sun et al. (2024), distillation Hinton et al. (2015); Sanh et al.
(2019), FlashAttention Dao et al. (2022); Dao (2024), and system-level techniques such as PagedAttention,
continuous batching, and chunked prefill Kwon et al. (2023); Yu et al. (2022); Agrawal et al. (2023).

Speculative decoding. Block-parallel decoding was first explored as a deterministic acceleration tech-
nique Stern et al. (2018); the modern, distribution-preserving formulation was introduced concurrently by
Leviathan et al. (2023) and Chen et al. (2023). SpecInfer Miao et al. (2024) generalized linear-chain drafts
to trees verified in parallel under tree-structured attention, substantially raising expected accepted lengths.
Medusa Cai et al. (2024) attaches parallel prediction heads directly to the target, Lookahead Decoding
Fu et al. (2024) sidesteps drafter training via Jacobi-style fixed-point iteration on n-gram trajectories, self-
speculative decoding Zhang et al. (2024a) reuses a subset of target layers as the drafter, and online speculative
decoding Liu et al. (2024b) adapts the drafter continuously to the deployed workload.

Feature-level drafters. A particularly successful line draws candidates from the target’s own intermediate
representations rather than from an independently trained small LM. EAGLE Li et al. (2024a) introduced
feature-level autoregression; EAGLE-2 Li et al. (2024b) added context-dependent dynamic tree expansion;
and EAGLE-3 Li et al. (2025b) augmented the drafter with multi-layer feature aggregation, establishing the
de facto baseline for production speculative decoding. Related designs include Hydra Ankner et al. (2024),
GliDe with CaPE Du et al. (2024), Kangaroo Liu et al. (2024a), and HASS Zhang et al. (2024b). All remain
autoregressive within a speculation step, so their empirical horizons are bounded by tree depth rather than
by the cost of a single drafter pass.

Diffusion and non-autoregressive language modelling. Parallel-block generation has a long history
outside speculative decoding: non-autoregressive translation Gu et al. (2018) first demonstrated single-pass
sequence generation, and iterative refinement Lee et al. (2018) together with masked-LM decoders such
as Mask-Predict Ghazvininejad et al. (2019) and SUNDAE Savinov et al. (2022) recovered much of the
resulting quality gap via repeated denoising. Discrete diffusion LMs Austin et al. (2021a); Li et al. (2022);
Gong et al. (2023); Gulrajani & Hashimoto (2023); Lou et al. (2024); Nie et al. (2025) scaled this paradigm to
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LLM size via bidirectional denoising of masked blocks, and block diffusion Arriola et al. (2025) interpolates
between this regime and autoregression by combining within-block bidirectional denoising with between-
block causal conditioning. More recent work targets diffusion LMs as efficient generators in their own right:
EfficientDLM Fu et al. (2026b) uses position-dependent token masking; TiDAR Liu et al. (2025) casts a
single model as both drafter and verifier; and Nemotron-Labs-Diffusion Fu et al. (2026a) introduces a tri-
modal architecture unifying autoregressive, diffusion, and self-speculative decoding. The natural synthesis
pursued in this work—block-diffusion models as speculative drafters, of which DFlash (Chen et al., 2026) is
a prominent recent example—inherits the parallel-block speedup of these models while introducing, as we
show in Section 4, a training objective in tension with the causal acceptance contract.

Aligning drafters with the acceptance contract. A rapidly growing literature targets the same gap we
do; the present work is distinguished by (i) its focus on the bidirectional-vs-causal mismatch specific to block-
diffusion drafters (rather than autoregressive Medusa/EAGLE heads), (ii) three composable interventions
covering three distinct axes of the loss surface (position, block-conditional first error, joint prefix) rather than
a single loss family, and (iii) empirical composition with, rather than substitution for, contemporaneous train-
time (SpecDiff-2, D-PACE) and test-time (DDTree) alignment mechanisms. Zhou et al. (2024) study reverse-
KL and total-variation alternatives to the standard forward-KL distillation loss for autoregressive drafters,
and the recent LK losses of Samarin et al. (2026) optimize a TV-based per-token acceptance objective. These
methods change the per-token loss family but weight all B draft positions uniformly and remain agnostic to
the joint-prefix structure of the acceptance contract; they are also developed against autoregressive drafters
(Medusa-style heads, EAGLE variants, MTP modules) rather than bidirectional block decoders. SpecDiff-2
of Sandler et al. (2025), targets the same block-diffusion-drafter / autoregressive-verifier mismatch via streak-
distillation—a fine-tuning objective maximising a differentiable surrogate for the expected accepted streak
under verifier-sampled teacher trajectories—paired with a test-time self-selection acceptance mechanism.
The chain reward (Section 5.5) shares streak-distillation’s animating idea but evaluates the surrogate along
the teacher-forced ground-truth tokens already materialized by LCE, adding only a cumulative sum and
exponentiation per block—no verifier rollout (Section 6.6 shows that we can use both). A contemporaneous
D-PACE (Wu et al., 2026) also targets this gap with a prefix-product accepted-length surrogate similar to
the chain reward we investigate, but applies its gradient as a detached per-position weight on the standard
cross-entropy rather than as an additive reward term. The present analysis is otherwise scoped entirely
to training-time interventions and leaves the inference pipeline at the standard rejection-sampling contract;
test-time mechanisms such as the tree-based selection of DDTree (Ringel & Romano, 2026) are orthogonal
and can be combined with the interventions we explore ( Sections 6.4–6.6).

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Notation

We consider an autoregressive target model pϕ(xt | x<t) over a vocabulary V with parameters ϕ, generating
sequences x1:T according to pϕ(x1:T ) =

∏T
t=1 pϕ(xt | x<t). We write h(ℓ)

1:t for the hidden states produced by
the ℓ-th transformer block of pϕ when conditioned on x<t. A drafter is a parametric distribution qψ(xt | x<t)
designed to approximate pϕ at lower per-token cost.

3.2 Speculative Decoding

Given a prefix x<t and a draft horizon B ∈ N, one iteration of speculative decoding Leviathan et al. (2023);
Chen et al. (2023) proceeds in three phases. The drafter first samples B candidate tokens x̃t, . . . , x̃t+B−1
from qψ. The target is then invoked once on the extended sequence and produces, in a single parallel pass,
the conditionals pϕ(· | x<t+k) for all k ∈ {0, . . . , B}, where x<t+k ≡ (x<t, x̃t:t+k−1). The candidates are
finally traversed left-to-right; x̃t+k is accepted with probability

ak = min
(

1, pϕ(x̃t+k | x<t+k)
qψ(x̃t+k | x<t+k)

)
, (1)
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and on first rejection a replacement is drawn from the residual distribution

xt+k ∼ norm
(

max
(
0, pϕ(· | x<t+k) − qψ(· | x<t+k)

))
, (2)

terminating the iteration. If all B candidates are accepted, one bonus token is sampled from pϕ(· | x<t+B)
at no extra cost. The tokens emitted by this procedure are distributed identically to those of standard
autoregressive sampling from pϕ Leviathan et al. (2023).

Writing αk = Ex̃[ak] for the marginal acceptance probability at position k and assuming i.i.d. rate α across
positions, the expected number of tokens emitted per iteration is

τ(α,B) = 1 − αB+1

1 − α
, (3)

including the bonus token. With c ∈ [0, 1] the wall-clock cost of one drafter pass relative to one target pass,
the expected speedup over standard decoding is

S(α,B, c) = 1 − αB+1

(1 − α) (1 +Bc) . (4)

S grows with both B and α, but each increment to B also incurs additive drafter cost and, typically, a
decrease in α at deeper positions Li et al. (2024b). Drafter design reduces to maximising the realised profile
{αk} subject to a constraint on c.

3.3 Block-Diffusion Drafters

Discrete diffusion language models Austin et al. (2021a); Lou et al. (2024); Nie et al. (2025) replace the
autoregressive factorization with a denoising formulation: a forward chain progressively masks a clean se-
quence, and a reverse model trained under bidirectional self-attention emits tokens by iteratively denoising
a fully masked block. Block diffusion Arriola et al. (2025) interpolates between this regime and ordinary
autoregression by partitioning a sequence into contiguous blocks b1, . . . , bN of size B and factoring

pθ(x1:T ) =
N∏
n=1

pθ(bn | b<n), (5)

where each block-conditional is parameterised by a discrete diffusion model with bidirectional attention
restricted to positions inside bn.

A block-diffusion drafter instantiates a block-diffusion model as the speculative drafter qψ in the framework of
(1)–(4); DFlash (Chen et al., 2026) is a recent example of this design and the instance we adopt throughout.
Following the feature-level drafting principle of EAGLE Li et al. (2024a; 2025b), the drafter is conditioned
not on discrete tokens but on hidden states extracted from a fixed subset of target layers L = {ℓ1, . . . , ℓL}.
Concretely, given a verified prefix x<t already processed by pϕ, the drafter consumes the multi-layer feature
tensor H<t = [h(ℓ1)

<t ∥ · · · ∥h(ℓL)
<t ] and emits the entire B-token candidate block in a single non-autoregressive

forward pass through a small denoising transformer fψ with full self-attention over the B draft positions:

(x̃t, . . . , x̃t+B−1) ∼ qψ(· | H<t) = Cat
(
fψ(H<t)

)
. (6)

The parallel block is then fed into the target verification step unchanged. In our experiments we set B = 16.

Training objective. The drafter is trained by teacher-forced position-wise cross-entropy: for a target
block bn = (xt, . . . , xt+B−1) with corresponding features H<t,

LCE(ψ) = −E
B−1∑
k=1

log qψ(xt+k | H<t), (7)

where each summand is computed under bidirectional self-attention over the B draft positions. The weighting
in (7) is uniform across positions, whereas the speedup S(α,B, c) depends on the compounding of left-to-right
acceptance probabilities through (3). This mismatch between the symmetric training-time objective and the
asymmetric verification-time reward is the central technical problem the remainder of this work addresses.
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Benchmark Accept Correct Waste

GSM8K 11.6 21.9 46.9
MT-Bench 9.9 17.3 42.9
HumanEval 13.3 27.9 52.6
AIME 12.1 23.0 47.4
MBPP 11.3 20.4 44.5

Avg. 11.6 22.1 46.9

(a) Per-position breakdown on HumanEval. (b) Slot percentages across five benchmarks.

Figure 2: Draft-token utilisation of a position-uniform DFlash drafter trained against Llama-3-8B-Instruct
with block size B = 16. (a) Per-position bars on HumanEval: the green segment is the fraction of draft
tokens accepted under the rejection-sampling contract (1); the red segment is the fraction that match the
target but are nevertheless discarded as a consequence of an upstream rejection within the same block.
Per-position correctness (total bar height) decays only mildly with offset k, whereas per-position acceptance
(green) decays at the geometric rate implied by (3), so the discarded fraction grows monotonically and
dominates beyond a short prefix. (b) The same effect aggregated across benchmarks. Each block contributes
16 candidate slots (15 drafted positions plus the target’s bonus correction at the rejection point, which
always matches the target’s greedy output). Accept is the fraction of slots kept by (1); Correct is the
fraction whose draft (or bonus) matches the target’s greedy output; Waste is the fraction of those correct
tokens that the verification contract discards due to an upstream rejection within the same block, i.e.
Wasted/(Accepted + Bonus + Wasted). All values are percentages.

4 The Training–Verification Gap

The DFlash training objective (7) and the throughput functional (3) measure different things. The loss
LCE is a position-wise sum of log-likelihoods under bidirectional self-attention, weighting all B slots equally;
the gradient at position k depends on neither the value nor the acceptance of any earlier draft token. The
expected accepted length, by contrast, depends on the draft as a whole: position k contributes to τ(α,B)
only when every preceding position is accepted under (1), and that joint event decays geometrically in
k whenever per-position acceptance is below one. The training loss therefore spends capacity as if the
B positions contributed independently to throughput, while the verifier credits only the longest causally
consistent prefix.

Figure 2(a) quantifies the resulting waste at the individual-token level. For a standard block-diffusion drafter
(DFlash trained against Llama-3-8B-Instruct and evaluated on HumanEval), draft tokens that match the
target’s greedy output are split by block position into those that verification accepts (green) and those
discarded because of an upstream rejection in the same block (red). Per-position correctness decays only
mildly with k, consistent with the symmetric training signal; per-position acceptance decays at the geometric
rate implied by (3), so the red region grows steadily with k and dominates beyond a short prefix.

Figure 2(b) confirms that the effect persists across workloads: across GSM8K, MT-Bench, HumanEval,
AIME, and MBPP, the drafter’s proposals match the target’s greedy output in 22.1% of block slots on
average, but only 11.6% of slots survive the rejection-sampling contract, so an average of 46.9% of the
drafter’s correct predictions are discarded as a consequence of upstream rejections, with per-benchmark
waste rates between 42.9% and 52.6%.
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ID LR γ αf αc MT-Bench τ GSM8K τ HumanEval τ AIME τ MBPP τ LiveCode τ Avg. τ ↑

a 1e-4 None 0 0 1.377 1.320 1.389 1.169 1.327 1.310 1.315
b 1e-3 None 0 0 1.931 2.279 2.803 2.705 2.298 2.241 2.376
c 1e-2 None 0 0 1.670 1.905 2.319 2.031 1.907 1.861 1.949

d 1e-3 7 0 0 2.050 2.289 2.949 3.017 2.239 2.232 2.463
e 1e-3 10 0 0 2.105 2.382 3.126 3.152 2.412 2.317 2.583
f 1e-3 20 0 0 2.017 2.218 2.921 2.812 2.318 2.219 2.418

g 1e-3 10 0.3 0 2.222 2.753 3.521 3.465 2.720 2.668 2.892
h 1e-3 10 0.5 0 2.056 2.650 3.519 3.678 2.637 2.551 2.849
i 1e-3 10 1 0 2.204 2.650 3.401 3.648 2.606 2.487 2.833

k 1e-3 10 0.3 5 2.222 2.703 3.724 3.833 2.664 2.691 2.973
j 1e-3 10 0.3 10 2.185 2.762 3.957 4.278 2.904 2.769 3.143
l 1e-3 10 0.3 20 2.214 2.940 3.944 4.201 2.753 2.825 3.146

m 1e-3 10 0.3 30 2.391 2.970 4.223 4.734 3.032 2.843 3.365
n 1e-3 10 0.3 40 2.341 3.074 4.336 4.757 3.088 2.922 3.420
o 1e-3 10 0.3 50 2.349 3.044 4.192 4.607 3.023 2.934 3.358

Table 1: Average acceptance length (τ) across evaluation benchmarks for different training configurations.
γ is the loss-decay constant; αf is the first-error focal coefficient; and αc is the chain-loss coefficient. The
draft horizon is fixed throughout. Bold entries indicate the best-performing configuration.

5 Training Techniques to Bridge the Gap

The three interventions studied in this section reshape the drafter’s training loss along orthogonal axes. Loss
decay (Section 5.3) reweights the per-position contribution to LCE along the position axis as a hand-specified
function of token index. The first-error focal loss (Section 5.4) is sparser: it adds an auxiliary cross-entropy
term restricted to the single position per block that the drafter’s argmax decoder currently mispredicts—the
chain breaker whose rejection truncates the rest of the block—and contributes nothing on blocks the drafter
already decodes correctly. The chain reward (Section 5.5) is the densest of the three along the joint-prefix
axis: it augments the loss with a differentiable surrogate for the expected accepted length, so that the
gradient at every position is reweighted online by the drafter’s current estimate of the prefix-acceptance
probability. The interventions are mutually composable; the experiments below layer them in this order.

The peak learning rate is ablated first to factor optimizer dynamics out of the subsequent loss-shape com-
parisons. Table 1 reports the average acceptance length τ on the standard suite for every configuration
and is referenced throughout this section; Table 2 extends the same configurations across Llama-3.2-3B,
Llama-3-8B, Qwen-3-4B, and Qwen-3-8B as a cross-target generalisation check.

5.1 Experimental Setup

Target. All ablations in Table 1 use Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct as the target pϕ: 32 transformer blocks,
hidden size 4096, 32 attention heads with 8 KV heads, intermediate size 14,336, vocabulary size 128,256,
RoPE base 5 × 105 with the Llama-3 long-context scaling.

Drafter. The drafter qψ is a four-layer DFlash Chen et al. (2026) denoiser of the architecture introduced
in Section 3: four full-attention transformer blocks, hidden size and head configuration matched to the
target (d = 4096, 32:8 GQA, dhead = 128, dff = 14,336), bfloat16, block size B = 16. Multi-layer feature
conditioning L is set to the four evenly-spaced target layers.

Dataset. Training data is ShareGPT (Aeala et al., 2023): a compilation of multi-turn user–assistant
conversations rendered into Llama-3 chat-template format and truncated at a sequence length of 4,096
tokens. Within each sequence, 512 block anchors are sampled per step to construct (H<t, bn) training pairs
as defined in (6). The corpus is not target-distilled: prompts and assistant continuations are taken as-is.
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Optimization. Drafters are trained for 3 epochs with AdamW Loshchilov & Hutter (2019) under a cosine
schedule, a warm-up fraction of 1.5%, and a per-device micro batch of 1 with gradient accumulation of 4,
yielding an effective batch size of 32 across the 8 NVIDIA H100 80 GB GPUs (NVIDIA Corporation, 2022)
of a single node. The peak learning rate is the value reported in each row of Table 1; unless mentioned, peak
LR is fixed at the value selected in Section 5.2. Training is done using the SpecForge framework (Li et al.,
2025a).

Evaluation. Acceptance length τ is averaged over six benchmarks spanning open-ended dialogue (MT-
Bench; Zheng et al., 2023), mathematical reasoning (GSM8K, Cobbe et al., 2021; AIME, drawn from the
AI-MO validation set of 90 problems from AIME 2022–2024, Project Numina (AI-MO), 2024), and code
generation (HumanEval, Chen et al., 2021; MBPP, Austin et al., 2021b; LiveCodeBench, Jain et al., 2024),
reported per-benchmark and as the mean τ̄ in the rightmost column of Table 1.

Reproducibility. All experiments are run within a single open-source training framework (SpecForge; Li
et al., 2025a) with a single-file drafter definition and per-experiment YAML configurations. Random seeds
are fixed per run for anchor sampling, DataLoader shuffling, and dropout; all reported τ̄ values are the mean
over the last three evaluations of a single training run at the reported step count. Hyperparameters not
explicitly ablated (optimizer, warm-up, batch size, effective sequence length, block size, feature-layer set L,
drafter architecture) are held fixed across every row of Tables 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, so that any observed
∆τ̄ is attributable to the loss-shape coefficient being ablated in that row.

5.2 Impact of Learning Rate

The peak learning rate of the AdamW optimizer is ablated first with all other hyperparameters held fixed at
the configuration of Section 5.1. Rows a–c of Table 1 sweep the peak learning rate over {10−4, 10−3, 10−2}
at the position-uniform baseline (γ = None, αc = αf = 0). The optimum sits at 10−3 (row b), which yields
τ̄ = 2.376 against 1.315 at 10−4 (row a) and 1.949 at 10−2 (row c)—i.e. both an order of magnitude lower
and an order of magnitude higher cost the drafter 45% and 18% of average acceptance length, respectively.
All subsequent experiments fix the peak learning rate at 10−3.

5.3 Position-Wise Reweighting: Loss Decay

The simplest reconciliation between the position-uniform weight implicit in (7) and the geometrically de-
caying inference value of each position, established in Section 4, is to promote the per-position weight to an
explicit hyperparameter. This parameterisation was introduced in the original DFlash work (Chen et al.,
2026); we adopt it here and study it more systematically as one of three composable interventions. The
per-position weight at offset k ∈ {1, . . . , B − 1} is set to

wk(γ) = exp
(

−k − 1
γ

)
, (8)

parameterised by a decay constant γ > 0. The reweighted
objective then reads

L(γ)
CE(ψ) = −E

B−1∑
k=1

wk(γ) log qψ(xt+k | H<t). (9)
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The limit γ → ∞ recovers the position-uniform objective of (7); the limit γ → 0+ collapses to a single-position
objective at k = 1. Intermediate values induce an exponential profile that, by construction, allocates

more gradient signal to the early positions whose acceptance gates the entire suffix and less to the deep
positions whose contribution to (3) is suppressed.

8

Figure 3: Per-position loss weight wk(γ)
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token offset k ∈ {0, . . . , B − 1}, plotted
for several decay constants γ at block size
B = 16.
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Model γ αf αc MT-Bench τ GSM8K τ HumanEval τ AIME τ MBPP τ LiveCode τ Avg. τ ↑

Llama 3.2-3B

None 0 0 2.351 2.875 3.778 3.003 3.110 2.546 2.944
10 0 0 2.454 3.040 4.096 3.356 3.300 2.636 3.147
10 0.3 0 2.542 3.110 4.347 3.455 3.382 2.681 3.253
10 0.3 40 2.717 3.507 5.196 4.197 3.933 2.975 3.754

Llama-3-8B

None 0 0 1.931 2.279 2.803 2.705 2.298 2.241 2.376
10 0 0 2.105 2.382 3.126 3.152 2.412 2.317 2.583
10 0.3 0 2.222 2.753 3.521 3.465 2.720 2.668 2.892
10 0.3 40 2.341 3.074 4.336 4.757 3.088 2.922 3.420

Qwen3-4B

None 0 0 1.875 2.397 2.738 2.133 2.396 2.265 2.301
10 0 0 1.959 2.502 3.002 2.253 2.596 2.387 2.450
10 0.3 0 2.000 2.598 3.126 2.357 2.618 2.481 2.530
10 0.3 40 2.123 2.833 3.507 2.554 2.958 2.713 2.781

Qwen3-8B

None 0 0 1.836 2.248 2.480 2.030 2.032 2.144 2.128
10 0 0 1.901 2.517 2.779 2.233 2.241 2.315 2.331
10 0.3 0 1.961 2.608 2.969 2.351 2.306 2.420 2.436
10 0.3 40 2.055 2.795 3.384 2.558 2.466 2.665 2.654

Table 2: Acceptance length (τ) across benchmarks for different target-model families and training configu-
rations. γ is the loss-decay constant (None denotes the position-uniform objective), αf is the first-error focal
coefficient, and αc is the chain-loss coefficient.

The limit γ → ∞ recovers the position-uniform objective of (7); the limit γ → 0+ collapses to a single-position
objective at k = 1. Intermediate values induce an exponential profile that, by construction, allocates more
gradient signal to the early positions whose acceptance gates the entire suffix and less to the deep positions
whose contribution to (3) is suppressed.

This intervention’s principal limitation is that the weighting profile (8) is fixed and decoupled from the
drafter’s per-position acceptance behavior at any point in training; every block is downweighted identically,
irrespective of its difficulty or of which positions the current drafter is already capable of resolving.

Rows d–f of Table 1 sweep γ ∈ {7, 10, 20} at the tuned learning rate of Section 5.2; the position-uniform
baseline (row b) records τ̄ = 2.376 as the reference point. Performance peaks at the intermediate setting:
γ = 7 yields τ̄ = 2.463 (+3.7%) and γ = 20 yields τ̄ = 2.418 (+1.8%), while γ = 10 (row e) reaches τ̄ = 2.583,
a +8.7% gain over the position-uniform baseline.

This matches the reasoning of Section 4: a sharp profile (γ = 7) cuts off the deep-position signal too
aggressively, a slack profile (γ = 20) is close to the uniform baseline, and the intermediate setting best tracks
the decaying inference value of each position implied by (3). We fix γ = 10 for subsequent ablations.

5.4 Targeting the Chain Breaker: Focal Loss

The decay weighting of Section 5.3 reshapes the gradient with a position-only schedule applied uniformly to
every block. The analysis of Section 4 suggests a more targeted intervention. Under the rejection-sampling
contract (1), a block of B draft tokens contributes to the accepted length up to and including the first
position at which the draft is rejected; the identity of that single position—the chain breaker—is sufficient
to determine the block’s acceptance outcome under the argmax simplification. From the perspective of the
throughput functional (3), fixing the chain breaker of a block whose prefix is otherwise correct extends its
accepted length by exactly one, whereas additional gradient on positions deeper than the breaker yields no
improvement until the breaker itself is fixed.

The first-error focal loss instantiates this intuition as an auxiliary cross-entropy term restricted to the chain-
breaker position of each block. Concretely, for each block n with draft logits ℓn,k and ground-truth tokens
x∗
n,k, denote the argmax decoder predictions by x̂n,k = arg maxv ℓvn,k and the set of positions where the

argmax disagrees with the ground truth by En = {k ∈ {1, . . . , B − 1} : x̂n,k ̸= x∗
n,k}. Blocks with En = ∅
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contribute nothing to the auxiliary term. For blocks with at least one disagreement, let k∗
n = minEn be the

chain-breaker offset and define

Lfe(ψ) =
∑
n:En ̸=∅ wk∗

n
(γ)
(

− log qψ(x∗
n,k∗

n
| H<tn)

)∑
n:En ̸=∅ wk∗

n
(γ) + ε

, (10)

the mean per-position cross entropy at the chain breaker, weighted by the same position decay wk(γ) used
in (9). With αf ≥ 0 the focal coefficient, the decay-plus-focal objective reads

L(γ,αf)(ψ) = L(γ)
CE(ψ) + αf Lfe(ψ). (11)

The construction is qualitatively distinct from the decay weighting. Loss decay applies at every position of
every block, redistributing gradient by a smooth function of k. The first-error focal term, by contrast, is
block-conditional (it activates only when the block is breakable) and position-sparse (it activates at exactly
one offset per such block, selected adaptively by the drafter’s current decoder). Two further consequences
follow. First, blocks that the drafter already decodes correctly receive no extra signal, which prevents the
auxiliary term from over-fitting easy patterns. Second, as the drafter improves, the chain-breaker distribution
shifts deeper into the block, so the auxiliary term automatically retargets toward later positions. Rows g–i
of Table 1 sweep αf ∈ {0.3, 0.5, 1.0} on top of the tuned γ = 10 of Section 5.3 (row e, τ̄ = 2.583). All
three settings improve over the decay-only baseline, and the objective is monotone-decreasing in αf over
this range: αf = 0.3 (row g) attains τ̄ = 2.892, a +12.0% gain over the focal-free decay baseline and a
cumulative +21.7% over the position-uniform row b; αf = 0.5 (row h) and αf = 1.0 (row i) regress slightly
to τ̄ = 2.849 and τ̄ = 2.833 respectively. The improvement is largest on the reasoning- and code-heavy
benchmarks—HumanEval (2.803 → 3.521, +25.6%) and AIME (2.705 → 3.465, +28.1%) relative to row b.
We adopt αf = 0.3 as the reference setting for the chain sweep that follows.

5.5 Joint-Prefix Reweighting: Chain Reward

The decay weighting of Section 5.3 is a position-only schedule fixed ex ante; the first-error focal loss of
Section 5.4 is sparse and block-conditional. A third axis of intervention, complementary to both, is to
substitute a differentiable surrogate for the expected accepted length itself, so that the gradient at every
position is reweighted online by the prefix-acceptance probability under the current drafter. Let pk =
qψ(xt+k | H<t) denote the drafter’s marginal probability on the ground-truth token at offset k, and write
ρk =

∏k
j=1 pj for the corresponding prefix probability.

Treating ρk as a proxy for the probability that positions 1, . . . , k of the draft are jointly accepted under (1),
the expected accepted length is approximated by

Rchain(ψ) = 1
B − 1

B−1∑
k=1

exp
(

k∑
j=1

log pj

)
, (12)

normalised to [0, 1]. The full training objective combining the three interventions of Sections 5.3–5.5 is then

L(ψ) = L(γ)
CE(ψ) + αf Lfe(ψ) − αc Rchain(ψ), (13)

with αc ≥ 0 controlling the trade-off between marginal correctness and joint chain probability. Differenti-
ating (12) with respect to log pk yields (B − 1)−1∑

j≥k ρj : each position is reinforced in proportion to the
cumulative prefix probability of its own and every deeper position, so that early positions receive a strictly
larger gradient than deep ones, with the relative weighting determined by the drafter’s current calibration
rather than by a hand-specified schedule.

The implementation reuses the per-token log-probabilities already computed for LCE, since −CE(logits, x∗) =
log p; the chain reward therefore adds only a cumulative sum and exponentiation per block and does not
require a second pass through the language modelling head.

Rows k–o of Table 1 sweep αc ∈ {5, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50} on top of the (γ, αf) = (10, 0.3) stack of Section 5.4 (row
g, τ̄ = 2.892). Even modest coefficients are markedly accretive: αc = 5 (row k) raises τ̄ to 2.973; αc = 10
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(row j) to 3.143; αc = 20 (row l) to 3.146; αc = 30 (row m) to 3.365; and αc = 40 (row n) peaks at τ̄ = 3.420,
a +18.3% gain over the chain-free row g and a cumulative +43.9% over the position-uniform baseline of row
b. The improvement is largest on the reasoning- and code-heavy benchmarks—HumanEval (2.803 → 4.336,
+54.7%) and AIME (2.705 → 4.757, +75.9%) relative to row b—where long, well-determined draft chains
are most plentiful and most rewarded by the joint-prefix reweighting. The objective turns over past the
peak: at αc = 50 (row o) τ̄ regresses to 3.358, as the chain term begins to dominate the per-position cross
entropy. We adopt αc = 40 as the reference setting for the experiments that follow.

5.6 Experiments on Other Models

Table 2 replicates the four reference configurations of Section 5.1—position-uniform baseline (γ = None,
αf = αc = 0), +γ, +αf , +αc—across four instruction-tuned target models: Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct (Meta
AI, 2024), Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct (Grattafiori et al., 2024), and the instruction-tuned Qwen3-4B and
Qwen3-8B releases (Yang et al., 2025) —to confirm that the ranking is target-agnostic. All four are the
instruction-tuned variants of their respective families; no separate post-training is performed on the target.

The compounding pattern of Table 1 reproduces on every target: each successive intervention strictly im-
proves average acceptance length, and the fully stacked (γ, αf , αc) = (10, 0.3, 40) configuration delivers the
largest τ̄ for all four targets, with cumulative gains over the position-uniform baseline of +27.5% (Llama-
3.2-3B), +43.9% (Llama-3-8B), +20.9% (Qwen-3-4B), and +24.7% (Qwen-3-8B). The absolute gains are
largest on the reasoning- and code-heavy benchmarks (HumanEval, AIME) across every target, mirroring
the per-benchmark profile of Section 5.5 and indicating that the joint-prefix reweighting transfers target-
independently to the workloads on which long, well-determined draft chains are most plentiful.

6 Ablations

6.1 Each Technique in Isolation

The sweeps of Section 5 layer the three interventions cumulatively: loss decay is tuned alone, the focal term
is added on top of the chosen γ, and the chain reward is added on top of the decay–plus–focal stack. This
construction is the one that yields the strongest configuration of Table 1, but it leaves open the question of
how much each intervention contributes in isolation—i.e., applied directly to the position-uniform baseline
of (7) with the other two coefficients held at zero. We isolate each technique by holding the learning rate
fixed at the value selected in Section 5.2 and training a separate drafter for each of the techniques.

ID Technique Setting Avg. τ ↑

a Position-uniform baseline — 2.376
b Loss decay only γ = 10 2.583
c Focal only αf = 0.3 2.736
d Chain only αc = 40 2.919

Table 3: Each training intervention applied in iso-
lation to the position-uniform baseline at the tuned
learning rate of Section 5.2. Row a reproduces row
b of Table 1; row b reproduces row e; rows c and d
are single-technique runs with the other two coeffi-
cients held at zero.

Three observations follow from Table 3. First, every
intervention is individually accretive over the position-
uniform baseline, and the relative ranking (chain > fo-
cal > decay) is consistent with the analysis of Section 4:
the more directly an intervention couples its gradient
to the verification rule, the larger its isolated effect.
Loss decay reweights by a fixed ex-ante schedule that
only approximately tracks the geometric decay of accep-
tance value; the focal term conditions on the drafter’s
own argmax breaker; the chain reward integrates the
joint prefix probability across all positions. Second, the
chain reward alone already recovers a large fraction of
the fully-stacked gain (row n of Table 1, τ̄ = 3.420),
suggesting that the joint-prefix axis is the dominant source of the improvement. Third, the gap between
the chain-only configuration and the fully-stacked one nevertheless remains substantial, suggesting that the
three interventions do not encode the same training signal.
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6.2 Impact of Training Data

All experiments of Section 5 use the ShareGPT dataset (Aeala et al., 2023) as the drafter training corpus,
taken as-authored rather than re-distilled from the target. To characterize how data composition interacts
with the loss-shape interventions of Section 5, we re-run the four reference configurations on a target-aligned
corpus. To provide a diverse mixture of instruction-following and code prompts, following Chen et al. (2026),
we collect approximately 800K samples from the NVIDIA Nemotron Post-Training Dataset V2 (Nathawani &
NVIDIA, 2025) and CodeAlpaca (Chaudhary, 2023). Rather than training against the as-authored assistant
responses, we regenerate each completion under the target model pϕ (Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct, Grattafiori
et al., 2024) served via sglang, yielding a target-aligned training split of the same prompt set. The four
reference configurations of Section 5 are then retrained on this split for six epochs at the tuned learning rate
and effective batch size of Section 5.1; metrics are reported at the 75,000-step checkpoint.

γ αf αc Avg. τ ↑

None 0 0 3.914
10 0 0 4.230
10 0.3 0 4.633
10 0.3 40 4.985

Table 4: Average acceptance length
(τ) for the four reference training
configurations on the target-aligned
Nemotron-V2 + CodeAlpaca split.
The best row is bolded.

Two observations follow from Table 4. First, the relative ordering
and the cumulative compounding pattern of Section 5 both transfer to
the target-aligned data: each successive intervention adds to τ̄ (decay
+8.1%, focal a further +9.5%, chain a further +7.6%, for a cumula-
tive +27.4% over the position-uniform baseline), and the fully stacked
configuration remains strictly best. Second, the change of training cor-
pus is itself a large independent lever: the position-uniform baseline
rises from τ̄ = 2.376 on ShareGPT (row b of Table 1) to τ̄ = 3.914
on the target-aligned split, a +64.7% absolute lift before any of the
loss-shape interventions are applied; composed with them, the fully
stacked configuration reaches τ̄ = 4.985, a +109.8% improvement over
the ShareGPT position-uniform baseline. The training-time interven-
tions of Section 5 therefore stack multiplicatively with target-aligned training data rather than substituting
for it.

6.3 Impact of Block Size for Evaluation

Block Base (τ ↑) Aligned (τ ↑)
AIME τ HumanEval τ MBPP τ AIME τ HumanEval τ MBPP τ

2 1.725 1.734 1.605 1.876 1.840 1.720
4 2.462 2.471 2.118 3.238 3.003 2.475
8 2.654 2.561 2.278 4.309 3.919 2.945

16 2.705 2.803 2.298 4.757 4.336 3.088
32 2.656 2.750 2.312 4.577 4.069 3.004

Table 5: Acceptance length (τ) as a function of the specula-
tion horizon B for the position-uniform baseline (Base) and
the fully-aligned (γ, αf , αc) = (10, 0.3, 40) drafter (Aligned).
Drafters are trained at B = 16 and evaluated at indicated
horizon. Best row per column bolded.

The draft horizon B controls both the per-
iteration speedup ceiling (4) and the geo-
metric decay of the per-position acceptance
profile {αk}. To characterise this trade-
off, we evaluate the position-uniform base-
line (row b of Table 1) and the fully-aligned
configuration (row n) at speculation horizons
B ∈ {2, 4, 8, 16, 32}, holding training at the
B = 16 block size of Section 5.1 fixed. Ta-
ble 5 reports the average acceptance length
on AIME, HumanEval, and MBPP.

Two patterns emerge. First, τ̄ peaks at the
training block size of 16 for both drafters and
falls off once the inference horizon exceeds it, with B = 32 regressing on every benchmark. The drafter was
trained to predict 16-token blocks under bidirectional attention; pushing the inference horizon past that size
asks the model to predict positions it never saw during training, and the resulting acceptance loss outweighs
the extra speedup ceiling. Second, the aligned drafter’s gain over the baseline grows steadily with B below
the training horizon: at B = 2 the aligned drafter improves AIME τ̄ by +8.8%, at B = 4 by +31.5%, at
B = 8 by +62.4%, and at B = 16 by +72.0% (with comparable trajectories on HumanEval and MBPP). The
position-uniform baseline stops improving well before B = 16 because the deep-position acceptance rate is
already near zero; the aligned drafter, whose training signal explicitly targets the early-position acceptance
gates and the joint prefix probability, keeps gaining speedup all the way up to the training block size.
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6.4 Application to Inference-time Strategies

The training-time interventions of Section 5 leave the inference pipeline at the standard rejection-sampling
contract: each round verifies a single drafted trajectory ofB tokens. A complementary test-time mechanism is
to exploit the fact that a single block-diffusion drafter pass already produces a per-position distribution qi(· |
H<t) at every offset, rather than only the argmax sample. DDTree (Ringel & Romano, 2026) converts these
marginals into a draft tree of at most K nodes whose prefix probabilities under the factorised distribution
Q =

∏
i qi are recovered by a best-first heap walk, and verifies the resulting tree in one target-model forward

pass with an ancestor-only attention mask. DDTree is wholly orthogonal to the training-time interventions
studied here: it changes neither the drafter objective nor the rejection-sampling exactness contract, only the
set of continuations the verifier scores per round.

No ddTree W/ ddTree

Technique Avg. τ ↑ +TPS% ↑ Avg. τ ↑ +TPS% ↑

Uniform Decay 2.376 – 3.791 –
+ Gamma Decay 2.583 +12.8% 3.999 +8.6%
+ Focal Loss 2.892 +33.3% 4.328 +26.6%
+ Chain Loss 3.420 +77.6% 4.609 +56.2%
+ DDTree-Aware Top-K 3.209 +66.8% 4.751 +60.1%

Table 6: Average accepted-token length (τ) and through-
put gain (+TPS%) relative to the position-uniform base-
line. Results are averaged across six benchmarks (GSM8K,
HumanEval, AIME25, MBPP, MT-Bench, and Live-
CodeBench). The final row trains the DDTree-aware top-
K chain reward of Section 6.5 from scratch on the same
position-uniform schedule, replacing the greedy chain re-
ward of row n. In this row K denotes the top-K tree width.

Table 6 stacks DDTree verification on top
of the four reference configurations of Sec-
tion 5 and reports both acceptance length
and throughput gain (relative to the position-
uniform baseline) averaged across the six
benchmarks. The two axes compose cleanly.
Holding the drafter at the position-uniform
baseline, DDTree alone raises τ̄ from 2.376 to
3.791 (+59.6%). Holding inference at stan-
dard contiguous-block verification, the layered
training-time stack raises τ̄ from 2.376 to 3.420
(+44.0%) and throughput by +77.6% over the
position-uniform baseline (last entry of the No-
ddTree +TPS% column). Applied jointly, the
fully stacked configuration with DDTree verifi-
cation reaches τ̄ = 4.609 at a +56.2% through-
put lift over the position-uniform, no-DDTree baseline (last entry of the W/-ddTree +TPS% column). Both
directions of the cross-product are monotone: every training-time increment retains its gain under DDTree,
and DDTree’s lift is preserved at every point along the training-time stack. The two surfaces therefore add
rather than substitute, consistent with the observation that DDTree reshapes the verifier’s search over fixed
drafter marginals while the training-time interventions reshape the marginals themselves.

6.5 DDTree-Aware Top-K Chain Reward

The chain reward of Section 5.5 pushes prefix probability mass onto the argmax sequence: each factor of the
product ρk =

∏
j≤k pj treats the ground-truth token as the unique survivor at every depth. This is the right

training signal when verification follows the single-path rejection-sampling contract of standard speculative
decoding, but it under-rewards the broader marginal that DDTree verification (Ringel & Romano, 2026)
consumes. Under a tree budget K, DDTree expands the heap-best continuation among all prefixes whose
factorised probability survives the top-K cut, so a drafter that concentrates all its mass on the single argmax
leaves nothing for the tail of plausible continuations DDTree would otherwise verify in parallel.

We introduce a DDTree-aware analogue that rewards the ground-truth token for surviving as one of the
top-K candidates per depth (distinct from the block size B; here K is the tree width DDTree admits
per position), preserving the chain structure of Rchain while relaxing the argmax-only credit to soft top-K
membership. At draft position k, let pk denote the drafter’s probability of the ground-truth token and let
p

[K+1]
k denote the (K + 1)-th largest probability over the vocabulary at the same position. A soft indicator

that the ground-truth token lies in the drafter’s top-K at depth k is

s
(K)
k = σ

(
β
(
pk − p

[K+1]
k

))
, (14)
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with sharpness β > 0 (we use β = 10 throughout). The top-K chain reward extends Rchain from prefix
probability under the argmax to prefix probability that the ground truth survives a K-wide tree:

RtopK(ψ) = 1
B − 1

B−1∑
k=1

k∏
j=1

s
(K)
j . (15)

The full DDTree-aware objective adds RtopK to the chain-reward objective (13):

LtK(ψ) = L(ψ) − αtK RtopK(ψ), (16)

with αtK ≥ 0 controlling the trade-off between single-path concentration (favoured by Rchain at the argmax)
and broader top-K coverage (favoured by RtopK over a width-K tree). The gradient of (15) with respect
to log pk vanishes once pk comfortably exceeds the (K + 1)-th quantile (the sigmoid saturates), so capacity
is redirected from already-dominant positions toward positions where the ground-truth probability sits near
the top-K frontier—exactly the positions whose marginals DDTree’s best-first walk discriminates over.

We train from scratch, substituting RtopK for the greedy chain reward of row n (Table 1): the recipe is
(γ, αf , αtK,K, β) = (10, 0.3, 40, 4, 10) with αc = 0, matching the learning rate, batch size, and three-epoch
schedule of the chain-reward training of Section 5.5. The top-K reward redistributes some probability mass
away from the argmax toward the next K − 1 candidates per depth, so single-path acceptance length drops
slightly relative to the greedy chain row (3.420 → 3.209, −6.2% in the No-ddTree column). The mass
redistributed onto the top-K continuations is exactly what DDTree exploits, however, and the resulting
DDTree-verification τ̄ rises from 4.609 to 4.751 (+3.1% over the already-aligned chain-reward row), more
than compensating for the no-tree loss. Per-benchmark, gain is concentrated on reasoning- and code-heavy
benchmarks where DDTree’s broader marginal matters most: AIME +10.8% speedup, GSM8K +7.2%,
HumanEval +6.3%, MBPP +6.1%, LiveCodeBench +4.8%; only MT-Bench regresses, by −2.3%, reflecting
that benchmark’s short, high-entropy responses where the broader marginal carries less reliable signal.

6.6 Compatibility with SpecDiff-2

The contemporaneous SpecDiff-2 of Sandler et al. (2025) targets the same training–verification mismatch we
analyse through a different mechanism. Its train-time component, streak-distillation, replaces the position-
uniform cross-entropy with a pathwise surrogate for the expected accepted streak length: at each prefix s, a
continuation x1:γ is sampled from the frozen verifier pϕ, and the drafter’s per-position marginals are scored
as
∑γ
m=1

∏m
j=1 qj(xj | s), which is then maximised through the drafter parameters. The outer expectation is

taken over teacher prefixes drawn from pϕ, so each gradient step requires a fresh sample of length γ from the
verifier in addition to the standard drafter pass. The dominant incremental cost of streak-distillation, then,
is not the surrogate itself but the verifier rollout that supplies the teacher continuation: training compute
scales linearly with the rollout length and, in the published implementation, requires a verifier forward pass
per training example above the drafter forward pass already needed for the base loss.

Technique LiveCodeBench τ ↑ AIME25 τ ↑ HumanEval τ ↑

Uniform Decay 2.263 2.262 2.493
+ Gamma Decay 2.621 2.824 2.928
+ Focal Loss 2.895 3.425 3.269
+ Chain Loss 3.361 4.650 4.202

Table 7: Average accepted-token length (τ) on Live-
CodeBench, AIME25, and HumanEval for SpecDiff2-
trained draft models under progressive training enhance-
ments. Results are reported using the final checkpoint of
each training run.

Our three training-time interventions are com-
patible with streak-distillation along this axis.
The chain reward of Section 5.5 is also a dif-
ferentiable surrogate for E[accepted length], but
it is evaluated along the teacher-forced ground-
truth tokens already materialised by LCE, so
adding it costs only a cumulative sum and ex-
ponentiation per block. The decay weighting of
Section 5.3 and the focal term of Section 5.4
reuse the same per-token cross-entropy tensor
for the same reason. Layering the three inter-
ventions on top of streak-distillation therefore inherits the latter’s rollout cost but adds nothing further,
while reshaping the objective along the position and block-conditional first-error axes that streak-distillation
does not address. Table 7 reports the result of this layering on LiveCodeBench, AIME25, and HumanEval,
using SpecDiff-2-trained drafters as the base in every row. Streak-distillation alone (the position-uniform
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row of the table) records an average τ̄ = 2.339 on this three-benchmark slice; adding γ = 10 on top raises
τ̄ to 2.791, a +19.3% gain over the streak-distilled baseline; the αf = 0.3 focal term adds a further +14.5%
for τ̄ = 3.196 (+36.6% cumulative); and the αc = 40 chain reward adds another +27.4% for a fully stacked
τ̄ = 4.071, a +74.0% improvement over the streak-distilled baseline.

7 Conclusion

We studied the training of block-diffusion drafters for speculative decoding through the lens of the gap
between the position-uniform, bidirectional objective inherited from diffusion language modelling and the
strictly causal, prefix-truncating acceptance contract that governs verification. A consequence of this gap,
visible in the position-uniform DFlash baseline, is that a large majority of the tokens the target ratifies
as correct are discarded by the rejection-sampling rule simply because they sit downstream of an earlier
within-block rejection—capacity that the standard cross-entropy loss has no mechanism to reclaim.

We analysed three complementary training-time interventions that narrow this gap—position-wise loss decay,
a first-error focal loss targeting the chain-breaking position of each block, and a chain reward that substitutes
a differentiable surrogate for the expected accepted length. The three reshape the loss along orthogonal axes
(position, block-conditional first error, joint prefix), compose additively, preserve the exactness contract of
speculative decoding, and add negligible compute over the base objective. They are individually accretive
and jointly compounding across the model families and benchmark categories we evaluated, and remain
orthogonal to test-time alignment mechanisms developed for the same drafter class. Three concrete follow-
ups are suggested by our analysis. First, all three interventions still reshape a teacher-forced loss and do
not consume the target distribution at deep positions; combining them with a verifier-side objective (e.g.
streak-distillation (Sandler et al., 2025) or LK-style acceptance-rate losses (Samarin et al., 2026)) is a natural
next step, and our §6.6 composition experiment is a first data point in that direction. Second, the top-K
chain reward of §6.5 suggests that further tailoring the training signal to the specific verifier-side search
procedure (tree width, beam schedule) is a promising axis. Third, the transfer of the compounding pattern
across four target families and two datasets (Sections 5.6 and 6.2) argues that a broader systematic study
across block-diffusion drafter architectures beyond DFlash should reproduce the same qualitative pattern;
we leave that verification to future work.
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8 Appendix

Table 8: We show that our techniques are complementary to D-PACE. At matched smoothing, adding
focal+chain improves D-PACE’s own configuration on both target models, by +3.1% on Llama-3-8B-Instruct
and +2.9% on Qwen3-8B-Instruct, in each case yielding the best result for that target. ∆τ̄ is relative to
D-PACE at matched smoothing.

Target Method MTB GSM8K HEval AIME MBPP LCB τ̄ ∆τ̄

Llama-3-8B D-PACE (matched reference) 2.199 3.227 4.336 4.889 3.178 2.984 3.469 —
+ focal + chain (γ off) 2.197 3.246 4.543 5.231 3.215 3.033 3.578 +3.1%

Qwen3-8B D-PACE (matched reference) 1.825 2.907 3.293 2.919 2.549 2.484 2.663 —
+ focal + chain (γ off) 1.790 2.976 3.455 3.068 2.615 2.540 2.741 +2.9%

8.1 Difference between our chain-reward objective and D-PACE

Here we clarify the differences between the chain-reward objective introduced in Section 5.5 and the objective
outlined in D-PACE (Wu et al., 2026). Both objectives derive from the same prefix-product surrogate
of expected accepted length, S(ψ) =

∑
k

∏
i≤k qi, and both reduce to the same per-position coefficient∑

m≥j
∏
i≤m qi. D-PACE applies this coefficient (αs) as a detached importance weight multiplying the per-

position cross-entropy. Because the weight is a scalar, this reproduces ∇ψS when the smoothing αs = 0:
which is why their αs = 0 row and their surrogate-only Accept-rate baseline both collapse to τ ≈ 1.02 (their
Tables 1 and 5).

The main difference between our technique and theirs is the placement. Under multiplicative reweighting, a
poorly calibrated drafter drives

∏
i≤j qi → 0 and the entire loss vanishes at every position simultaneously;

D-PACE floors this with asymmetric smoothing q̃i = (1 −αs)qi +αs (Section 3.3 of D-PACE). Furthermore,
the choice of αs for D-PACE is very important, as the αs = 0 case above illustrates: without a nonzero
floor, detachment collapses and training reduces to the degenerate surrogate-only case. We instead compose
additively: −αcRchain is placed on top of an unscaled per-token cross-entropy (optionally with our position
decay and first-error focal terms), so the CE supplies a per-token acceptance anchor that cannot be scaled
away and no smoothing floor is required.

Two consequences follow from the choice of placement. First, αs and αc play different roles: αs is a numerical-
stability floor that must be nonzero for training to proceed at all, whereas αc is a trade-off coefficient with
an interior optimum (Table 1). Second, because Rchain is normalised by (B− 1), αc is decoupled from block
size, whereas D-PACE’s weights w̄j =

∑B
m=j

∏
i≤m q̃i are unnormalized, coupling the effective magnitude of

the base loss to block size.

Furthermore, our techniques are stackable on top of D-PACE. Table 8 shows that adding our focal and chain
terms to D-PACE at matched smoothing αs = 0.5 improves on D-PACE alone (τ̄ = 3.469 → 3.578).

8.2 Proposed techniques under TV/LK style losses

The three interventions of Sections 5.3–5.5 are defined in terms of the drafter’s per-position log-probabilities
on the target-selected tokens, not in terms of the cross-entropy itself. They can therefore compose with
any per-token loss family that exposes those quantities. We verify this by replacing the CE loss with two
acceptance-oriented alternatives: a total-variation (TV) objective and the LK loss of Samarin et al. (2026).
We then re-run the full stack on top of each and record acceptance lengths for both Llama3-8B-Instruct
and Qwen3-8B-Instruct. Table 9 reports the comparison for both targets. We see that in all cases, our
proposed techniques improve acceptance lengths. On Llama-3-8B-Instruct the stack adds +48.3% over TV
and +51.1% over LK; on Qwen3-8B-Instruct, +16.7% and +21.7% respectively. With a refit of the chain-
reward coefficient αc = 10, the TV-based stack further improves to 3.568 on Llama-3-8B-Instruct. Thus, our
techniques are not limited to CE losses, and consistently show improvement on all losses tested.
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Table 9: The proposed stack is not specific to cross-entropy. Average emitted length τ̄ per benchmark for
three per-token base losses, each with and without the full stack (position decay + first-error focal + chain
reward), on both targets. ∆τ̄ is relative to the corresponding base loss.

Method MTB GSM8K HEval AIME MBPP LCB τ̄ ∆τ̄

Llama-3-8B-Instruct
TV only 1.793 1.924 2.653 2.610 2.180 2.024 2.197 —

+ stack 2.082 2.960 4.180 4.553 2.922 2.853 3.258 +48.3%
+ stack (αc refit 10) 2.282 3.270 4.545 5.030 3.247 3.033 3.568 +62.4%

LK only 1.696 2.116 2.674 2.569 2.122 2.186 2.227 —
+ stack 2.079 3.088 4.223 4.826 3.018 2.954 3.365 +51.1%

Qwen3-8B-Instruct
TV only 1.691 2.575 2.828 2.453 2.319 2.277 2.357 —

+ stack 1.839 2.960 3.463 3.051 2.622 2.564 2.750 +16.7%
LK only 1.651 2.438 2.615 2.300 2.207 2.153 2.227 —

+ stack 1.813 2.932 3.390 2.985 2.604 2.542 2.711 +21.7%

8.3 Stability of Acceptance Length Over Training
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Figure 4: Acceptance lengths using Llama-3-8B-Instruct as our target model, each technique in isolation.
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Figure 4: Acceptance lengths using Llama-3-8B-Instruct as our target model, each technique in isolation.

In the following figures 4, 5, 6, and 7, we show how acceptance length is impacted over training. When
considering each intervention in isolation, we see that all offer improvements. For the case of Llama3-8B-
Instruct, the decay intervention in isolation offers an 8.4% improvement over the baseline (2.363 → 2.561),
the focal intervention offers 13.6% (2.685), and the chain reward offers the largest individual gain of 20.4%
(2.845). When incrementally stacking the interventions, the gains are cumulative and consistent at every
checkpoint: adding decay to uniform CE improves acceptance length by 8.4%, adding the chain reward on
top brings a further 24.7% (2.561 → 3.192), and adding the focal term completes the stack at 3.310 — a total
of +40.1% over the CE baseline and +16.3% above the best single intervention, with the full gap already
present early in training (+41.6% at 5k steps).

For the case of Qwen3-8B-Instruct, the same picture holds: in isolation, decay, focal, and chain improve over
the 2.192 baseline by 8.1%, 9.5%, and 14.1% (2.369, 2.401, 2.502), while the incremental stack reaches 2.369
(+decay), 2.591 (+decay+chain), and 2.664 (full stack), for +21.5% over baseline and +6.5% over the best
isolated arm. We see that for both model families, stacking in general offers better stability of acceptance
lengths over training, and larger improvements than each technique in isolation.
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Figure 7: Acceptance lengths using Qwen-3-8B-Instruct as our target model, progressively stacking each
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Figure 6: Acceptance lengths using Qwen-3-8B-Instruct as our target model, each technique in isolation.

8.4 Positioning relative to prior non-autoregressive generation works

Here we elaborate on our work’s positioning relative to non-autoregressive (NAR) generation works. Mask-
Predict (Ghazvininejad et al., 2019) drops the decoder’s causal attention mask and decodes in a constant
number of iterations, re-masking the lowest-confidence tokens and re-predicting them from the surviving
context. SMART (Ghazvininejad et al., 2020b) builds training inputs from the model’s own predictions
rather than ground-truth tokens, so training sees the potentially erroneous context inference supplies. AXE
(Ghazvininejad et al., 2020a) replaces position-wise cross entropy with a dynamic program over the best
monotonic alignment. GLAT (Qian et al., 2021) reveals target tokens adaptively, at a rate set by the
model’s current error rate.

All four close a gap in output quality: parallel generation degrades accuracy relative to autoregressive
decoding, and these methods recover part of it.

Under our speculative decoding setting, verification of a drafted token is credited only if the entire prefix
ahead of it has been accepted, so per-token accuracy is necessary but not sufficient (i.e, tokens cannot be
treated independently, see Section 4).

We further clarify why the interventions proposed in these works cannot be transferred to our setting. First,
there is no repair pass. Mask-Predict (and SMART, which uses it at decoding time) can correct a wrong token
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at a later iteration, so the model conditions on its own earlier mistakes, which is what SMART’s prediction-
based context addresses; GLAT decodes in a single pass, where a wrong token degrades the output without
affecting its neighboring tokens. In both cases the remedy assumes that an error is either recoverable or
local. Neither holds under verification as the target scores the block once, truncates at the first rejection,
and never revisits the accepted prefix, so an error will impact the suffix.

Our three interventions instead leave conditioning and targets untouched and reshape how much each posi-
tion’s loss counts, each responding to a different consequence of truncation (i.e, focus on the dependency of
tokens in the verification setting). Position decay (Section 5.3) weights early positions more heavily because
their acceptance gates every token behind them. The first-error focal term (Section 5.4) focuses on the first
incorrect predicted token, as this will cause all tokens after it (regardless of correctness) to be thrown away.
The chain reward (Section 5.5) optimizes a differentiable surrogate for prefix survival rather than a sum of
independent per-position losses. Thus, our setting focuses on verification and dependency among tokens,
while other works focus on individual token correctness without the verification constraint.

8.5 Comparison with existing speculative decoding systems

Our paper primarily regards optimizations for diffusion/block-based drafters. However, it is insightful to also
compare against EAGLE-2 (Li et al., 2024b) and EAGLE-3 (Li et al., 2025b), strong autoregressive drafters.
We train both drafters from scratch under the same training conditions described in Section 5.1, and evaluate
all methods under vLLM (Kwon et al., 2023) harness for obtaining TPS. Note that in prior experiments,
we used standard Pytorch (Paszke et al., 2019)/transformers (Wolf et al., 2020)-based evaluation, whereas
vLLM has optimizations specific to decoding. EAGLE runs use the official dynamic-tree configuration (depth
5, top-k 10) at two candidate budgets: 60, its default, and 16, which matches the drafting budget of our
B = 16 block. On Llama-3-8B-Instruct, our stacked drafter accepts more tokens per step than EAGLE-2 at
either budget (τ̄ = 3.32 versus 2.85 at budget 60 and 2.51 at 16), and does so while verifying 16 candidates
rather than 60.

The stacked drafter reaches 2.59× AR against EAGLE-260’s 1.45× and EAGLE-216’s 1.37×. EAGLE-3
trained under the same conditions behaves similarly (1.48× at budget 60, 1.42× at 16). In all cases, our
proposed techniques yield both higher acceptance rates and better speedups.

8.6 Multiple Run Confidence Intervals

To ensure that the improvements gained from the techniques are not an artifact of training variance,
we retrained the two main configurations, the position-uniform baseline and the fully stacked objective
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Method MTB GSM8K HEval AIME MBPP LCB τ̄ ×AR

AR baseline 158.8 156.8 162.2 161.9 150.9 158.3 1.00 1.00×
EAGLE-260 204.6 234.7 256.9 206.1 240.0 229.4 2.85 1.45×
EAGLE-216 203.3 219.7 238.3 191.1 223.9 218.1 2.51 1.37×
EAGLE-360 220.5 258.6 247.6 256.1 216.7 201.8 2.54 1.48×
EAGLE-316 219.5 239.7 246.2 239.8 205.8 199.3 2.27 1.42×
DFlash (CE) 214.6 291.2 346.8 342.6 282.0 294.8 2.36 1.87×
DFlash (stack) 245.2 378.8 520.0 589.4 364.2 364.2 3.32 2.59×

Table 10: Throughput (tok/s) for different speculative decoding methods using Llama-3-8B-Instruct as tar-
get measured under vLLM. Speedups over the AR baseline are reported in the last column; per-benchmark
speedups follow from the baseline row. EAGLE drafters are trained in-house under the conditions of Sec-
tion 5.1; subscripts denote draft-tree budget.
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Seed Sensitivity: Llama and Qwen

Figure 8: Seed sensitivity of the position-uniform baseline and the fully stacked objective on Llama-3-
8B-Instruct and Qwen3-8B-Instruct. Each point is the mean acceptance length over three training seeds
{42, 2024, 7}; whiskers are 95% confidence intervals.

8.6 Multiple Run Confidence Intervals

To ensure that the improvements gained from the techniques are not an artifact of training variance,
we retrained the two main configurations, the position-uniform baseline and the fully stacked objective
(γ, αf , αc) = (10, 0.3, 40), under three random seeds {42, 2024, 7} on both Llama-3-8B-Instruct and Qwen3-
8B-Instruct, under the same training settings as Section 5.1. Each run is evaluated at its final checkpoint
on the full six-benchmark suite. Figure 8 reports per-benchmark means with 95% confidence intervals.

On Llama-3-8B the stack raises mean acceptance length from 2.268 to 3.313, a gap of +1.045 against a
combined seed standard deviation of 0.138; on Qwen3-8B the gap is +0.534 against 0.067. The confidence
intervals for τ̄ are disjoint on both targets by a wide margin ([1.943, 2.593] versus [3.295, 3.331] on Llama-
3-8B, [1.973, 2.273] versus [2.638, 2.675] on Qwen3-8B), and the separation holds per benchmark: across all
twelve target × benchmark pairs, the two configurations are separated by more than one standard deviation,
the closest being MT-Bench on Qwen3-8B. The experiments show that the interventions’ improvements hold
over a variety of different seeds.

8.7 Accepted Length versus End-to-End Throughput

Here we discuss the difference between acceptance length and end-to-end throughput. As this paper primarily
is concerned with optimizations under the same architecture / training settings, we mainly report acceptance
lengths as these are more transferrable across different hardware environments. However, it is important to
note that higher acceptance lengths do not always lead to better end-to-end throughput.

The conversion from accepted length to wall-clock throughput depends on drafter cost per step, verification
cost, speculation horizon, and draft structure. Table 10 illustrates such decoupling. DFlash (CE) accepts
fewer tokens per step than EAGLE-260 (τ̄ = 2.36 versus 2.85) yet is substantially faster end-to-end (1.87×
versus 1.45× AR), primarily due to the fact that we can draft a full block of tokens when using diffusion/block-
based drafters.

We therefore report throughput as the primary metric in Table 10, and treat τ̄ throughout the paper as the
diagnostic that explains it: accepted length for the controlled training comparisons, tokens per second for
every claim about deployment.
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Figure 8: Seed sensitivity of the position-uniform baseline and the fully stacked objective on Llama-3-
8B-Instruct and Qwen3-8B-Instruct. Each point is the mean acceptance length over three training seeds
{42, 2024, 7}; whiskers are 95% confidence intervals.

(γ, αf , αc) = (10, 0.3, 40), under three random seeds {42, 2024, 7} on both Llama-3-8B-Instruct and Qwen3-
8B-Instruct, under the same training settings as Section 5.1. Each run is evaluated at its final checkpoint
on the full six-benchmark suite. Figure 8 reports per-benchmark means with 95% confidence intervals. On
Llama-3-8B the stack raises mean acceptance length from 2.268 to 3.313, a gap of +1.045 against a combined
seed standard deviation of 0.138; on Qwen3-8B the gap is +0.534 against 0.067. The confidence intervals for
τ̄ are disjoint on both targets by a wide margin ([1.943, 2.593] versus [3.295, 3.331] on Llama-3-8B, [1.973,
2.273] versus [2.638, 2.675] on Qwen3-8B), and the separation holds per benchmark: across all twelve target
× benchmark pairs, the two configurations are separated by more than one standard deviation, the closest
being MT-Bench on Qwen3-8B. The experiments show that the interventions’ improvements hold over a
variety of different seeds.

8.7 Accepted Length versus End-to-End Throughput

Here we discuss the difference between acceptance length and end-to-end throughput. As this paper primarily
is concerned with optimizations under the same architecture / training settings, we mainly report acceptance
lengths as these are more transferrable across different hardware environments. However, it is important to
note that higher acceptance lengths do not always lead to better end-to-end throughput.

The conversion from accepted length to wall-clock throughput depends on drafter cost per step, verification
cost, speculation horizon, and draft structure. Table 10 illustrates such decoupling. DFlash (CE) accepts
fewer tokens per step than EAGLE-260 (τ̄ = 2.36 versus 2.85) yet is substantially faster end-to-end (1.87×
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versus 1.45× AR), primarily due to the fact that we can draft a full block of tokens when using diffusion/block-
based drafters.

We therefore report throughput as the primary metric in Table 10, and treat τ̄ throughout the paper as the
diagnostic that explains it: accepted length for the controlled training comparisons, tokens per second for
every claim about deployment.

Architecture Configuration τ̄ ∆τ̄ Rel.

DFlash-2 CE-uniform 2.079 — —
DFlash-2 + full stack 2.883 +0.804 +38.7%
Domino default 3.240 — —
Domino + full stack 3.897 +0.657 +20.3%
DSpark (semi-AR) stock recipe 2.459 — —
DSpark (semi-AR) + full stack 2.816 +0.357 +14.5%

Table 11: Composition of our training objectives with drafter architectures that model causal structure
directly. Target model Llama-3-8B-Instruct.

8.8 Composition with Architecture-Side Causal Correction

A complementary line of work supplies causal structure through the drafter architecture rather than the
training objective. DFlash-2(Inco AI, 2026) injects a dynamic short convolution over draft features, Domino
(Huang et al., 2026) attaches a lightweight GRU head that carries an explicit causal path through the block,
and DSpark (Cheng et al., 2026) schedules semi-autoregressive decoding by confidence. Since our objectives
target the same intra-block blindness from the training side, whether the two compose or substitute is a
natural question. We measured this on three drafter architectures under the evaluation settings of Section 5.1.

On each architecture, we see benefits from our techniques. DFlash-2 gains +38.7%, Domino gains +20.3%,
DSpark, gains +14.5%. We note that while all models were trained under the same settings of Section 5.1,
due to varying architectures, it is possible that there are better settings than the ones tested. We leave such
search for future work.
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