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ABSTRACT

One deployed language model must often serve many compute budgets, yet serv-
ing each budget still means a separate training or compression run per point. We
train a Telescopic Language Model (TLM) to be that continuum: a nested-capacity
Transformer supervised by stochastic prefix supervision with a full anchor. At ev-
ery step, one randomly truncated prefix of the capacity axis is trained against the
full next-token target, alongside one full-capacity pass, so the trained artifact is
a valid language model at every depth. Two forward-backward passes per step,
no architectural change, nothing extra at inference. Fixed-exit suites such as Ma-
tryoshka Language Model Suites (MLMS) occupy one point in this design space,
and the point has a cost: supervising only a few fixed exits leaves the nested model
at chance level everywhere else (perplexity 102—-10° in our baselines). On a 200M
proxy suite (20B FineWeb-Edu tokens, identical data stream for all methods), a
single TLM run is a valid language model at every one of its twenty layer prefixes,
in perplexity and on perplexity-sensitive downstream tasks, reducing the area un-
der the quality—budget curve by 43-44% relative to the fixed-exit suites while
matching them at full capacity, at ~12% lower GPU cost per run. The prefix sam-
pling density is a dial: concentrating it on a few depths recovers fixed-exit quality
there at the price of the continuum, so the operating points become a training-time
choice rather than an architectural one. These results indicate that the training
objective, not the nesting itself, is what makes a model elastic.

1 INTRODUCTION

Language models are deployed across devices and latency budgets that differ by orders of magni-
tude, from on-device assistants to datacenter endpoints. Serving this range today means training a
separate model per budget, or compressing a large model post hoc and accepting the quality loss.
Both options multiply cost: either M full training runs for M operating points, or a compression
pipeline whose products trail models trained natively at their size.

Nested-capacity cascades promise a cheaper route: sub-models of increasing width and depth
stacked into one Transformer trained end-to-end, so a single run can in principle serve many sizes.
The established instance, Matryoshka Language Model Suites (Godey & Artzi, 2026)), supervises
only M =3 fixed exits, with online distillation from the largest sub-model. We find that the objec-
tive, not the cascade, decides what gets served: at any depth other than a trained exit, the nested
model is effectively unusable, validation perplexity rising from ~20 at the exits to 102-~10° (up to
~4x10%) at untrained depths (Figure. The continuum of operating points that the cascade appears
to offer is not realized.

The continuum needs no new architecture, only a new objective. We train the unchanged cascade
with stochastic prefix supervision and a full anchor: at every optimization step, we sample one prefix
length k& from a distribution over all depths, evaluate the next-token loss of the k-prefix against
the full training target, and add the loss of the full model on the same batch. The cost is two
forward-backward passes per step; the architecture and inference are unchanged: the trained artifact
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Figure 1: One training run, a valid language model at every depth. Top: vanilla LLMsS train a separate
standalone model per budget (our 50M/100M/200M twins, annotated with validation perplexity) —
the best quality per size, but M runs, M artifacts, and nothing in between. Middle: MLMS
2026) nests the budgets in one 20-layer cascade but supervises only three fixed exits (green);
every other prefix is untrained and collapses (hatched). Bottom: a Telescopic Language Model
trains one random prefix per step against the full target, so every prefix of the same cascade is a
valid language model (gradient: deeper prefixes are larger models). The result is a continuum of
operating points from one run, with the full-size peak close to a separately trained twin (14.99 vs.
13.98 perplexity).

is truncated at any depth and used directly. We call the resulting model a Telescopic Language
Model (TLM), because its capacity extends and collapses smoothly along a single ordered axis. The
off-exit collapse, we will show, is a property of the fixed-exit objective, not of the nesting.

On the 200M-parameter MLMS proxy suite, trained on 20B FineWeb-Edu tokens with an identical
data stream for every method, our main findings are:

* A continuum from one run. Trained with a uniform prefix sampler, TLM is a valid language
model at every one of its twenty layer prefixes. At depths MLMS does not train, where its
perplexity reaches 102~10°, TLM decreases smoothly (81 PPL at k=1 to 15 at k=20); the area
under the quality—budget curve drops by 43-44% (AULB 3.28 vs. 5.73-5.90).

* Valid below the smallest exit. TLM serves ten operating points below MLMS’s 50M exit, down
to 0.11x full latency at PPL 2681, where MLMS’s own prefixes collapse.

* No added full-capacity tax. The same uniform arm is on par with the MLMS suites at the full
200M operating point (14.99 perplexity, within their 14.96-15.42 span). Shifting the sampler
toward MLMS’s exits trades the continuum for full-size quality: a single seed reaches 14.65 (a
2.2% edge over MLMS, within seed noise) and cuts the remaining gap to a standalone vanilla
twin by a third (4.8% vs. 7.1%).

* A dial, not a wall. The prefix sampling density 7 controls the trade-off between prefix coverage
and trained-exit quality: concentrating m on the MLMS exit depths improves quality at those
exits relative to uniform sampling but sacrifices off-exit coverage (§4.3). That endpoint shares
MLMS’s exit grid while retaining TLM’s sampled-prefix-plus-anchor objective — the operating
points are a training-time choice, and no single setting dominates on both axes.

 Lower cost per operating point. The uniform TLM run costs 131 GPU-hours (~12% less than
a distillation-free MLMS suite at 149, and 1.7 less than the vanilla three-model suite at 216)
while delivering twenty operating points instead of three.

These results instantiate a broader training principle, stochastic prefix supervision with a full anchor,
previously validated on 3D Gaussian splatting [2026): when a model’s capacity lives in
an ordered list of units, supervising one random prefix per step against the full target, alongside
the full model, turns that model into a continuum of models. We show that on the language-model
capacity axis this yields a single model that is a continuous quality—budget frontier — every depth
served, the peak preserved relative to the fixed-exit suites — and characterize the trade-offs that
govern where the sampler can be placed.



2 RELATED WORK

Nested and Matryoshka models. Matryoshka Representation Learning (Kusupati et al.l [2022)
trains embeddings that remain useful when truncated to any of a fixed grid of dimensions, and
nested dropout (Rippel et al., 2014) showed that sampling a truncation point each step induces an
ordered, continuously truncatable representation. On the language-model axis, MatFormer (Devvrit
et al.l [2023) nests FFN widths inside a decoder, and MLMS (Godey & Artzi, [2026) nests sub-
models in both width and depth with per-exit supervision plus distillation, delivering three operating
points per run. MatFormer’s headline finding is that never-trained intermediate widths remain us-
able (Mix’n’Match), which sits at odds with our motivating question: can one run deliver a valid
model at every depth? The reconciliation is where the nesting lives and what is supervised along
it: MatFormer nests width within each layer under a single output head trained on every step, so
every truncation shares a calibrated readout, whereas MLMS nests depth across sub-models whose
per-exit heads are each trained only at their own exit, so an off-exit prefix pairs a trained trunk with
a head that never saw it (our readout-rescue control attributes most of the collapse to this miscalibra-
tion). TLM trains the same cascade with a different objective: one stochastically sampled prefix per
step over a continuous depth grid, plus a full-capacity anchor — a continuum of operating points at
a fixed two passes per step, with fixed-exit supervision as the special case.

Slimmable networks. Slimmable and universally slimmable networks (Yu et al.| 2019; [Yu &
Huang, 2019) train CNNs that run at several widths via a sandwich rule with in-place distillation;
SortedNet (Valipour et al. 2023)) generalizes this to random sub-networks, and Once-for-All (Cai
et al., [2020) and Flextron (Cai et al., |2024)) train or build elastic supernets that supervise multiple
configurations per step, with Once-for-All further distilling from the model’s own full output; we
supervise exactly one sampled prefix plus the full model, and match the full task target rather than a
teacher distribution.

Early exits and random depth. Early-exit models (Teerapittayanon et al.| 2016; Kaya et al., 2019
Xin et al., [2020; |[Elhoushi et al., [2024) attach heads at intermediate layers so easy inputs exit early,
Mixture-of-Depths (Raposo et al.| 2024) varies compute per token, and others learn per-token exit
decisions (Elbayad et al.l 2020} [Schuster et al., 2022); the exits remain a fixed set of intended oper-
ating points. The closest training mechanism to ours is random-depth supervision: stochastic depth
(Huang et al.| |2016) and LayerDrop (Fan et al., 2020) drop blocks per step, and DynaBERT (Hou
et al.| 2020) trains width- and depth-adaptive sub-networks. These share our “train a random depth
each step” skeleton, but they drop layers within a single shared-head stack rather than training one
sampled prefix of a width-growing cascade against the full task target, and they add no full-capacity
anchor; our LayerDrop control tests whether random-depth robustness alone yields a continuum.
Early exits are complementary: a TLM prefix can itself serve as the draft in speculative decoding
(Leviathan et al., [2023)).

Other budget axes and post-hoc compression. MQT-LLaVA (Hu et al., 2024b) samples a token
budget per step and MatryoshkaKV (Lin et al.} 2025) samples KV-cache ranks, but neither combines
a sampled budget, a full anchor, and full-target matching on an ordered capacity axis. Post-hoc com-
pression — structured pruning of width (Ashkboos et al., [2024; Ma et al., [2023) or depth (Gromov
et al.,|2024; Men et al., 2024) and per-size distillation (Hinton et al.} 2015;Sanh et al., 2019) — de-
rives smaller models after the fact, one compression pass per target, and the products generally lag a
natively trained model of the same size; we compare against independently trained vanilla models,
the strongest in-hand competitor (§4).

The same objective elsewhere. Stochastic prefix supervision with a full anchor was previously
instantiated on 3D Gaussian splatting (Guo et al.| 2026)), where the units are opacity-ordered splats
and the same two-pass objective yields a smooth, concave quality—budget frontier with preserved
peak quality. TLM carries the principle to language-model capacity, where the units are nested
Transformer blocks and per-budget evaluation is expensive, which is precisely the regime in which
the two-pass design beats per-exit supervision on cost.



3 METHOD

3.1 NESTED-CAPACITY ARCHITECTURE

TLM needs a nested-capacity cascade in which every prefix is a standalone language model; we
instantiate it with the Matryoshka Language Model Suite (MLMS) architecture (Godey & Artzi,
2026), used unchanged, and contribute the training objective. Concretely, the cascade is an ordered
stack of M Llama-style (Touvron et al.,|2023)) Transformer (Vaswani et al.,[2017) sub-models with
strictly increasing widths D < Do < --- < D)y and depths nq,...,ny (N = Zm Ny, blocks in
total). Each sub-model takes the previous sub-model’s output, concatenated at a junction with a fresh
slice of the shared input embedding (the widened channels), and carries its own final RMSNorm and
LM head over a shared vocabulary, so every cascade prefix is a standalone language model.

Formally, let F},(z; 6) denote the next-token logits produced by the k-prefix: the first k Transformer
blocks, followed by the final norm and LM head of the sub-model that contains block k. Fly is the
full model. MLMS supervises only a fixed grid of exits k € {k1,..., ka} (the block boundaries),
minimizing >, Lec(F,,) + @aLldisin at those exits; at any other depth its prefixes are untrained
and, as we show, collapse to 102-10° perplexity.

3.2 STOCHASTIC PREFIX SUPERVISION WITH A FULL ANCHOR

TLM supervises a continuous training signal over all depths, rather than a fixed exit grid. Each
optimization step performs exactly two forward-backward passes over the same micro-batch (z,y)
of next-token pairs:

Loep(0) = N(Fy(230),y) + 7 {(Fn(:0), y) e
stochastic prefix pass, k~m full anchor pass
where / is the token-level cross-entropy, 7 is a sampling distribution over prefix depths {1,..., N},

and k ~ 7 is the sampled prefix depth — a random variable, resampled every step, in contrast to
k, which denotes a generic or evaluation depth. The objective minimized is the expectation of this
per-step loss, £(6) = E;__ Lgtep(6). Our defaultis A = v = 1 with 7 uniform over depths, the only
one of the three samplers we study that trains every prefix (including k=1) and the one that yields a
valid language model at all N depths — valid in the quantitative sense used throughout: perplexity
finite and far below the chance level of the vocabulary, decreasing smoothly with depth, on the
validation slice and on perplexity-sensitive downstream tasks. We also study a log-uniform sampler,
k = [N*] with u ~ U(0, 1), which concentrates mass on small prefixes (p(k) ~ 1/k for k > 2,
mean k ~ 6.9, k=1 unsampled) and an exir-grid sampler concentrated on MLMS’s exits (section ).
The support is discrete — the densest grid the cascade admits, every integer depth — so any budget
is served without retraining. The two passes act asymmetrically on the trunk: block j receives the
anchor gradient every step but the prefix gradient only when k& > j, so 7 induces a depth-dependent
update schedule in which shallow blocks update most often; A=7y=1 is the simplest weighting, and
section |4] isolates each term. Nothing is added at inference: the trained model is truncated at any
depth k and used directly.

Each ingredient has a distinct role, and we isolate them by ablation in section [}

Stochastic continuous budget. Supervising a single randomly drawn prefix per step (rather than all
exits) decouples the number of supervised depths from the per-step cost: we cover a continuum of
N depths for the price of two passes. MLMS instead applies a loss at every one of its M exits on
every step (plus a distillation KL at each smaller exit), so its per-step cost grows with the number of
exits while still leaving all off-exit depths untrained. Because k is resampled every step, every prefix
receives an unbiased gradient signal over training. The supervision must be end-to-end: readout
calibration alone recovers only part of a collapsed prefix (head-only repair remains ~6x behind a
trained prefix, section E])

The full anchor. The F)y term ensures the largest configuration receives a full-target gradient on
every step, rather than only on the fraction of steps that sample k=N. This is designed to protect
full-size quality (the no-anchor ablation in section [d]tests whether it is necessary), but it does not by
itself guarantee parity with an independently trained twin, because the shared trunk is also shaped
by the prefix gradients. The residual A,y is the price of that sharing (section[3.3).



Full-target matching. The prefix pass is always trained against the same next-token target y as the
full model, never a cheaper or reduced target, so every prefix is a valid language model for the same
task, not an auxiliary predictor.

Optional distillation. A third term, oy ﬁdistin(F;; + sg[Fn]), can distill the full model’s distribu-
tion into the sampled prefix (stop-gradient teacher). We ablate it; the method does not depend on
it.

3.3 THE CONTINUOUS QUALITY-BUDGET CURVE

The object of interest is the quality-budget curve Q(k): validation perplexity of the k-prefix as
a function of depth (equivalently, of inference FLOPs, which grow superlinearly in k£ across the
widening cascade; see Cost accounting below). We evaluate Q (k) on every integer prefix k = 1..N
— continuous in coverage, the densest grid the cascade admits; the smoothness of the curve is an
empirical finding, not part of the definition. We reserve frontier for the Pareto envelope derived from
a method’s valid operating points (the LODA construction below). We summarize Q(k) with:

* AULB (area under the loss-budget curve, i.e. the quality—budget curve Q(k)): the trapezoid
integral of token NLL over the integer prefix grid £ = 1..NV, divided by the grid span N—1
to return it to a mean-NLL scale (lower is better). AULB collapses the whole frontier into one
scalar for ablations. It weights each unit of depth equally and is sensitive to the off-exit explosion
under fixed-exit objectives; we therefore treat the full per-prefix curves as the primary evidence
and compute FLOP-weighted, median, and deployment-range variants as robustness checks (a
large gap, 30-44%, holds under all of them).

» Off-exit gap: for a fixed-exit baseline (MLMS) evaluated on the same grid, the per-depth dif-
ference Qnms (k) — QTrm(k) at non-trained depths k ¢ {kq,...,kpr}. This measures the
continuum’s added coverage directly: quality at depths a fixed-exit suite does not train.

* Afun: Q(N) relative to an independently trained vanilla twin of the full model. The full anchor
is designed to keep this small; any residual is the price of sharing the trunk across prefixes.

* LODA (level-of-detail area): the area under the quality—throughput frontier, the analog of
AUC#s in level-of-detail rendering (Guo et al.| 2026). A method’s operating points are its valid
configurations (every prefix for TLM; only the trained exits for MLMS, whose off-exit prefixes
collapse). The envelope ¢(T') is the best quality at throughput > T' — a faster model can always
be throttled, so this is a max-from-right step function — scoring the quality floor where a method
demonstrates nothing. Concretely: sort the method’s valid operating points by throughput and
walk from the fastest point toward slower throughputs; §(T") carries the best quality seen so far,
holding each level as a flat step until a slower point improves on it, so a suite with three exits

contributes three steps while a continuum contributes twenty. LODA = —%—— [ §(T) dT

max Tmin
(higher is better) is the normalized area under this envelope. Where AULB weights each unit of
depth equally, LODA weights each unit of throughput equally and credits only valid operating
points, so it measures the continuum’s deployment value. We use chance-normalized benchmark
accuracy as the headline quality and clamped normalized perplexity as robustness. LODA is by
construction a coverage metric — it scores what a continuum is for; the complementary per-exit

comparison, where the suite retains an edge, is reported alongside (§4.2).

Cost accounting. Training costs two forward-backward passes per step regardless of how many
depths are supervised, versus one shared cascade pass with M exit losses (plus a distillation teacher)
for an M -exit MLMS suite, and M full independent trainings for a vanilla suite. Inference at depth
k costs the cumulative FLOPs of the first k& blocks, sub-linear in k& because block cost grows with
width: the three exits k=11/16/20 use ~17%/43%/100% of the full model’s layer FLOPs. Unlike
fixed-exit suites, any k is available from a single training run.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Proxy suite. All experiments use the 200M Matryoshka proxy suite of |Godey & Artzi| (2026)
(three nested widths: blocks 11@320 + 5@576 + 4@960, head_dim 64; norm junctions; SmolLM2



Table 1: Headline results (200M proxy suite, 20B tokens/run, identical data stream). Full-size
(200M) validation PPL; AULB over the prefix grid k=1..20; LODA, . /ppl> the area under the
quality—throughput frontier (§3.3} higher is better). Bold marks the best single-run cascade per

column; the vanilla twin is the per-size reference. ‘-’: not evaluated.
Method 200MPPL | AULB| LODAu.c? LODAp, 1t
MLMS (best suite) 14.98 5.90 21.8 27.8
TLM (7 uniform) 14.99 3.28 38.9 47.3
TLM (7 log-unif.) 14.99 3.45 34.9 48.5
TLM (7 exit-grid) 14.65 6.21 - 25.7
vanilla twin (ref.) 13.98 - - -

tokenizer (Ben Allal et al., 2025)), vocab 49,152), trained on FineWeb-Edu (Penedo et al.| 2024))
for 20B tokens per run: packing at sequence length 2048, AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, [2019)
(B1,B2) = (0.9,0.95), e = 1078, peak Ir 4 x 10~*, weight decay 0.01, grad clip 1.0, WSD schedule
(Hu et al., 2024a)) (1000 warmup steps, 9.09% cooldown), global batch 512 x 2048 tokens, bf16,
seed 42. Every run consumes the identical data stream; the only independent variable is the training
objective.

Methods compared. (i) MLMS: our faithful reimplementation of the four Table 3 configurations
of \Godey & Artzi (2026) (norm/nodistill, plain, zero junction x distillation; validated against the
published numbers); the distillation arms use a4=0.3, a soft cross-entropy to the stop-gradient
largest-exit distribution at temperature 1, summed uniformly over the three exits (the full exit is
pure cross-entropy); (ii) Vanilla twins: standalone 5S0M/100M/200M models trained on the same
stream; (iii) TLM: stochastic prefix supervision with full anchor (A = v = 1, no distillation) under
three prefix samplers 7: uniform (our default; equal mass on all twenty depths), log-uniform (mass
concentrated on small prefixes), and exit-grid (mass only on the three MLMS exit depths). The
log-uniform sampler draws u ~ U(0, 1) and sets k = [N*], so p(k) o log 27 ~ 1/k for k > 2
and k=1 has measure zero (mean k ~ 6.9).

Evaluation. Held-out FineWeb-Edu validation perplexity; 7-benchmark zero-shot accuracy (ARC-
E/C, HellaSwag, LAMBADA, OpenBookQA, PIQA, Winogrande; Im-eval-harness (Gao et al.,
2023), length-normalized accuracy); OOD byte-PPL on WikiText-103 (Merity et al., 2017), C4
(Dodge et al.l [2021), PG-19 (Rae et al., [2020), arXiv, and PubMed (Cohan et al.| 2018)); and the
quality-budget curve Q(k), the validation PPL of every integer prefix k € [1,20] (. All PPL
numbers for a given comparison use the same held-out slice, so within-table gaps are paired by
construction (identical eval data), which removes eval-set resampling variance; finite-slice noise
remains and is common across arms.

4.2 RESULTS & ANALYSIS

TLM is a valid model at every depth. Figure[2|plots Q(k) for TLM vs. MLMS. The uniform arm’s
frontier is smooth and near-monotone throughout: it falls from 81 PPL at k=1 to 15 at k=20, never
spiking above 56 for any £ > 2. MLMS, by contrast, is valid only at its three trained exits: off-exit
PPL reaches 102-10° and beyond (e.g. k=5: 1,412; k=1: 438,883), versus a chance level of 49,152.
TLM cuts AULB from 5.73-5.90 (all four MLMS suites) to 3.28, a 43—-44% reduction. The MLMS
collapse is partly a readout artifact: cheap head-only fine-tuning recovers it to 177 PPL at k=5 (suite
AULB 5.90—4.41; Appendix B), but the rescued prefixes still lag TLM’s trained prefixes by ~6x
and require per-prefix post-hoc tuning that TLM does not.

TLM wins the deployment frontier. Table [1| gives the headline comparison and Figure [3| the
underlying quality—throughput frontier. LODA (§3.3) credits a method only at throughputs where it
serves a valid model, so it measures what a continuum is for. The continuum arms win decisively:
uniform 7 reaches LODA,.. = 38.9 against MLMS’s 21.8 (1.8x) and LODA,,; = 47.3 against
27.8. The win is structural: below its smallest (50M) exit MLMS serves no valid model where TLM
serves ten further points. The two non-continuum arms confirm the attribution: MLMS and exit-grid
m, which supervise only the exit depths, both collapse off-exit and score far lower (LODA;; 27.8
and 25.7) — dense stochastic supervision, not the architecture alone, creates the deployment value.
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Figure 2: One training run, a valid model at every depth. TLM (amber) is a valid language model
at every one of its twenty layer prefixes; the shaded band is the continuum it serves. MLMS (grey)
is valid only at its three trained exits (dashed) and collapses elsewhere; at those exits it remains
stronger, the price of coverage (§4.2). (a) Validation perplexity of every prefix (log scale, lower
is better; dotted: chance): TLM decreases smoothly across the whole range while MLMS falls to
10%2-10° between its exits. (b) Zero-shot downstream accuracy (higher is better): TLM’s continuum
improves with depth while MLMS’s off-exit prefixes sit at chance; the band is TLM’s above-chance
quality at every depth. Stars: independently trained vanilla twins (the per-size ceiling). Area under
the loss—budget frontier (AULB): TLM 3.28 vs. MLMS 5.73-5.90.
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Figure 3: One TLM is a continuum of models; suites and vanilla training yield isolated points.
Each marker is an operating point the method actually trains. TLM-uniform (amber) serves every
prefill throughput in the range; the shaded band is the continuum it delivers. MLMS (grey squares)
and vanilla twins (stars) exist only at their training sizes; MLMS’s exits edge TLM’s prefixes at
k=11, 16 (the price of coverage) and it collapses off-exit (dashes). Envelopes give the best quality
served at each throughput (log scale; faster rightward; a faster model can always be throttled down).
(a) Validation perplexity (log—log; lower is better). (b) Mean 7-benchmark accuracy (higher is
better); the band above the chance floor (dotted) is exactly TLM’s LODA ... LODA (area under
each envelope; perplexity uses a clamped normalised quality) is annotated per method: TLM wins
on both.

The continuum is free at the peak. The uniform arm, the configuration that delivers the full
continuum, is on par with the MLMS suites at the full 200M operating point (14.99 perplexity, within
their 14.96-15.42 span, Appendix A), so the continuum costs nothing at the peak. The exit-grid arm
goes further, reaching 14.65 PPL with a comparable benchmark average (41.1 vs. 40.8), though it
abandons the continuum (§4.3) and its sampler also up-weights the full exit (the anchor every step
plus the ~1/3 of prefix passes sampling k=N give ~4/3x MLMS’s full-exit loss weight). Against
the standalone vanilla twin (13.98), the full-size gap narrows from MLMS’s 7.1% to TLM-exitgrid’s
4.8%, about a third. We read 14.99 vs. 14.98 as parity, and the 14.65 vs. 14.98 gap as consistent
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Figure 4: One run serves any latency; the suite serves three. Validation perplexity (lower is
better) against measured prefill latency (one A100, batch 8, sequence 2048, bf16). (a) TLM-uniform
(amber) is a valid language model at every latency, while MLMS (grey) is servable only at its three
trained exits (circles) and collapses off-exit, rising to 102~10° PPL up to the dotted chance line. (b)
Zoom on the servable range: the band is the continuum TLM serves at every latency; MLMS’s exits
sit below TLM at k=11 and k=16, its only valid points. Stars: vanilla twins.

with a full-size edge rather than decisive (the suites remain single-seed); paired second seeds of both
TLM arms (Appendix C) measure the run-to-run spread directly, and the exit-grid edge replicates
(14.67 vs. 14.65).

The price of coverage at the trained exits. At the two trained exits below full size, MLMS retains
an edge (per-exit matrix, Appendix B): 21.89 vs. 24.38 PPL at 50M and 17.47 vs. 19.11 at 100M
(best TLM arm vs. norm+distill), and it also leads there on benchmarks (36.1 vs. 34.1 mean accuracy
at 5S0M; Appendix G). This is the expected price of spreading supervision over twenty prefixes
instead of three exits, and §4.3] shows the trade-off is tunable: 7 moves trained-exit quality and
continuum coverage in opposite directions. A budget midway between the SOM and 100M depths
(k=13) is served by TLM-uniform at 22.6 PPL, nearly matching MLMS’s 50M exit (21.89), whereas
MLMS at k=13 collapses to 285 PPL. Any latency target between exits is served by TLM at near-
frontier quality, where MLMS returns a collapsed prefix; Figure @ confirms this on measured latency
rather than FLOP proxies.

Cost. TLM’s advantage is the continuum itself: one run that serves any budget, including budgets
not anticipated at training time. Table[2]reports GPU-hours billed by the cluster (per-run ledger; Ap-
pendix D). The like-for-like comparison holds distillation off on both sides: the uniform TLM run
costs 131 GPU-h versus 149 for a distillation-free MLMS suite (~12% cheaper), and 1.7 x less than
the vanilla three-model suite (216 GPU-h). MLMS’s cost is higher because each step backpropa-
gates through all M exits (one shared cascade forward, then a per-exit backward through the shared
graph); TLM instead backpropagates through a single sampled prefix, which is shallower than the
full stack on average, plus the full model. These are billed GPU-hours for our reimplementation; a
different MLMS implementation could shift the gap. Per delivered operating point this is 6.5 GPU-h
(TLM) versus 50-72 (baselines), though TLM’s twenty points include off-frontier prefixes weaker
than the best same-size model, whereas the baselines’ three points all sit on their frontier. When the
deployment budgets are few and known in advance, per-size training is the right tool: three sepa-
rate twins cost 216 GPU-h total and give the best per-point quality (Appendix B). Within TLM, the
sampler sets cost through the mean sampled depth: log-uniform 7 is fastest (120 GPU-h), exit-grid
slowest (147).

4.3  ABLATIONS

Prefix sampler 7 is a coverage—exit-quality dial. Table[T]and the full results matrix (Appendix B)
contain the three-arm 7 ablation (A = v = 1 fixed, no distillation). Moving 7’s mass toward the
exit depths (log-uniform — uniform — exit-grid) monotonically improves the trained exits (S0M:
273 — 26.5 — 24.4; 100M: 26.6 — 21.8 — 19.1). Continuum coverage, by contrast, is best



Table 2: One run, twenty operating points: TLM delivers each at 6.5 GPU-h versus 50-72 for the
suites. Training cost (billed GPU-hours, one A100 per run, 20B tokens/run); TLM and MLMS rows
are single runs, the like-for-like row holds distillation off on both sides, and TLM’s twenty points
include off-frontier prefixes (see text).

Method GPU-h | operating points T GPU-h/ point |
vanilla suite (3 models) 216 3 72
MLMS suite, no distill (1 run) 149 3 50
MLMS suite, +distill (1 run) 182-185 3 61-62
TLM, uniform 7 (1 run) 131 20 6.5

at the uniform sampler and degrades when mass is concentrated: the exit-grid arm’s off-exit pre-
fixes collapse to MLMS-like values (k=5: 2,693), confirming that dense stochastic supervision,
not the anchor alone, creates the continuum. AULB is therefore U-shaped in the sampler’s mean
depth (3.45 log-uniform, 3.28 uniform, 6.21 exit-grid). Full-size quality is essentially invariant to
7 (14.99/14.99/14.65); the no-anchor arm (Appendix B) confirms the anchor is what preserves the
peak: without it the 200M PPL rises to 22.32 while the continuum is unchanged (AULB 3.41), and
a pass-matched variant (Appendix B) shows the effect is the full-depth gradient itself, not the freed
compute.

The log-uniform arm and the k=1 prefix. The log-uniform sampler k& = [N“]| places (near-
)zero mass on k=1, so that prefix is effectively never trained and collapses (6,740 PPL): within
TLM, an unsupervised prefix fails just as MLMS’s off-exit prefixes do, within-run confirmation that
supervision, not the nesting, decides whether a prefix is a language model. Where it does place
mass, log-uniform wins at small prefixes (k=2: 40.0 vs. uniform’s 54.7), its intended niche. We
therefore use uniform m as the default: it is the only sampler that trains every prefix, attains the best
AULB, and matches MLMS at full size.

Ingredients. Two further arms isolate the remaining ingredients at the log-uniform base sampler:
one removes the full anchor (7=0), so the full model is trained only on the ~1.7% of steps that sam-
ple k=N the other adds MLMS-style stop-gradient distillation into the sampled prefix (a.4=0.3).
Appendix B reports their results; the main-text claims do not depend on them (every TLM num-
ber above is anchor-on and distillation-free). Appendix B adds five controls probing whether each
remaining choice is necessary (pass-matched and exit-grid no-anchor variants, LayerDrop random-
depth training with and without readout calibration, and a dense all-prefix upper bound).

5 CONCLUSION

We asked whether a single training run can deliver a valid language model at every inference budget.
Stochastic prefix supervision with a full anchor, on an unchanged nested cascade and an identical
data stream, delivers that continuum: with a uniform prefix sampler, all twenty layer prefixes re-
main usable language models, perplexity falling smoothly with depth. The continuum is free at the
peak (full-capacity quality on par with the MLMS suites at ~12% lower GPU cost) and wins the
deployment frontier (LODA rises 1.8x; AULB falls 43-44%).

Limitations. Our evidence is at the 200M proxy scale on FineWeb-Edu, with one seed per arm
(second seeds for the two headline TLM arms and paired bootstrap CIs corroborate the main gaps,
Appendix C); nested and elastic training has been validated from 100M up to a few billion param-
eters (Devvrit et al.| [2023; Hou et al.l 2020; |Cai et all 2024), but whether the peak—continuum
separation we report holds at 8B—70B is an open question. MLMS retains an edge at its two trained
exits below full size, the expected price of coverage. Our budgets are latency and throughput; on
a parameter-count axis the continuum’s advantage shrinks, since prefixes share the embedding and
head (Appendix E). Serving fixes a depth per request; switching depth within a generation would
require truncating or extending the KV cache across layers, a systems question orthogonal to the
training objective that we leave to future work. Our frontier runs over depth at fixed width; width,
the 3B scale, and speculative decoding are next steps.
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