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Abstract

(a) Precision inside a verify block

Speculative decoding has been treated purely as a systems optimization that speeds up large language model
decoding without changing the model behavior. Under this view, the growing effort to train better draft models
has been focused solely on acceptance rate. We argue that this view does not hold true for long-horizon agent
reasoning. Measuring frontier open-weight models on complex agentic tasks with different speculative decoding
approaches, we found that numerical noise grows within verification windows, and the draft acceptance results of
the thinking process can change the output distribution of the model after 30 steps, thus noticeably influencing the
reasoning accuracy of long-horizon agents in random directions. In this work, we improve the reasoning capability
of target models by controlling such noise. While we cannot change the overall token distribution verified by the
target model, we can encode critical reasoning with highest precision by training the draft model to be rejected.
We identify these points in agent traces and train the draft model to favor adversarial preference. At inference the
trained draft and the target part ways precisely at these decision points, verification restarts, so that critical thinking
tokens are sampled from the target model and encoded under its least noisy conditions. This approach makes
critical reasoning better indexed and more durable over a long horizon. On complex agentic coding benchmarks,
our approach raises end-to-end success rate with no change to the target model or its output distribution. Our
results recast the speculative decoding mechanism from a pure accelerator into an active allocator for context
precision that improves the accuracy of long-horizon agents by training 0.06% to 0.28% of hosted parameters.

(b) Where the decision is committed
decision point

(c) Long-horizon coding tasks
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1 INTRODUCTION

Speculative decoding has become a popular way to serve
large language models (Leviathan et al., 2023; Chen et al.,
2023; Cheng et al., 2026). A small draft model proposes
a block of tokens, the large target model scores the whole
block in one forward pass, and a rejection-sampling rule
accepts a prefix of the block. When a draft token is rejected,
the rule resamples that position from a residual distribution.

The output is guaranteed to follow the target model’s distri-
bution. Because of this constraint, speculative decoding is
treated as an optimization solely for decoding speed, and
earlier studies on better drafts, from EAGLE-style feature
drafters (Li et al., 2024) to block-parallel drafters (Chen
et al., 2026b; Cheng et al., 2026), measure success by a
single number: how many tokens the target accepts per
verification step.
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However, the theoretical guarantee is stated for an idealized
target, a fixed function from a prefix to a distribution. Fron-
tier models are not hosted that way. They are served with
low-precision weights, quantized key-value (KV) caches
and sparse attention, and their inference outputs are not
bitwise-reproducible. In this regime, the target’s logits are
a noisy quantity depending on how the computation is laid
out, and is relevant to the draft acceptence length. We mea-
sure this directly by rerunning the same forward pass on
an identical prefix and compare the top-k log-probabilities.
On GLM-5.3 (GLM-5-Team et al., 2026) with an 8-token
DFlash verification block, the first slot of the block is exactly
as noisy as single-token decoding. Beyond the first slot, the
noise increases with each position in the block, by roughly
4% per slot, and large deviations grow faster still: by the last
slot, log-probability shifts of more than 2 natural-log units
(nats) are nearly twice as common as at the first. DeepSeek-
V4.1-Flash-1017 (Xu et al. 2026; referred to in this study
as DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash) with a 6-token DSPARK block
shows the same pattern. Its absolute noise is about half that
of GLM-5.3, but it grows at the same relative rate of roughly
4% per slot. Speculative verification is therefore lossless in
distribution but not neutral in precision: where a token sits
in a verification block determines how precisely the target
encodes it.

This matters most for long-horizon agents. A software-
engineering agent runs for dozens to hundreds of turns over
thousands to millions of tokens. Every token it generates
is encoded and committed to the KV cache and read back
by everything that follows. Most of these tokens can carry
higher noises without hurting future reasoning, but some
are not, especially for those critical phrases in the thinking
process where the model frames a decision in its thinking,
for example, as a matter of principle and evidence, as a
guess about what is likely or risky, or settling a confusion by
guessing, reading, or running tests. In our audit of agentic
coding traces, principle-, evidence-framed, or actual test-
driven decisions took the correct side about twice higher
than likelihood- or risk-guided reasoning. It is worth noting
that these decisions are not necessarily persistent across the
lifespan of the entire agentic task. Some wrong decisions
can be flipped according to environmental feedback signals,
while correct ones could be ignored in long-horizon tasks.

These observations suggest a lever that the lossless view
hides. We cannot change the distribution the target verifies,
and we do not want to. However, we can decide where
each token comes from to re-allocate context precision by
training the draft model to be rejected. An accepted draft
token is committed with the precision of whichever slot
verified it. A rejected token is resampled by the target, its
entry is written at the head of a fresh verification block,
and the verification of everything after it restarts from the
least noisy slot. A draft that is rejected exactly at critical

reasoning phrases therefore routes the decisions that matter
through the target’s most precise path. It leaves the routine
thinking tokens to ordinary acceleration.

We call this approach Adversarial Speculative Reasoning.
We locate critical thinking in agent traces and build prefer-
ence pairs between alternative decision framings. We then
train the draft with direct preference optimization (DPO;
Rafailov et al., 2023) in the reverse direction: the draft learns
to prefer the framing the target should avoid. At inference,
the draft and the target diverge precisely at these points,
so the target’s own choice is committed through residual
sampling and encoded precisely in the KV cache. The target
model is unchanged, and so is the verification rule and its
exactness guarantee. Only the draft model is changed and
context precision is re-allocated. With this approach, we
significantly improve long-horizon agent reasoning accu-
racy without hurting inference efficiency. For example, on
DeepSWE (Huang & Jiang, 2026), a benchmark of complex
software-engineering tasks, Adversarial Speculative Rea-
soning raises the end-to-end success rate of GLM-5.3-nv{p4
from 60.6% to 67.6% (+7.0 points). It raises DeepSeek-
V4.1-Flash from 67.8% to 71.8% (+4.0 points) with the
standard evaluation harness and environments. Overall, we
make the following contributions:

1. We show that speculative verification is lossless in distri-
bution but not uniform in numerical precision. Noise grows
with slot position inside a verification block, appearing in
two frontier models with different draft architectures.

2. We recast the draft model from an accelerator into an
allocator of context precision. Draft acceptance decides
which tokens are committed through low-noise residual
sampling, a degree of freedom that is traditionally treated
as irrelevant.

3. We introduce reverse-direction preference training of the
draft at decision points, so that the target model writes the
decisions that shape a long-horizon trajectory.

4. We improve end-to-end success on long-horizon software-
engineering agentic tasks for two frontier models, with no
change to the target model or to the exactness of verification.

2 RELATED WORK

Speculative decoding and draft training. Speculative
decoding (Leviathan et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023) speeds
up autoregressive generation. A cheap drafter proposes a
block of tokens, the target model scores the whole block
in one forward pass, and a modified rejection-sampling
rule keeps the target’s output distribution exactly. Since
then, most studies have aimed at more accepted tokens per
verification step. Medusa (Cai et al., 2024) attaches extra
decoding heads to the target model. EAGLE (Li et al,
2024) and EAGLE-3 (Li et al., 2025) draft from the target’s
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hidden features. DFlash (Chen et al., 2026b) drafts a whole
block in parallel with a lightweight block-diffusion model.
DistillSpec (Zhou et al., 2024) distills the target into the
draft to better align the two. In all of these methods the draft
is trained to agree with the target, and the only metric is the
decoding speed. We train the draft toward a different goal:
to disagree with the target at chosen positions for stronger
reasoning capability in long-horizon tasks.

Relaxing exactness. Another line of work gives up exact
verification for speed. For example, Judge Decoding (Bach-
mann et al., 2025) accepts draft tokens that a learned judge
considers high quality even when the target would reject
them. These methods trade fidelity to the target for speed.
Our method moves in the opposite direction. The verifica-
tion rule and its exactness guarantee stay intact. We change
only which tokens end up committed through acceptance
and which through residual sampling, and use this choice to
re-allocate context precision.

Numerical nondeterminism in LLM inference. Produc-
tion inference does not evaluate the idealized function that
exactness guarantees assume. Yuan et al. (2025) show that
under bfloat16 with greedy decoding, reasoning models can
vary by several accuracy points and by thousands of tokens
of response length across system configurations. He & Lab
(2025) trace much of the run-to-run variation in serving en-
gines to kernels that are not batch-invariant. Frontier models
are also routinely served with quantized key-value caches
(Liu et al., 2024) and sparse attention (Liu et al., 2025),
which add approximation errors on top. These studies treat
precision as a property of the whole system and try to reduce
or remove the variation. We instead measure how precision
varies within a speculative verification block, and exploit
that variation instead of eliminating it.

Error accumulation in long-horizon agents. Agent bench-
marks such as SWE-bench (Jimenez et al., 2024) require
dozens of steps over long contexts, and small per-step er-
rors compound. Sinha et al. (2026) show that models be-
come more likely to produce error once their context contain
their own earlier mistakes, an effect they refer to as self-
conditioning, and that larger models alone do not remove
it. This line of work motivates our focus on the persistence
of individual reasoning decisions. Once a decision point
is encoded into the context, it conditions everything that
follows.

Critical tokens and preference optimization. Several
studies find that a small subset of tokens decides where rea-
soning goes. Lin et al. (2025) identify and replace critical
tokens that turn failed reasoning chains into correct ones,
and train on them with token-level DPO. Wang et al. (2025)
find that about 20% of chain-of-thought tokens have high
entropy and act as forks between reasoning paths, and that
restricting reinforcement-learning updates to these tokens

matches or exceeds full updates. Both studies change the
larger target model, while we apply direct preference opti-
mization (Rafailov et al., 2023) only to the draft, in reverse,
so that the draft reliably proposes the framing the target
should avoid. Li et al. (2026) found that even in a model
routing system, critical reasoning in long-horizon tasks need
to be handled by stronger models.

3 CHARACTERIZING CONTEXT PRECISION

Exactness guarantees for speculative decoding are stated for
an idealized target: a fixed function from a prefix to a next-
token distribution. A served target is not that function. Its
logits are produced by low-precision kernels whose result
depends on how the computation is laid out, and a verify
forward pass lays the computation out differently from ordi-
nary decoding by processing a block of tokens in one launch,
and each position attends to key-value entries that were com-
puted in that same launch. This section asks whether and
where that difference matters. We use two complementary
measurements. The first isolates the numerical noise of a
single forward pass at each position of a verification block
(§3.2). The second follows a verify-written context through
the rest of a long agent trajectory (§3.2).

3.1 Setup

Models and serving configurations. We study two frontier
open-weight reasoning models, each served the way it is
deployed in our agent experiments, with SGLang (Zheng
et al., 2024) on four NVIDIA B200 GPUs. GLM-5.3 runs
with NVFP4 weights ', FP8 key-value cache and DeepSeek
sparse attention (DSA) (Liu et al., 2025), and is acceler-
ated by a DFlash2 block-diffusion draft (Chen et al., 2026b)
whose verification block has 8 positions. DeepSeek-V4.1-
Flash runs with a DSPARK draft that proposes 5 tokens per
step, so each verification block has 6 positions. We index the
positions of a verification block by slot s =0,... ., W — 1,
where W is the block width. Slot 0 holds the last committed
token; slots s > 1 hold draft tokens. The next-token distri-
bution computed at slot s is the one used to verify the draft
token at slot s 4 1, or to resample in its place.

Error metric. For a position and two forward passes that
should agree, we compare log-probabilities token by token.
At each position we take the four most likely tokens under a
reference pass, together with the token the trajectory actu-
ally emits, and record |Alog p| = |log p1(v) — log p2(v)|
for each such token v. Log-probabilities use the natural
logarithm, so differences are in natural-log units (nats). A
difference of 1 nat is a factor of e ~ 2.7 in probability, and
2 nats a factor of e? ~ 7.4. We report the mean and the frac-
tion of tokens whose difference exceeds 1, 2 or 3 nats. The

lht‘cps ://huggingface.co/RadixArk/GLM-5.3-NVFP4
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tails matter because our agents sample at temperature 1 with
top-p = 0.95 or 1.0. In agentic reasoning, a shift of 1-2
nats in the emitted token’s log-probability changes whether
that token lies inside the sampling nucleus in 12% of cases,
2-3 nats in 47%, and more than 3 nats in over 84%.

3.2 Measurement Methods

Sliding-window verification. Comparing a verification
pass against a separate decoding request mixes two noise
sources: the forward pass of decoding, and the independent
prefill that rebuilds the prefix in each request. To exclude the
latter, we hold the prefix fixed in memory and repeat only the
forward decode pass. We first generate a reference trajectory
by greedy single-token decoding, so that the tokens under
test are the target’s own choices rather than the draft’s. For
each position ¢ of the trajectory and each slot s, we prefill
the prompt and the trajectory up to the block’s anchor g — s,
write the next W trajectory tokens into the verify block,
and execute that same verify forward pass R = 4 times on
the unchanged key-value cache. Row s of each repetition
gives the distribution at position ¢ computed from slot s.
For decoding, we prefill up to g and execute the same single-
token decode step R times. Differences between repetitions
then contain only the numerical nondeterminism of one
forward pass on identical inputs. We measure 1631 positions
on GLM-5.3 and 1294 on DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash, drawn
from DeepSWE prompts with 6k—24k tokens of context.

Following a verify-written context over a long horizon.
Method 1 measures one forward pass. An agent, however,
keeps every token it writes and reads it back for the rest of
the task. In each GLM-5.3 DeepSWE trajectory we select
the assistant turn with the longest reasoning and call it the
source turn (median of 9k tokens, after a median of 45k-
token prefix). We write the source turn’s tokens into the
key-value cache for two scenarios: (A) through DFlash
blockwise-verification, with every source token forced and
accepted through its verify slot; or (B) through single-token
decoding. The token sequence is identical on both paths;
only the computation that wrote its key-value entries differs.
Reusing that cache, we then score the remainder of the
real trajectory teacher-forced, up to 128k further tokens (a
median of 95 subsequent assistant turns), and record the
log-probability of every assistant token; tool outputs stay
in the context but are not scored. Each path is built twice
(A, A" and B, B’). Because |A — B| contains the variance
of both paths, we compare the paths through their own build-
to-build deviations, |A — A’| versus |B — B’|, and count
tokens whose log-probability moves by more than 1, 2, 3
or 4 nats. We ran this study on 96 distinct tasks and scored
6.38M scored assistant tokens per build.

In summary, sliding-window verification shows the noise
growth within a draft block and the latter measures the
impact of the noise in long-horizon agent reasoning.

3.3 Findings

Precision falls along the verification block. Figure | re-
ports the decoding error by slot. On GLM-5.3, slot 0 is
exactly as noisy as single-token decoding (0.473 vs. 0.478
nats). Beyond slot O the noise rises with every position: the
slope is +0.0195 nats per slot with 95% confidence interval
(CI), about 4% of the slot-0 level per slot, and the last slot
is 34% noisier than the first. Large deviations grow faster
than the mean. Shifts beyond 2 nats rise from 3.2% of to-
kens at slot 0 to 6.2% at slot 7, and shifts beyond 3 nats
from 1.1% to 2.1%. DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash shows the same
pattern. Its slot-0 noise is half that of GLM-5.3 and its tails
are much thinner, but the noise grows at the same relative
rate: +0.0094 nats per slot), again about 4% of the slot-0
level per slot. Shifts beyond 1 nat rise from 3.1% to 4.5%
(+1.4 points), and beyond 2 nats from 0.41% to 0.68%.

Observation 1. The first slot of a verification block is as
precise as single-token decoding. Every later slot is less
precise: numerical noise grows by roughly 4% per slot.
The chance of high deviation nearly doubles by the end of
a verify block.

Why the noise grows. We fix the input tokens and KV
cache for repeated decoding and verifications inside the
forward passes. A token at slot s attends to the key-value
entries of slots 0, ..., s — 1, and those entries are computed
in the same launch rather than read from the cache. Each
repetition recomputes them with its own rounding, and slot s
inherits the accumulated variation of all earlier slots. Slot 0
reads only cached entries, which is why it matches decod-
ing. Verification is therefore exact in distribution but not
uniform in precision: the further into a block a distribution
is computed, the noisier it is.

Verify-written context and long-range extreme devia-
tions. Figure 2 reports the ratio of large deviations on the
two paths by distance from the source turn. Beyond 30
turns, context written through verification produces more
extreme deviations than context written by decoding. For
deviations beyond 4 nats the ratio is 0.98 in turns 11-30,
1.09 in turns 31-50 and 1.16 in turns 51-70 ([0.98, 1.36)).
An independent pair of builds on the same trajectories, con-
tinued to 64k tokens, gave 1.20 ([1.03, 1.40]) beyond turn
30, and the builds reported here give 1.07 ([0.91, 1.24]) on
the same tokens. The two independent comparisons agree
on the direction, and the size of the excess varies between
them by about as much as it varies between bins, so we
read the measurement as a 10 to 20% excess of extreme
deviations that sets in after about 30 turns. The excess is
confined to the extreme tail. For deviations up to 2 nats
the two paths are indistinguishable at every distance pooled
over turns 11-90.
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Figure 1. Single-pass numerical noise |A log p| by verify slot between repeated forwards on an identical prefix. (a) Mean deviation, with
the per-slot slope. (b, ¢) Fraction of tokens shifted by more than 1 and 2 nats (log scale). (d) Mean deviation relative to slot 0, with
least-squares fits: both models grow by about 4% of their slot-0 level per slot. Slopes with 95% bootstrap CIs over positions: +0.0195
[+0.0174, 40.0214] (GLM-5.3) and 4+0.0094 [4-0.0078, +-0.0110] (DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash).
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Figure 2. Long-range deviations of verify-written vs. decode-
written context on GLM-5.3: ratio of assistant tokens whose
emitted-token log-probability changes by more than each threshold
the verify path and decode path, in 20-turn bins after the source
turn. Error bars are 95% bootstrap ClIs over trajectories. For devia-
tions beyond 4 nats the ratio rises from 0.98 (turns 11-30) to 1.09
(31-50) and 1.16 (51-70, shaded; [0.98, 1.36]), then returns to
0.99 (71-90) since fixed teacher-forcing tokens correct the biases.

Observation 2. Context written through verification reads
back like decode-written context for about 30 turns and
then produces significantly more extreme deviations be-
yond 4 nats in output token distribution of the target model.

3.4 Implications

Taken together, the two measurements give a simple picture.
Speculative verification preserves the target’s distribution
but its precision is not uniform, and the loss of precision
is structured: it grows along the verification block, con-
centrates in large deviations, and the encoding noises on
thinking tokens can surface far downstream. This has no
consequence for most tokens, which are routine and robust
to small perturbations. It matters for the few tokens at which
an agent commits to a decision, because those tokens shape

every turn that follows. Standard speculative decoding is
indifferent to where such tokens land: whether a decision
is commiitted at the precise head of a block or at its noisy
tail depends only on how many draft tokens happened to be
accepted before it.

The position at which a token is committed is not deter-
mined by the target, however; it is decided by the draft. If
the draft proposes something the target rejects, the target
resamples that position itself, and the next verification block
starts from slot 0. A draft that is reliably rejected at decision
points therefore moves those decisions to the most precise
slot and resets the precision of the tokens that follow, with-
out changing the output distribution. Section 4 turns this
observation into a training objective for the draft.

4 ADVERSARIAL SPECULATION

Section 3 showed that a verification block is exact in dis-
tribution but not uniform in precision. Slot 0 is as precise
as single-token decoding, and every later slot is noisier.
Which slot a token is committed from is decided by the
draft, through how many of its proposals the target accepts.
This section introduces how we turned the draft into a tool
for controlling that choice and re-allocating the context pre-
cision. We train the draft adversarially. At the points where
amodel commits to a decision in its thinking, the draft learns
to propose the undesirable behavior. The target rejects that
proposal, writes the decision itself, and the tokens after it
start from a fresh verification block. Because distribution is
exact, the trained draft cannot change what the target would
sample. It changes only where blocks end and which tokens
are committed with higher precision into the KV cache. In
this section, §4.1 states what a draft can and cannot con-
trol. §4.2 defines the decision points and the preferences we
train on. §4.3 describes the training data and objective, §4.4
shows the two unbiased draft models are made trainable.
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4.1 Rejection as a Control Channel

Let p(- | x) be the target model’s next-token distribution at
a position with prefix z, and ¢(- | x) the draft’s. Specula-
tive sampling accepts a draft token v ~ ¢q with probability
min(1,p(v)/q(v)). On rejection it samples a replacement
from the residual distribution

r(v) max((), p(v) — q(v)).

For every ¢, the committed token is distributed exactly as
p. The draft therefore cannot change the output distribution.
What it does control is the probability that the block ends at
this position,

Pr[reject] = 1—Zmin(p(v)7q(v)) = TV(p,q),

the total-variation distance between the two distributions.
A draft that places its mass where the target places little is
rejected often. After a rejection, the replacement token be-
comes the last committed token, and the next verify forward
places it at slot 0. Its key-value entries, and those of the
tokens that follow it, are computed from the most precise
slot of a new block rather than from the tail of the old one.

This gives a handle that standard speculative decoding mod-
els ignored. A draft trained only for acceptance keeps agree-
ing with the target through routine text and into a decision,
so where a decision lands in a block is a matter of chance.
A draft that disagrees with the target at decision points
makes the target model write critical thinking tokens into
the KV cache from the head of a block. We call such a
draft adversarial: at decision points it proposes the side the
target should reject, and the target’s verification step does
the rejecting. For routine tokens the draft should remain an
ordinary, high-acceptance draft to preserve decoding speed.

4.2 Decision Points and Preferences

An agent’s reasoning is mostly routine. The tokens that
matter are the few at which it commits: it settles on how
to read an ambiguous requirement, decides whether to test
an edge case, or signs off on a change. We locate these
points through the committing sentence, the sentence in
the reasoning that confirms observations, states next steps,
and commits decisions. A judge labels each segment of
reasoning and returns the committing sentence verbatim (at
most 35 words), which fixes the decision point in the token
sequence. The judge is the target model itself, so no stronger
external model is involved. Each preference splits behavior
at a decision point into a desirable and an undesirable side.
We use the following preferences.

Decision frame. Agent reasoning regularly reaches points
of confusion: different readings of a requirement or imple-
mentation strategies are both plausible, and the agent has

to commit to one. Agents resolve these points in a few re-
curring modes. A principle frame derives the choice from
the task specification or from interface semantics, and an
evidence frame cites something observed in the repository
or previous test. A likely frame guesses which option is
more likely to be expected in hidden tests, a risk frame
picks the conservative option, and a simpler frame picks the
option that needs less code changes. Analyzing reasoning
traces, we find that the mode predicts whether the decision
is correct: on GLM-5.3, decisions made in a principle or
evidence frame are correct about 70% of the time, against
36% for likely and risk frames. Principle and evidence are
therefore the preferred frames; likely, risk and simpler are
adversarial.

Behavior preferences. DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash writes terser
reasoning, and two thirds of its likely-framed sentences
carry no lexical marker of the decision frames analyzed
above. Its failures concentrate instead in decisions taken
without validation: it signs off on a case, or trusts unreliable
observation, without running actual tests to validate its rea-
soning. We therefore define a preference over the behavior
around actually running tests on whether the agent runs a
test before it commits to a plan or reacts to environment sig-
nals. The decision points are the moments at which a check
is warranted: before committing to a plan, upon receiving a
tool returning a failure or other unexpected output, and right
after the reasoning raises a new scenario that the code may
not handle or the task description did not specify clearly. At
such a point the agent can construct and run a test, either to
decide between the options in front of it or to find out what
caused an anomaly in the environment before deciding how
to handle it. It can also move on without that evidence, by
only reading or editing files, or by questioning or dismissing
the case in its reasoning. We found that testing is the more
reliable side that leads to more correct behaviors. We label
each continuation by the tool call issued after the thinking
process. A continuation that executes a test or a script is
labeled preferred, and one that issues only other commands
is labeled adversarial.

Direction. A draft trained on preferences in the preferred
direction would favor the side leading to correct reasoning.
Recent work tunes a draft toward faithful responses in this
way and relaxes verification so that the draft can steer the
output (Chen et al., 2026a). We keep verification exact and
train the adversarial draft in the reverse direction: its chosen
side is the undesirable one (likely, risk or simpler frames on
GLM-5.3; not running the tests on DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash),
so that at a decision point it invites rejection and residual
sampling. Because rejection sampling is left intact, the draft
cannot make the target produce more desirable reasoning
and the target produces it exactly as often as it would without
speculation. What changes is how that reasoning is encoded.
The trained draft model places little mass on the preferred
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tokens, so when the target does produce one, it is more likely
to come from residual sampling after a rejection than from
an accepted draft block. The resampled token then becomes
slot O of the next verify block, the most precise slot (§3.3),
and the reasoning that follows it starts from a fresh block.
Undesirable tokens, which the draft proposes, are more
often accepted inside a block and computed from its noisier
later slots. We hypothesize that over a long horizon an
agent holds on more easily to decisions committed at higher
precision than to those with noisier key-value states, so that
preferred decisions weigh more in long-horizon reasoning.

4.3 Fork Pairs and Decision Windows

Preference pairs built from two independent trajectories
differ everywhere, and most of the difference is irrelevant
to critical decisions. We instead build fork pairs, whose
two sides share every token up to the decision point (Lai
et al., 2024). For each decision point in a real trajectory, we
take the reasoning up to the start of the committing sentence
as the fork prefix, render it exactly with the served chat
template, and resample n continuations from the target at
temperature 1 with top-p = 0.95. The judge labels each
continuation, which must state its own committing sentence
in the newly sampled text. We pair a preferred continuation
with an adversarial one from the same fork. Because the
shared prefix cancels in the objective below, the gradient
comes only from what happens after the fork.

Pairs are ranked by how informative they are. For decision
frames, we only select fork points leading to both preferred
and adversarial framings to teach the draft model about fram-
ing rather than the reasoning correctness. Forks reaching
only one side are dropped. We cap the number of pairs per
fork, per sample and per task, and hold out whole tasks for
evaluation, since a random split leaks near-duplicate forks
between training and evaluation.

On GLM-5.3, 29 tasks give 1,668 forks with n = 16 contin-
uations each (28,356 samples) and 2,843 pairs from 28 tasks.
Six tasks (619 pairs) are held out. On DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash,
the run-tests preference gives 2,203 forks with n = 12 con-
tinuations of up to 1,536 tokens (26,418 samples) and 6,391
pairs from 92 tasks. We hold out 10% of tasks (719 pairs)
and train on 5,100 pairs.

The objective is direct preference optimization (Rafailov
et al., 2023) on the tokens restricted to a context window
around the decision. For decision framing preference, W (y)
starts 32 tokens before the committing sentence and runs to
its end with weight w; = 1, followed by a 128-token tail
over which w; decays linearly from 1 to 0, about 200 tokens
in total. For preference over running tests, which has no
single committing sentence, W (y) is the first 512 tokens of
the continuation with w; = 1. The reward is the weighted
mean log-ratio of the trained draft gy to the frozen original

draft qes:
ro(y) ZteW(y) wy DOg q6(yt | ¢) — 10g qrer(yt | C)]
o(y) = ,
Drew(y) W
L = —logo(B[re(yw) —re(yi)]) + aNLLg(yw)

where c stands for the shared context, ,, is the chosen and
y; the rejected continuation, and 3 = 10. The optional
term o NLL anchors the chosen side’s likelihood will be
discussed in §5.1.

4.4 Training Draft Models

The input of the draft models is the hidden states of the
target, and the reward needs the draft’s distribution at every
token of a continuation. We extract the hidden states once
per sample from an inference instance hosting the target
model, and train the draft model offline on these features.

GLM-5.3-NVFP4 DFlash2. The DFlash2 draft model
reads hidden states from six layers of the target (layers
5,19, 33, 47, 61 and 75), projected into the draft. We train
its transformer layers and norms in bf16. Figure 3(a) shows
which parts of the draft are trained.

DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash DSPARK. The DSPARK draft has
about 14.3B parameters, 13.6B of them in FP4 routed ex-
perts, and its released implementation uses inference-only
kernels. We port it to differentiable PyTorch operations,
matching the reference kernels to within 10~7 per expert
and 3-5% per stage output. We train the attention projec-
tions, norms, hyper-connections, attention sinks and the
draft’s bigram head (449M parameters) and keep the routed
experts and the input projection frozen. Weights stored in
FPS are trained with quantization-aware training (QAT): the
forward pass fake-quantizes them in their deployed block
format (32 x 32 blocks with power-of-two scales), the gra-
dient passes straight through, and the exported draft is re-
quantized to the same format, so the deployed draft com-
putes exactly the function that was evaluated. Reference
log-probabilities are precomputed with the original draft.
Figure 3(b) shows which parts of the draft are trained.

Size of the trainable parameters. Both targets have about
750B parameters (GLM-5.3: 753B; DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash:
749B, excluding its draft). The trainable set is 2.15B pa-
rameters for GLM-5.3 and 449M for DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash:
87% and 3.2% of the respective drafts (2.46B and 14.2B),
and 0.28% and 0.06% of the deployed target-plus-draft sys-
tems. Adversarial speculative reasoning changes a model’s
behavior by training well under one percent of its param-
eters, and the trained parameters never produce an output
token outside of the target model’s distribution.
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(b) DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash DSPARK

DSPARK stage (x3) Output

P final RMS norm

target
LM head

attention sublayer

attention
64 Q heads, 1 KV head

FP8 projections, QAT
over block + window T

bigram head
(prev. token)

MoE sublayer

HC
’

logits for 1. Yp+5

Figure 3. The two production drafts, with the parameters trained in the deployed adversarial drafts in red and frozen parameters in blue
(inputs not drawn). (a) GLM-5.3 DFlash predicts a block of seven tokens from the projected target features; we train its six transformer
layers and the final norm (2.15B parameters), and freeze the feature projection, the candidate selector and the target’s embedding and LM
head. (b) DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash DSPARK predicts a block of five tokens through three MoE stages; we train the attention sublayers (FP8
projections through quantization-aware training), the norms, the hyper-connection mixing and the bigram head (449M parameters), and
freeze the experts, the router, the input projection and the target’s embedding and LM head.

5 EXPERIMENTS

The method rests on three claims, and we test one per sub-
section. First, a draft model can be trained to prefer the
undesirable side of a decision while its agreement with the
target elsewhere is unchanged (§5.1). Second, serving the
target model with that draft improves its results on long-
horizon coding tasks (§5.2). Third, the adversarial draft
does not slow decoding (§5.3). Throughout, the two targets
are GLM-5.3-nvfp4 with its DFlash2 draft and DeepSeek-
V4.1-Flash with its DSPARK draft with exact verification,
so a draft can change which tokens are proposed but not the
distribution of the tokens emitted.

5.1 Drafts Learn the Preference

We evaluate a trained draft by the fraction of pairs from
tasks unseen in training on which the draft’s windowed
reward (§4.3) is higher for the chosen side, namely held-
out preference accuracy. An untrained draft scores 0.5 by
construction. What training costs in acceptance is measured
separately, in §5.3: each trained draft model is compared
with its untrained version slot by slot on the same tokens
(Figure 5(c, d)). On GLM-5.3 we hold out 6 of the 29 tasks
(619 pairs); on DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash we hold out 10% of
the tasks (719 pairs for running tests). Each preference
is trained in both directions: a preferred draft favors the
desirable side, an adversarial draft the undesirable one.
Alongside the two preferences we deploy (§4.2), we train
two reference preferences on DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash that we
do not use, to mark what a draft cannot learn: how long
the model thinks, and whether the decision leads to correct
outcome.

We found that the preferences we picked are learnable by
the draft model. On GLM-5.3, adversarial training on deci-

forward (prefers the desirable side)
Bl adversarial (prefers the undesirable side)

used

0383
0.85

Run tests vs. not
(DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash)
Decision frame
(GLM-5.3)

Thinking length reference, not used
(DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash)
Decision right vs. wrong

(DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash)

Figure 4. Held-out preference accuracy of trained drafts on tasks
unseen in training, best configuration per preference and direction;
error bars are 95% binomial confidence intervals, the dashed line
is chance. Top: the two preferences we deploy. Bottom: two
reference preferences we do not use. For thinking length the
preferred side is the shorter thinking; for right vs. wrong it is the
right decision, and the bars shown are the best of 36 (forward) and
12 (adversarial) configurations whose medians are 0.52 and 0.46.

sion frames achieves 0.635 held-out accuracy (seed-to-seed
spread £0.015). On DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash, the adversarial
run-tests preference accuracy reaches 0.85.

In evaluation, we adopt the draft models that actually learned
the preference. Figure 4 puts the two preferences we pro-
posed next to the two reference preferences. Whether the
model runs its tests, and in which frame it commits to a
decision, are learned in both directions: 0.83 and 0.85 for
running tests, 0.59 and 0.635 for the decision frame. We
found that whether a decision is right is closer to unlearnable
by the small draft model, since it requires stronger reason-
ing capability. The best of 36 forward and 12 adversarial
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GLM-5.3-NVFP4 DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash GLM-5.3-NVFP4

slot in the draft block slot in the draft block

DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash

Figure 5. (a, b) Pass rates (%) of each target model served with its unbiased draft (base) and with the adversarial draft (adv.), five
independent end-to-end runs each. Dots are runs, the thick line is their mean (printed below), the error bar is the 95% confidence interval
of the mean. Both panels span the same 25 points on the vertical axis, so spreads are comparable across benchmarks. The draft changes
nothing but which tokens are proposed; the output distribution is identical under exact verification. (c, d) Top-1 agreement of the draft with
the emitted token at each slot of the draft block, unbiased draft model against the deployed adversarial draft, teacher-forced on the target’s
hidden states over held-out continuations (GLM-5.3-nvfp4: 30 continuations of 512 tokens; DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash: 240 continuations of
512 tokens, 160 at run-tests turns and 80 at decision points). The red numbers denote the change in points.

configurations reach 0.61 and 0.57 on 92 and 128 pairs,
inside the confidence interval of chance, and the medians
are 0.52 and 0.46. Thinking length sits in between, 0.54
forward and 0.65 adversarial. The reference preferences
showed that a draft model can pick up how a decision is
phrased and what the model does next, but is not strong
enough to learn semantic correctness. We therefore train
only preferences of the first kind, which is sufficent for our
adversarial speculation design. The draft does not have to
know which side is right, only to propose the framing the
target rejects.

Training Details. We deploy the GLM-5.3 DFlash draft
trained at 8 = 10, a learning rate of 5 x 10~% and a 128-
token decay window to prefer undesirable decision frame.
On DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash we deploy the adversarial run-
tests draft: QAT over the attention parameters, a learning
rate of 2 x 1075, o = 0.2, a 512-token window, taken after
the second epoch (held-out accuracy 0.70). Neither changes
the target’s output distribution.

5.2 Agentic Coding Performance

We evaluate the adversarial draft models on two agentic
coding benchmarks. On DeepSWE, the agent receives a
repository and a task description, works in a mini-swe-agent
harness with shell access, and is graded by hidden tests; we
report the fraction of the 113 tasks whose all hidden tests
pass. On NL2Repo-Bench (Ding et al., 2025), the agent
receives a requirements document and an empty workspace
and has to build a multi-module Python library from scratch;
the 104 generated repositories are graded against the up-
stream project’s pytest suite, and we report the mean test
pass rate. To avoid reward hacking, we prevented internet

connection for the development workspace. Both bench-
marks run for hundreds of turns per task, with contexts that
grow past 200k tokens, so they exercise the long-horizon
regime. For each target we compare two servers that differ
only in the draft: the pretrained draft (base, standard specula-
tive decoding) and the adversarial draft of §5.1. Everything
else is held fixed: the target weights, the serving stack, exact
verification, the sampling parameters, and the agent harness.
Each configuration is tested five times independently.

We found the adversarial draft raises the pass rate of both
targets models on both tasks. Figure 5(a, b) shows every run.
On DeepSWE, GLM-5.3-nvfp4 served with the adversarial
draft passes 67.6% of tasks against 60.6% with its unbiased
draft, a gain of 7.0 points (95% CI 2.6 to 11.4). DeepSeek-
V4.1-Flash gains 4.0 points on DeepSWE, 71.8% against
67.8% (95% CI —1.3 to 7.3), and 1.4 points on NL2Repo-
Bench, 66.4% against 65.0% (95% C10.4t0 2.4, p = 0.011).
The three mean gains are all positive and the two that reach
significance are on different benchmarks, with different
targets and different drafts.

The gain is not from a better model. Nothing in the
output distribution changed. Different runs sample from
the same targets and the same verified distribution, and the
adversarial draft moves only where blocks end (§4.1), and
§5.1 showed that it cannot tell a right decision from a wrong
one. The gain is therefore evidence for our hypothesis.
Forcing a rejection at decision points makes the target write
critical reasoning from residual sampling, and the following
reasoning are encoded from the head of a verification block.
The gain is larger on GLM-5.3, whose thinking is longer
and more diverse than DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash.

Training preference in the preferred direction hurts. If
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pass rate. The unbiased and adversarial points are the means of
Figure 5(a); the desirable draft models are trained on identical
datasets with only the preference reversed.
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Figure 7. DeepSWE pass rate of DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash served
with drafts trained on different preferences. The band denotes the
95% confidence interval of the unbiased draft’s mean. Only the
adversarial run-tests draft model shows meaningful improvement.

the gain comes from where rejections land, then a draft
trained to prefer the preferred side at the same decision
points should do the opposite: agree with the target exactly
where the adversarial draft disagrees, so that decisions are
accepted inside a block and written from its later slots. Fig-
ure 6 tests this with desirable drafts trained on the same
fork pairs as the adversarial drafts, with chosen and rejected
sides swapped. Both draft models land below the unbiased
draft: GLM-5.3 drops from 60.6 to 55.7, and DeepSeek-
V4.1-Flash from 67.8 to 66.4, against gains of 7.0 and 4.1
for the adversarial drafts trained on the same data. The
forward drafts learn their preference at least as well as the
adversarial ones (held-out accuracy 0.80 for the DeepSeek
forward draft against 0.70 for the deployed adversarial one),
so the preference of the draft model is the only factor of
the performance gap. This result further proved that where
critical tokens are encoded in a verification window can
significantly bias reasoning in long horizon agent tasks.

An unrelated preference changes nothing. If the gain
came from serving with any trained draft, drafts trained
on other preferences would show it too. Figure 7 collects
every complete DeepSWE run of DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash
served with a draft from this project, 27 runs with drafts
trained on three preferences we did not deploy: whether
the decision is right (15 runs), how long the model thinks
(5), and the frame of the decision (7). Pooled, they pass
67.5% of tasks against 67.8% for the unbiased draft (Welch
p = 0.83), and no single group differs from the unbiased
draft (p > 0.16); the deployed run-tests draft is 4.3 points
above the pooled unrelated drafts (p = 0.018). The decision-
right drafts, which did not learn their preference (§5.1), sit
on the unbiased mean, as expected for a draft that proposes
the same tokens; the decision-frame drafts learned theirs
(0.64 to 0.69 held-out) and still change nothing, because
on this target the committing sentence is not where runs
are lost. The gain follows the preference that targets the
behaviour behind the failures, not the act of training a draft.

5.3 Inference Efficiency

With rejection sampling, the draft model does not change
the output distribution, so its only cost is the number of
tokens can be emitted in every verification step. Each step
accepts a prefix of the proposed block, and the mean ac-
cepted length per step sets the decoding speed. We train
adversarial draft models to lower acceptance rate in critical
reasoning sentences, and the question is whether it lowers
acceptance anywhere else. We answer it by comparing the
adversarial draft with the unbiased draft slot.

Figure 5(c, d) compares each deployed draft with its un-
trained version at every slot of the draft block, teacher-
forced on the target’s hidden states over held-out continua-
tions, so both drafts see the same tokens. On GLM-5.3 the
seven slots move by +0.1, +0.1, —0.3, —0.4, +-0.2, +-0.1
and —0.1 points. On DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash the five slots
move by —0.4, —0.6, —1.0, —1.2 and —1.2 points. Both
drafts keep the shape of their acceptance curve. Under the
greedy-chain approximation, in which a block is accepted up
to the first slot whose argmax misses, the expected number
of accepted draft tokens per block is 2.28 before and after
training on GLM-5.3, and 2.5 against 2.46 on DeepSeek-
V4.1-Flash, a 1.8% difference. In other words, we traded up
to 2% decoding speed for significantly improved reasoning
capability.

6 CONCLUSION

Speculative decoding has been typically viewed purely as a
systems optimization to improve the decoding speed since
rejection sampling does not change the target distribution.
We argue that the draft can decide what tokens in the context
are encoded more accurately. An adversarial draft model
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utilizes this feature to improve reasoning capability. At deci-
sion points it proposes reasoning draft that the target model
should reject, so the target encodes critical decisions more
precisely from the start of a verification block, while every-
where else the draft stays an ordinary high-acceptance draft.
With adversarial draft models, GLM-5.3 and DeepSeek-
V4.1-Flash gain significantly improved pass rate on Deep-
SWE and NL2Repo-Bench across independent runs without
changing the output distribution of the target model. We
take this as evidence that speculative decoding is more than
an acceleration approach. By training the draft model to
be a context precision re-allocator, the long-horizon agent
reasoning capability of a large language model can be sig-
nificantly improved.
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