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Abstract

On-policy distillation (OPD) trains a student
on prefixes sampled from its own policy while
matching a stronger teacher. This addresses
the prefix mismatch of offline distillation, but
early student rollouts can still be poor, plac-
ing teacher supervision on weak or low-quality
prefixes. We propose Trust-Region behavior
Blending (TRB), a warmup method that re-
places the early rollout policy with the closest-
to-teacher behavior policy inside a student-
centered KL trust region, while keeping the
per-prefix reverse-KL OPD loss unchanged.
The KL budget is annealed to zero, so training
returns to pure student rollouts after warmup.
Across two math-reasoning distillation settings,
TRB attains the strongest average among the
compared methods.

1 Introduction

Knowledge distillation transfers capability from a
large teacher model to a smaller student by match-
ing teacher predictions (Hinton et al., 2015). For
large language models (LLMs), distillation on fixed
teacher-forced or teacher-generated prefixes places
the student under a prefix distribution it will not
encounter at inference time (Bengio et al., 2015;
Agarwal et al., 2024). On-policy distillation (OPD)
addresses this mismatch by rolling out the current
student and applying teacher supervision on the
prefixes it actually visits (Gu et al., 2023; Agar-
wal et al., 2024). More broadly, recent analyses of
online versus offline post-training likewise argue
that on-policy data collection can be critical for
effective optimization (Tang et al., 2024).

That same on-policy property makes early OPD
brittle. Prior work shows that weak students can
generate low-quality prefixes early in training, and
that OPD depends on whether student-visited tra-
jectories carry usable teacher signal (Xu et al.,
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Figure 1: Overview of Trust-Region behavior Blending.
At each prefix, the student policy 7g defines a KL trust
region Dkr, (1 || ms) < €. TRB then selects the feasible
behavior policy p* that is closest to the teacher policy
7. The result is teacher-guided behavior that remains
close to the student.

2025; Li et al., 2026). Pure student rollouts pre-
serve the target training distribution, while stronger
teacher intervention can improve local prefix qual-
ity only by moving collection off-policy (Xu et al.,
2025; Li et al., 2026).

We address this regime with Trust-Region be-
havior Blending (TRB) (Figure 1), a method that
controls the behavior policy during early rollout
collection without changing the per-prefix distil-
lation objective. We use TRB only in the early
regime and anneal it away after a fixed warmup
horizon.

We evaluate it against vanilla OPD and sev-
eral alternative ways of introducing teacher guid-
ance, including target-side reformulation, direct to-
ken replacement, persistent blending, and simpler
warmup heuristics. Across two math-reasoning dis-
tillation settings, TRB attains the strongest average.

2 Background

Let mg be the student policy and 7 the teacher
policy. In OPD, prefixes are sampled from the cur-
rent student rather than from a fixed offline dataset
(Agarwal et al., 2024; Li et al., 2026). Following re-
cent reverse-KL OPD formulations (Gu et al., 2023;
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Jang et al., 2026; Jin et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026),
if Prg denotes the prefix distribution induced by
student rollouts, then the objective used throughout
this paper is

Lopp(0) = En~p, [Dxr(mo(- | R)||7r(-| h))].

TRB keeps this per-prefix reverse-KL loss fixed
and changes only the behavior policy used to gen-
erate prefixes. We denote that behavior policy by
p. In the constrained objective below, Dkr, (|| 7r)
defines closeness to the teacher, while Dxr,(u||7s)
defines the student-centered trust region. In our
implementation, following top-k OPD (Li et al.,
2026), the reverse-KL term is estimated on a trun-
cated student top-k support. This approximation is
fixed across all rollout-side variants.

3 Related Work

From offline KD to OPD. Classical knowledge
distillation trains a student to match teacher pre-
dictions on a fixed data distribution (Hinton et al.,
2015). For autoregressive models, this creates ex-
posure bias because training conditions on fixed or
teacher-provided prefixes, whereas inference con-
ditions on the student’s own rollouts (Bengio et al.,
2015). GKD and OPD (Agarwal et al., 2024) move
teacher supervision onto student-generated trajecto-
ries. MiniLLM (Gu et al., 2023) further argues that
reverse KL is a good fit for generative LLM distil-
lation and derives an on-policy optimization pro-
cedure for that objective. TRB keeps this reverse-
KL OPD setup and focuses on early rollout control
when the student trajectory distribution is still poor.

Stabilizing teacher supervision. Veto (Jang et al.,
2026) changes the target distribution at a vis-
ited prefix by constructing a bridge between stu-
dent and teacher logits. Entropy-Aware OPD (Jin
et al., 2026) changes the divergence itself, adding
forward-KL pressure at high-entropy teacher states
to preserve diversity. TIP (Xu et al., 2026) changes
where supervision is concentrated, selecting visited
token positions by student entropy and teacher—
student divergence. These methods improve the
learning signal after a prefix has already been vis-
ited. TRB acts one step earlier. It changes the pre-
fix distribution itself while keeping the per-prefix
reverse-KL loss fixed.

Bridging the student—teacher gap. SKD (Xu
et al., 2025) addresses the teacher—student gap dur-
ing sampling by replacing student tokens that fail a

teacher-side acceptance rule with teacher samples.
MiCoTA (Ding et al., 2025) addresses a related
learnability gap in offline CoT distillation through
intermediate assistants and intermediate-length rea-
soning traces. Li et al. (Li et al., 2026) make the
gap explicit at the trajectory level, arguing that
OPD succeeds only when student-visited states
carry compatible and transferable teacher signal.
This problem framing is also central to our method.
TRB differs in its control surface. Rather than in-
jecting teacher tokens, changing the target, or intro-
ducing assistant data, it optimizes a teacher-guided
behavior policy under an explicit student-centered
KL constraint.

4 Trust-Region behavior Blending

TRB defines a teacher-guided behavior policy for
collecting rollout prefixes. At each prefix, it moves
the sampling policy toward the teacher only within
an explicit KL trust region around the current stu-
dent. The collected prefixes are then used in the
reverse-KL OPD update from Section 2.

4.1 Per-Prefix Behavior Policy

At a generation prefix h, the goal is to improve the
next-token sampling distribution without moving
arbitrarily far from the current student. Let wg(a |
h) and 7r(a | h) be the student and teacher next-
token policies, and let € > 0 be an allowed local
deviation from the student. We define the behavior

policy p*(- | h) as
(- | B) = axgmin Dy s | )

st. Dkr(p|ms) <e, ¢))
Zu(a) =1, ,u(a) > 0.

This objective chooses the most teacher-like sam-
pling distribution inside a student-centered trust
region. The first term pulls the sampling distri-
bution toward teacher-supported tokens, while the
constraint bounds local off-policy deviation from
the current student. Appendix G shows that these
token-level constraints induce rollout-level control.

4.2 Closed-Form Solution

Eq. 1 has the closed-form solution below.

s(a | b)Y Prr(a| h)?
Zg(h) ’

psla | h) = 2)



Here 3 € [0, 1] controls how strongly the behavior
policy moves toward the teacher, and Zg(h) nor-
malizes the distribution. The solution of Eq. 1 is
p* (- | h) = pge(n)(- | h). The coefficient 3*(h) is
the largest feasible value.

7 (h) = max{f € [0, 1] | Dr(ps [l 7s) < e}.

If ¢ = 0, then u* = mg. If the teacher itself
is feasible, i.e. Dxr(nr|7ms) < e, then p* =
mp. Otherwise, 5*(h) is found by binary search on
[0, 1]. Appendix E derives the trust-region solution
family and shows that Dkr,(ug||7s) is monotone
in /3, which justifies binary search.

4.3 Annealed Warmup

TRB applies the behavior policy with a time-
varying KL budget. The budget is annealed to zero
so that rollout collection begins with more teacher
guidance and returns to pure student sampling by
the end of warmup (Ross et al., 2011; Bengio et al.,
2015). For a warmup horizon K, we set

k
sk—50<1—K>, k<K, 3)
Thus the allowable off-policy deviation shrinks lin-
early during warmup and disappears once ¢, = 0.
Appendix F further analyzes the local behavior
of the family pug. TRB therefore introduces two
method hyperparameters: the initial KL budget ¢
and the warmup horizon K.

5 Experiments & Results

We evaluate TRB along one main question, whether
limited early behavior-side guidance improves final
OPD outcomes relative to vanilla OPD and stronger
or more persistent off-policy baselines. We study
two OPD model-pair settings, Qwen3-1.7B-Base
distilled from Qwen3-8B and Qwen3-0.6B-Base
distilled from Qwen3-4B (Yang et al., 2025). All
methods share the same training and evaluation
protocol unless noted; Appendix A gives hyperpa-
rameters, and implementation details.

5.1 Experimental Setup

Vanilla OPD is the reference setting with pure stu-
dent rollouts throughout training (Agarwal et al.,
2024; Li et al., 2026). TRB is the annealed-budget
variant of our trust-region solver. Fixed-¢ blend-
ing uses the same per-prefix solver without anneal-
ing. Veto changes the target distribution at visited
prefixes (Jang et al., 2026). SKD injects teacher

tokens during rollout (Xu et al., 2025). Temper-
ature warmup lowers only the student sampling
temperature during warmup, and SFT warmup in-
serts a short supervised stage before switching to
OPD (Hinton et al., 2015; Agarwal et al., 2024).
For sweep-based families, we evaluate checkpoints
every 20 steps and report the checkpoint with the
highest setup-specific mean score. Appendix A.2
lists the exact sweep ranges.

5.2 Benchmark Comparison

Table 1 reports pass@1 under the common
checkpoint-selection protocol. TRB attains the best
average score in both model-pair settings. It also
outperforms fixed-¢ blending in both settings, even
though the two methods use the same per-prefix
solver. Some baselines win individual columns,
but none matches TRB on overall average across
both setups. Appendix B gives sweep-level com-
parisons between TRB, SKD, and vanilla OPD,
together with additional diagnostic controls.

5.3 Early-Training Comparisons

Figure 2 compares several ways of moving early
training away from pure student rollouts on the
Qwen3-0.6B-Base <— Qwen3-4B setup. Several in-
terventions rise faster than vanilla OPD at the start.
For the plotted SKD setting, only about a 0.0093
fraction of generated tokens are replaced by the
teacher at the first training step, yet the trajectory
already shifts upward. Later behavior also differs.
In this comparison, the plotted SKD run remains
competitive, whereas the plotted SFT and persis-
tent fixed-¢ runs do not finish as high. Appendix B
shows that, on this smaller setup, SKD exceeds
vanilla OPD in only one configuration, while the
best TRB settings remain higher in both setups.

~=—Vanilla OPD  =e=SKD k=15, t=0.2 -+
— Initial student —#- Fixed-e=0.01

SFT warmup (15 steps)
- SFT warmup (25 steps)

Figure 2: Training trajectories on the Qwen3-0.6B-Base
< Qwen3-4B setup for vanilla OPD, fixed-¢ = 0.01,
SKD (K = 15,70 = 0.2), and SFT warmup (15 and
25 steps).



Qwen3-1.7B-Base <— Qwen3-8B

Qwen3-0.6B-Base <— Qwen3-4B

Method Avg MATH500 Olympiad AMC AIME24 AIME25 ‘ Avg GSM8K MATHS500 Olympiad AMC

Trust-Region behavior Blending 33.2 69.7 34.3 44.8 10.2 6.9 ‘ 444 70.1 53.6 22.3 31.6
Vanilla OPD 323 69.1 33.7 43.0 8.8 7.1 440 699 53.1 21.8 31.1
Veto 32.6 09.4 34.0 43.1 9.3 7.3 437 689 524 212 323
Interleaved teacher injection (SKD) 32.7 69.4 33.8 44.2 9.8 6.6 44.2 70.1 52.8 222 31.5
Temperature warmup 32.8 69.2 34.1 44.2 9.9 6.6 44.0 69.1 53.1 21.8 32.1
SFT warmup 322 67.6 34.0 424 9.6 7.1 434 693 52.3 21.6 30.4
Fixed-¢ blending 32.6 69.2 33.7 43.7 10.3 6.2 438 69.8 52.7 21.5 31.1

Table 1: Benchmark pass@1 results. Bold marks the best result in each column; underline marks the second-best.
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Figure 3: Teacher token-mean entropy (left axis) and
benchmark Pass@1 (right axis) for vanilla OPD and
TRB on the Qwen3-1.7B-Base <— Qwen3-8B setup. The
shaded region marks the 50-step warmup phase.
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Figure 4: Relative success gain of TRB prefixes over
vanilla-OPD prefixes on the Qwen3-1.7B-Base <+
Qwen3-8B setup at step 0, after truncating sampled
prefixes at length ¢ and continuing them with either the
teacher or the student. Positive bars mean higher suc-
cess under the same continuation model.

Figure 3 tracks teacher token-mean entropy on
the visited prefixes. Under TRB, this teacher-side
entropy is lower during warmup and then largely
aligns with vanilla OPD after warmup. The bench-
mark curve nevertheless remains higher for TRB.
The main teacher-side difference therefore appears
during warmup, not after training has returned to
pure student rollouts.

Figure 4 gives a controlled step-0 probe of those
early rollouts, in the spirit of Li et al. (2026).
At fixed truncation length and fixed continuation

model, only the prefix source changes, and TRB
prefixes yield higher success than vanilla-OPD pre-
fixes across all tested lengths for both continua-
tion models. Appendix B.1 points in the same
direction. Early pure-student rollouts have lower
mean teacher log-probability and lower mean re-
ward. The stronger separability of correct and in-
correct pure-student rollouts may instead reflect
that these rollouts are more obviously low-quality,
making teacher-support scores easier to rank; this
is consistent with Li et al. (2026) and does not by
itself imply a more useful local supervision sig-
nal. These results indicate that TRB changes the
early states on which OPD begins learning, moving
them toward prefixes from which both teacher and
student continuation succeed more often.

6 Discussion

TRB gives the strongest average in Table 1 while
acting only during warmup. The comparison with
fixed-¢ suggests that teacher-guided off-policy be-
havior is not equally useful throughout the full
run, since the same local solver works better as
a warmup than when it remains active through-
out training. Figure 2 is consistent with the same
point more broadly, since a faster early rise or a
more direct intervention does not by itself produce
the strongest final result. Figures 3 and 4 suggest
that TRB is most useful while the student’s vis-
ited prefixes are still teacher-misaligned, and that
continued off-policy guidance may become less
useful once that teacher-side mismatch has largely
disappeared. This interpretation also fits the objec-
tive itself. TRB moves the behavior policy toward
the teacher while explicitly constraining deviation
from the student, so it can improve teacher support
without replacing the student’s trajectory distribu-
tion altogether. Temperature warmup may also help
by making early rollouts more conservative, but un-
like TRB it does not explicitly optimize closeness
to the teacher under a student-centered constraint.



7 Limitations

Our study is scoped to two math-reasoning OPD
settings with Qwen3-Base student—teacher pairs
and a correctness-based evaluation protocol, so we
do not claim that the same warmup schedules trans-
fer unchanged to other domains or teacher—student
gaps. TRB also increases training-time cost during
warmup because it requires online teacher decoding
and student—teacher co-residency; Appendix C an-
alyzes this overhead. Even when the total teacher
FLOP count is comparable, the batched teacher
pass used in vanilla OPD can be faster in wall-
clock time than TRB’s online teacher decoding.
In the setting studied here, these costs are tempo-
rary rather than persistent, since TRB is used only
during warmup and training then returns to the or-
dinary OPD runtime profile.
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A Experimental Details

Training uses the verl pipeline (Sheng et al., 2024) with SGLang (Zheng et al., 2023) for rollout
generation. All runs use FSDP2 (Zhao et al., 2023). Experiments were run on 8§ NVIDIA H100 GPUs. We
keep the reverse-KL OPD objective fixed and vary only the rollout behavior during warmup. For the main
experiments, we sample 25,600 training prompts from the OpenThoughts3-1.2M corpus. We prepend the
system prompt "Please reason step by step, and put your final answer within \boxed{}."
to all training inputs. Following Li et al. (2026), we estimate the reverse-KL objective on the student’s
top-k support, using k = 16 tokens with actor-side support selection. Because the Qwen3 student and
teacher use different raw EOS ids, we canonicalize EOS before behavior construction and KL evaluation;
Appendix D gives the exact procedure. Rewards are assigned via math-verify (Kydli¢ek et al., 2025):
1.0 for correct solutions and 0.0 for incorrect ones. Table 2 lists the common training configuration used
across the experiments.

Parameter Value

Optimizer AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019)
(B1,B2) (0.9, 0.999)

Weight decay 0.01

Gradient norm clipping 1.0

Learning rate 1x107°

LR scheduler Constant

Warmup 15-step cosine warmup
Max prompt length 1024

Max response length 7168

Global batch size 64

PPO mini-batch size 64

Rollouts per prompt 4

PPO epochs 1

Training epochs 1

KL loss type reverse KL

KL top-k support 16 tokens

KL top-k source actor

Rollout temperature 1.0

Table 2: Common training configuration for the blend-based OPD sweeps. Warmup-specific parameters such as
blend coefficient schedules, trust-region budgets, and switch-back steps are varied per experiment.

A.1 Evaluation Protocol

We evaluate mathematical reasoning quality with pass@1. For a problem with n sampled generations,
of which ¢ are correct, pass@1 is estimated as ¢/n and then averaged over problems. The evaluation
budget is deliberately large enough to make checkpoint-to-checkpoint comparisons more stable, since
single-checkpoint math metrics can otherwise be quite noisy for nearby warmup configurations. For the
Qwen3-1.7B-Base <— Qwen3-8B setup, we evaluate on MATH500 (Hendrycks et al., 2021), AIME24,
AIME25, AMC, and Olympiad (He et al., 2024). For the Qwen3-0.6B-Base +— Qwen3-4B setup, we
evaluate on GSMS8K (Cobbe et al., 2021), MATHS500 (Hendrycks et al., 2021), AMC, and Olympiad (He
et al., 2024). We use 32 generations per prompt on GSMS8K, 64 generations per problem on MATH500
and Olympiad, and 512 generations per problem on AIME24, AIME25, and AMC. We also run this
evaluation every 20 optimization steps, so the training curves are based on frequent measurements rather
than on a small number of isolated checkpoints. Our main table follows a fixed checkpoint-selection
protocol: for each method family, we evaluate checkpoints at the same cadence and select the checkpoint
with the highest mean score over the setup-specific benchmark suite. The reported per-benchmark values
are then taken from that selected checkpoint. Evaluation uses SGLang (Zheng et al., 2023) together
with math-verify (Kydlicek et al., 2025). Evaluation decoding uses a common configuration across all
reported runs, summarized in Table 3.

For the fixed-¢ variant, we keep the student-centered KL budget fixed throughout training. For TRB,
we instead schedule the KL budget € and solve for the per-prefix teacher strength by bisection. In the



Parameter Value

Temperature 1.0
top-p 1.0
top-k 1

Max response length 8192

Table 3: Evaluation configuration.

main annealed-budget sweep, we evaluate initial budgets
g0 € {0.001,0.005,0.01,0.02,0.05}

and three warmup horizons,
K € {15,25,50},

with a linear annealing schedule from ¢ to 0, followed by a switch back to pure student decoding once
warmup ends. By contrast, the fixed-¢ baseline keeps the same trust-region budget active throughout the
full training run.

A.2 Baseline Setup Details

All baselines inherit the common training stack in Table 2; only the baseline-specific knobs below are
varied.

Vanilla OPD. No warmup or rollout intervention is used. Training proceeds with pure student rollouts for
the full OPD trajectory under the same reverse-KL objective as the rest of the paper.

Veto. We enable the veto objective (Jang et al., 2026) and sweep the start value of the veto coefficient over
ﬁstart € {02, 04, 06, 08}

All other OPD hyperparameters are kept fixed.

Interleaved teacher injection (SKD). We use a token-level interleaved sampling baseline inspired by
speculative knowledge distillation (Xu et al., 2025). At each decoding step, the student first samples a
token; if that token does not lie in the teacher top- K set, it is replaced by a fresh teacher sample. Following
the setup explored in Xu et al. (2025), our implementation fixes

v=1,
uses no additional schedule, and sweeps
K € {15,25,50},
along with the teacher resampling temperature

77 € {0.2,0.6,1.0}.

Temperature warmup. We linearly schedule the rollout temperature from an initial value
7 € {0.8,0.9,0.95}

back to 1.0, ending the schedule at step 15 or 25, and then continue with ordinary OPD decoding at
temperature 1.0.

Fixed-< blending. We use the same per-prefix trust-region solver as in the main method, but keep the
budget fixed for the full run. We sweep constant trust-region budgets

e € {0.001,0.005,0.01, 0.02,0.05}



Parameter

Value

Prompts per batch

Teacher generations per prompt
Teacher generation temperature
Teacher generation top-p
Teacher generation top-k
Teacher max response length
Max sequence length

Learning rate

LR warmup

LR scheduler

Total SFT updates

Warmup checkpoints

64

4

1.0

1.0

-1

7168
8192
1x107°
15 steps
Constant
50

15, 25, 50 updates

Table 4: SFT warmup configuration.

and keep the same budget active throughout the full training run.

SFT warmup. SFT warmup is a two-stage baseline that replaces the first part of online rollout collection
with a supervised teacher-generated warmup. All OPD and rollout-side runs use the same deterministic
prompt order. To match this protocol, we take exactly the prompts that would be used in the first 50
OPD training steps. For each step, this corresponds to a batch of 64 prompts, and we sample 4 teacher
responses per prompt, matching the rollout multiplicity used by OPD.
We then run supervised fine-tuning on these teacher-generated responses for up to 50 updates. The SFT
checkpoints after 15, 25, and 50 supervised updates are used as initializations for subsequent ordinary
OPD runs, giving three SFT-warmup variants. Thus the SFT baseline uses the same prompt stream and the
same number of teacher-generated responses per prompt as the corresponding early OPD trajectory, but
replaces online student rollout collection with offline teacher-generated supervision. Table 4 summarizes
the SFT configuration.

B Extended Results

Figures 5 and 6 summarize the sweep-level comparison between TRB, SKD, and vanilla OPD on the
two main model-pair settings. Persistent fixed-¢ blending is intentionally omitted here. It is already
represented in Table 1 and in the plotted fixed-¢ trajectory of Figure 2.
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Figure 5: Sweep summary on the Qwen3-1.7B-Base <— Qwen3-8B setup. Each point gives the best-over-training
mean score for one hyperparameter setting. TRB points are grouped by warmup horizon and initial budget, SKD
points are grouped by K and teacher temperature 77, and the dashed red line marks vanilla OPD.
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Figure 6: Sweep summary on the Qwen3-0.6B-Base <— Qwen3-4B setup. Each point gives the best-over-training
mean score for one hyperparameter setting. TRB points are grouped by warmup horizon and initial budget, SKD
points are grouped by K and teacher temperature 77, and the dashed red line marks vanilla OPD.

Across both setups, the strongest TRB settings are above the strongest SKD settings, and much of
the SKD sweep lies below the TRB range. On the smaller setup, SKD exceeds vanilla OPD in only one
configuration, and it still does not overturn the overall ranking in Table 1.

B.1 Additional Warmup Diagnostics

This subsection collects the supplementary diagnos-
tics referenced in the main text. Figure 7 pools roll-
outs from the first 25 warmup steps of the Qwen3-
1.7B-Base < Qwen3-8B setup and varies only the
trust-region budget €. As ¢ increases, mean teacher
log-probability on sampled rollouts and mean veri-
fier reward both increase, while the AUROC of the
teacher-support score decreases. These diagnos-
tics therefore separate reward level from teacher-
support separability. Following Li et al. (2026), we
do not interpret the higher sequence-level separa-
bility of pure-student rollouts by itself as evidence
of a more usable local OPD signal.

B.2 Illustrative Early Rollouts

Figure 8 shows one prompt-matched example from
the first warmup step. We include it only as a qual-
itative sanity check, not as quantitative evidence.
In this example, the pure-student rollout drifts off-
task almost immediately, whereas the TRB rollout
remains attached to the arithmetic structure of the
prompt.

C Efficiency Analysis

Teacher support vs. reward separability

Pure Student
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O
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-
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Figure 7: Pooled rollout statistics from the first 25
warmup steps of the Qwen3-1.7B <— Qwen3-8B setup.
Each point corresponds to one trust-region budget
€. The horizontal axis shows the mean teacher log-
probability on sampled rollouts. The vertical axis shows
AUROC for ranking verifier-correct rollouts above
verifier-incorrect ones using the sequence-level teacher-
support score obtained by averaging log mr — log g
over the response. Point color indicates mean verifier
reward.

In vanilla OPD, rollouts are generated by the student, and teacher log-probabilities are computed afterward
in a separate batched pass over the completed responses. In TRB, the teacher is queried online during
decoding so that student and teacher policies can be merged at generation time. The teacher statistics



Prompt. In a certain base b, the cube of 112y, is 23632y. What is b?

Pure student rollout excerpt TRB rollout excerpt (¢ = 0.01)
Off-topic drift. Still noisy, but problem-relevant.
“How long would it take you to wash your face if you “debilitating to make b = 7 “.SizeMode”

were so calm?”
“We have a base-b number 112, whose cube equals
“We need to understand daily life under COVID-19 ...~ 23632,

“...climate change, artificial intelligence, and their con- “First convert both numbers to decimal.”’
tribution to society ...”
“112, = b* + b+ 27
*“...this world may again enjoy unprecedented prosper-
ity “23632;, = 2b* + 3b® 4 6b% + 3b + 27

“Then expand the left-hand side: (b* + b+ 2)* = b° +
3% 4+ 9b* +13b°
+18b% + 12b + 8

Figure 8: Prompt-matched rollout excerpts at the first warmup step. This single example is included as a qualitative
sanity check rather than as quantitative evidence. The pure-student sample drifts off-topic almost immediately,
whereas TRB with ¢ = 0.01 remains anchored to the arithmetic structure of the task. Coral shading marks off-task
text; teal shading marks problem-relevant reasoning.

needed for the subsequent per-prefix reverse-KL term are then reused from this online pass. Thus, TRB
shifts part of the teacher computation from a post-generation batched pass into sequential decoding and
increases peak generation-time memory.

Let T" denote the generated sequence length. Let S be the student model and () the teacher model,
with weights Wg and W, and KV caches K'Vg and K'V(y. For context length n; at decoding step ¢,
student-only generation requires approximately

MgP(t) = Ws + KVs(ny). 4)

gen

In the blended method, both student and teacher must be resident during online policy construction:

Mgggnd(t) ~ Ws + Wo + KVs(ne) )

The peak generation-time overhead is therefore
AMgen (t) ~ WQ + KVQ (nt) (6)

The dominant extra memory terms are the teacher weights and teacher KV cache. Once TRB is inactive
and the teacher state is released, memory usage returns to the student-only generation profile.

From a FLOP perspective, the additional work from trust-region search, binary search over the interpo-
lation coefficient, and log-space blending is small relative to the transformer forward passes. Ignoring
these lower-order vector operations, the teacher-side FLOP count remains the same order as in standard
OPD: the teacher is still evaluated once per generated token, but sequentially rather than in a batched pass.

D EOS Canonicalization under Tokenizer Mismatch

The relevant tokenizer mismatch is that EOS is represented by different raw tokens. Let eg and e
denote the student and teacher EOS tokens. To avoid splitting the same semantic stop event across two
coordinates, we map both tokens to a shared event e, before sampling or evaluating KL. For model
M € {S,T}, let ¢p;r map its native EOS token to e, and act as the identity elsewhere. The aligned
distribution is

pu By =" > pulu|h). ()

ur pp (u)=v

11



Sampling and sparse-support KL are computed from pg and pr, so the stop event is compared once
rather than split between eg and er. In the present setup, each model contributes a single EOS token, so
the implementation reduces to moving its EOS probability to e,, masking the duplicate coordinate, and
emitting eg when the aligned sampler selects e,.

E Derivation of the Trust-Region Solution

For completeness, we derive the per-prefix trust-region solver introduced in Section 4. Starting from Eq. 1,
introduce a Lagrange multiplier > 0 for the student-centered KL constraint and A for normalization:

L(pt,m, A Zu )log - 3+n2u )log - ;+A<Zu ) ©)

where additive constants independent of u are omitted. Setting 9L/0u(a) = 0 yields

(14 n)log u(a) = log mr(a) + nlog ms(a) + ¢,

for a scalar constant c. Hence

or equivalently, with

_ 1 _g_ "N
b= 1+n’ 1-6= 1+n’
pa(a) o ﬂs(a)l_ﬁﬂT<a)ﬁ, )

which is exactly the family in Eq. 2.
Why bisection is valid. The implementation uses binary search to find the largest 5 € [0, 1] such that

Dy (pgllms) <e.
This is valid because the map
B Dki(ps | 7s)

is monotone nondecreasing.
Let

p(a) = 775'(0’ | h)a Q(a) = 7I-T(a ’ h)7
and define
r(a) = log q(a) — log p(a).
Then the trust-region family can be written as
np(a) = pla) exp(fr(a) — A(B)), (10)
where

logZp expﬁr ) (11)

is the log-normalizer.
Now compute the KL divergence to the student:

Dru(ps 1) = Yo s o £ ) = 37 @) (87(6) — A®) = 8 Eav ()]~ A

Since
A,(ﬁ) = ]Etwu/s [r(a)],

we obtain
Dxuv(pg |l p) = BA'(B) — A(B). (12)

12



Differentiating once more gives

ddﬁDKLw Ip) = BA"(B). (13)
Finally,

A"(8) = Vargy,[r(a)] > 0. (14)
Hence

d
%DKL(N[? | p) = B Vara~y,[r(a)] > 0,

which proves that Dxr, (145 || ms) is monotone nondecreasing in /3. Hence the feasible set
{6€0,1): Dxr(pgllms) < e}
is an interval, and the optimal coefficient 5* can be found by binary search on [0, 1].

F Small-Budget Efficiency of Trust Regions

For small trust-region budgets, the blend path has a favorable local trade-off: moving slightly away from
the student yields a first-order reduction in teacher KL while paying only a second-order behavior-KL
cost.

Fix a prefix h and write

pla) =ms(alh),  qla) =7r(alh).
Assume p and ¢ have common support, and define
r(a) = logg(a) —logp(a),
02 = Varg,[r(a)].

p

Assume 012, > (; the case aﬁ = 0 is degenerate, since p and g agree on the support up to normalization.
The trust-region path can be written as the exponential tilt

us(a) = p(a) exp(Br(a) — A(B)), (15)
where

A(B) =1log > _ p(b) exp(Br(b)). (16)
b

Thus

A(0) =Eplr],  A"(0)=o0p.

The student-centered behavior KL is
Dxw(uslp) = BA'(B) — A(B). (17)
A Taylor expansion around 3 = 0 gives
1
D (ngllp) = 5570, + O(8?). (18)

Thus the behavior-KL cost of moving away from the student is second-order in 3.
The teacher KL is

Dxw(pglla) = (B —1)A'(B) — A(B), (19)
while
Dxw(pllq) = —A(0). (20)
Therefore
Dxw(pllq) — Dxv(psllq) = Boy + O(B%). 1)

13



Thus the reduction in KL to the teacher is first-order in 3.
Now suppose the trust-region coefficient is chosen by the active constraint

Dxw(uslp) = €.
From Eq. 18,
N 2e
(&) =/ ~5 +0(). (22)
P

Substituting into Eq. 21 gives

Dxw(pllg) — Dxr(ps=llg) = y/2e0% + O(e). (23)

Thus, at a fixed prefix, a small KL budget buys a teacher-closeness improvement of order /¢ while
paying behavior-KL cost ¢ to the student. This is the local sense in which trust-region warmup is efficient:
the earliest movement toward the teacher has high marginal value under a student-centered budget.

G Sequence-Level Control from Token-Level Trust Regions

For notational simplicity, consider a fixed rollout length T'; the same argument applies to stopped sequences
after padding with an absorbing EOS state. Let the student rollout distribution be

T
Ps(ar.r) := Ps(arr | ) = [ [ pe(as | be),
t=1

and the TRB rollout distribution be

T
Pu(ar:r) = Pu(arr | 2) = [ [ melar | o),
t=1
where h; = (x,a<) is the prefix before step ¢.
Theorem. Define

A¢(he) = Drr(pe(- | 7o) [[pe(- [ he))-

If the token-level behavior policy at each prefix is u.(- | h¢) and the student policy is p;(- | h¢), then

T
DkL(Py || Ps) = Y Enmp, [Ad(he)]. (24)
t=1

Equivalently,
T
DKL(P;L | Ps) = Eal:TNP;L [Z At(ht)] .
t=1

As an immediate corollary, if
At(ht) < &t for all ht,

then
T
Dxi(Py || Ps) <) & (25)
t=1
In particular, if the same budget &; = ¢ is used at every step, then
D1, (P, || Ps) < Te. (26)

14



Proof. Start from the definition of rollout-level KL:

P an- x
Dk (Py || Ps) = Eay o, [k,g u(lT’)] .

Ps(avr | )

Using the autoregressive factorizations,

T
Py(avr | o) e | hy)
log =22 V27 log —/————~,
o8 2108 o Tho

Ps(avr | 2) = 7 pe
Therefore
T
Mt(at ’ ht)]
Dxn(P, || Ps) = E<Np|:10.
KL( /JH ) ; a1~y gpt(at ‘ ht)
Now define the local log-ratio
pt (g | ht)
li(ag, hy) = log ————=.
o he) =log e The)

Applying the tower property and conditioning first on the prefix h; gives

EaLTwPu [gt(atyht)] = EhtNP# [anm(-\ht) [gt(atvht)” = EhthH [At(ht)]-

Summing over ¢ proves Eq. 24. The sequence-level upper bound follows immediately by replacing each
local KL term with its uniform bound &;.

15



	Introduction
	Background
	Related Work
	Trust-Region behavior Blending
	Per-Prefix Behavior Policy
	Closed-Form Solution
	Annealed Warmup

	Experiments & Results
	Experimental Setup
	Benchmark Comparison
	Early-Training Comparisons

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Experimental Details
	Evaluation Protocol
	Baseline Setup Details

	Extended Results
	Additional Warmup Diagnostics
	Illustrative Early Rollouts

	Efficiency Analysis
	EOS Canonicalization under Tokenizer Mismatch
	Derivation of the Trust-Region Solution
	Small-Budget Efficiency of Trust Regions
	Sequence-Level Control from Token-Level Trust Regions

