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Abstract

Speculative decoding accelerates inference by using a lightweight draft model to
generate candidate tokens in parallel, and are then verified by the target model,
enabling lossless acceleration. Recently, diffusion-based speculative decoding
further improves parallelism by generating multiple tokens per forward pass via
block-level diffusion, achieving state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance. However,
existing methods adopt a fixed inference block size and assume a uniform optimal
decoding strategy across all inputs. In this paper, we show that this assumption is
suboptimal, as the optimal block size varies across samples and plays a critical role
in speculative decoding performance. Moreover, these values exhibit a clear local
structure, concentrating around the training block size, which reduces the problem
to a low-dimensional and structured decision space. Based on these insights, we
propose BlockPilot, a sample-adaptive policy that predicts the optimal block size
from the prefilling representation. Specifically, we formulate block size selection
as a lightweight policy learning problem and propose an instance-adaptive decision
mechanism that predicts the optimal block size based on the representation of the
prefilling stage. The prediction is performed only once after prefilling, allowing
for seamless integration. Extensive experiments demonstrate that our method is
plug-and-play, introduces minimal overhead, and consistently improves efficiency,
achieving an acceptance length of 5.92 and a 4.20x speedup on Qwen3-4B under
temperature 7" = 1.

Hao Zhang Yiming Hu' Yong Wang' Mingqiao Mo Xin Xiao Xiangxiang Chu

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) [36, 40, 11] have
achieved remarkable performance across a wide
range of tasks [1, 14], demonstrating strong capa-
bilities in reasoning, code generation, and open-
ended dialogue. Despite these advances, their infer-
ence efficiency is still fundamentally constrained by
token-by-token autoregressive decoding [35, 28, 37].
Since each token must be generated conditioned on
previously produced tokens, the decoding process
is inherently sequential, leading to high latency and
limited parallelism, especially for long-form gener-
ation. To alleviate this bottleneck, speculative de-
coding [19, 23, 21, 22, 5] introduces a lightweight
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Figure 1: Diffusion-based speculative decod-
ing with a dLLM draft model. The dLLM
proposes a block of tokens in parallel, while
the target LLM verifies the block and accepts
the longest consistent prefix.

draft model to propose multiple candidate tokens ahead of the target model. These candidates are
then verified by the target model in parallel, allowing multiple tokens to be accepted within a single
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Figure 2: Speedup comparison across models under temperature 7' = 1. Our method achieves the
highest acceleration across all settings. Here, DFlash(n) denotes DFlash with block size n.

decoding step. As a result, speculative decoding enables lossless acceleration without altering the
output distribution of the target model.

In recent years, diffusion-based language models (dLLMs) [27, 2, 39, 10] have emerged as a promising
direction, and diffusion-driven speculative decoding further improves parallelism. By using a dLLM
as the draft model, block-wise diffusion enables the generation of multiple tokens in a single forward
pass, significantly reducing decoding latency and improving hardware utilization. Fig. 1 illustrates the
paradigm of speculative decoding based on diffusion models. However, early approaches [20, 32, 31]
rely on large diffusion models and exhibit weak coupling with the target model, limiting their
practicality. More recently, DFlash [7] achieves the first practically deployable state-of-the-art (SOTA)
performance in block diffusion-based speculative decoding. By injecting hidden representations from
the target model into the diffusion draft model, it enables high-quality parallel drafting, substantially
improving acceptance length and real-world speedup.

Although this paradigm offers strong potential for parallelism, existing methods typically use a fixed
block size during inference, directly inherited from the training stage. This design is simple and easy
to deploy; however, it overlooks a critical dimension: the decoding policy. Existing methods assume
that a single block size is optimal for all inputs and treat it as a static hyperparameter. We argue
that this assumption is fundamentally suboptimal. The optimal degree of parallelism depends on
input-specific predictability, making block size a sample-dependent decision. Inputs differ in semantic
constraints, contextual determinism, and token-level predictability, which lead to varying tolerance
for parallel drafting. While larger block sizes improve efficiency for constrained continuations, they
may cause error accumulation and lower acceptance for less predictable trajectories; smaller block
sizes are more conservative but may underutilize the parallel capacity of diffusion-based generation.
Therefore, a fixed block size policy is misaligned with input-level generation characteristics and
leaves potential acceleration gains unexplored.

In this paper, we revisit diffusion-based speculative decoding from a largely overlooked perspective.
Beyond designing stronger draft models or more efficient verification mechanisms, we ask whether
the decoding strategy itself should be treated as a learnable component. We argue that block size is
not merely an engineering parameter, but a key control variable that determines the acceptance length
in speculative decoding. To validate this insight, we conduct a systematic block size sweep across
multiple representative datasets. The results show a clear mismatch between sample-wise optimal
block sizes and the fixed configuration used during training. Only a subset of samples achieve optimal
performance under the default setting, while many prefer different inference-time block sizes. This
suggests that existing fixed strategies fail to fully exploit the efficiency potential of diffusion-based
speculative decoding.

Furthermore, we observe that although the optimal block size varies across samples, its distribution
is not arbitrarily scattered. Instead, it exhibits a clear local structure: for most samples, the optimal
block size concentrates within a narrow region around the training configuration, and few samples
achieve optimal performance outside this region. This locality has an important methodological
implication. It transforms what would otherwise require expensive online search into a small-scale,



discrete, and well-structured classification problem. In other words, sample-adaptive block size
selection does not require complex dynamic optimization, and can instead be efficiently handled by a
lightweight predictor.

Based on this insight, we introduce BlockPilot, a sample-adaptive block size selection method.
Specifically, after the target model completes prefilling, we use the predictive distribution of the final
token as a representation of the current decoding state. Since this token has aggregated full-context
information via autoregressive attention, its distribution reflects not only local uncertainty but also
the model’s estimation of future generation stability, serving as an effective signal for predicting the
acceptable block length. Therefore, we formulate block size selection as a policy learning problem
over a discrete local action space and approximate the optimal policy with a lightweight predictor. The
prediction is performed only once after prefilling and does not modify the target model, draft model, or
verification process, allowing seamless integration into existing diffusion-based speculative decoding
frameworks. Extensive experiments across models and datasets demonstrate that our method further
improves the efficiency of speculative decoding without altering the original inference framework,
achieving an acceptance length of 5.92 and a 4.20x speedup on Qwen3-4B at a temperature of 1. Fig.
2 presents the speedup comparison across different methods. Our contributions can be summarized
as follows:

* We identify decoding policy as a learnable component in diffusion-based speculative decoding,
showing that fixed block-size strategies are suboptimal across diverse inputs.

* We show that the optimal block size follows a structured local distribution, enabling efficient policy
learning over a discrete action space.

* We propose BlockPilot, a lightweight instance-adaptive policy learning framework that predicts
block size from the prefilling state, achieving consistent speedup gains with minimal overhead.

2 Methodology

2.1 Problem Formulation

Speculative decoding based on diffusion language models [20, 32, 31, 7] is an efficient framework
for accelerating autoregressive inference. It trains a lightweight diffusion language model as the
draft model with a block size of B, and leverages a block-level diffusion mechanism to generate B
tokens in parallel. The target autoregressive model then verifies the generated sequence in parallel,
alleviating the sequential bottleneck of autoregressive decoding. Formally, within a single speculative
decoding step, the average per-token generation latency is defined as follows [7]:

L (B) _ Tdraft (B)T?'Bz)jverify (B)

ey

where L(B) denotes the average token generation latency under block size B, Tyran(B) and Tyerity (B)
represent the computational costs of the draft generation and verification stages, respectively, and 7(B)
denotes the expected number of accepted tokens per verification step. Furthermore, the end-to-end
speedup 7(B) is defined as:

Lar

n(B) = L(B)

where Lagr denotes the average latency of standard autoregressive decoding. Since both draft
generation and verification can be executed in a block-parallel manner, Ty (B) and Tyeriry (B)
typically increase sublinearly with B and can often be approximated as near-constant overhead in
practice [16, 34, 33]. This implies that 7(B) primarily governs efficiency, suggesting that an optimal
inference block size B* maximizes 7(B) and improves end-to-end acceleration.

@

In common settings, inference typically uses the same block size B as in training to maintain
consistency between training and inference. However, this choice may be suboptimal at inference time,
since the optimal block size can vary across input samples and deviate from the training configuration.
To address this issue, we aim to adaptively determine a sample-specific optimal inference block size
B* for each sample, instead of using a fixed training-time block size B. Specifically, B* is defined for
each sample as the value that maximizes the expected acceptance length during speculative decoding,
thereby improving inference efficiency.
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Figure 3: Analysis of optimal block size B*. (a) Matching and mismatching proportions across
datasets. (b-c) Distribution patterns demonstrating strong locality, where the range [B — 3, B + 3|
covers the optimal size for nearly all samples.

2.2 Key Findings

To systematically analyze the impact of block size on speculative decoding performance, we perform
an exhaustive sweep over candidate block sizes on multiple representative datasets. This allows us to
directly compare decoding behavior under different levels of block-level parallelism. Specifically, we
define the candidate set as B = {1,2,...,2B}, where B denotes the block size used during training.
For each input sample x, we define its optimal block size as follows:

B*(z) = argrgleaé(T(b;a:) 3)

where 7(b; z) denotes the average number of accepted tokens for sample x under block size b.
The acceptance length determines the effective number of generated tokens per decoding step and
therefore directly reflects how efficiently the draft tokens are utilized. It thus serves as a key metric
for speculative decoding efficiency.

Finding I: Instance-wise Variability of Optimal Block Size. We first observe that the sample-wise
optimal block size B*(z) varies significantly across samples, and does not necessarily match the
fixed block size B used during training. As shown in Fig. 3a, we report the proportions of samples
satisfying B*(z) = B and B*(x) # B for each dataset. The results indicate that only a subset of
samples align with the training configuration, while a substantial fraction prefer different block sizes
at inference time, and this pattern is consistent across datasets.

These observations suggest that a fixed block size is insufficient to capture optimal decoding behavior
across diverse inputs. The variation arises from differences in context structure and predictability: for
some inputs, strong structural constraints from the prefilling stage enable high consistency over larger
blocks, whereas for others, errors accumulate more rapidly as block size increases, resulting in shorter
accepted lengths. This mismatch between the fixed training-time block size and sample-specific
optimal decoding behavior motivates sample-adaptive block size selection at inference time.

Finding II: Local Interval Property of Optimal Block Size. Although the optimal block size
varies across samples, its distribution exhibits a clear local interval structure. As shown in Fig. 3,
we observe two dominant patterns in the distribution, both indicating strong locality. Fig. 3b shows
a unimodal distribution peaked at the training block size B, with probabilities rapidly decaying on
both sides. Fig. 3c instead presents a bimodal but still localized pattern, with both peaks near B.
Concretely, for almost all samples, the optimal block size satisfies as follows:

B*(x) € {B—k,...,B+k} @)

and it covers nearly all cases when k& = 3. Once the block size deviates from B beyond this small
range, the acceptance length drops sharply, making such choices rarely optimal. This indicates that
the optimal block size exhibits strong locality across samples, with optimal solutions concentrated
within a narrow region around the training block size.

This locality has important methodological implications. It reduces the unbounded search space over
block sizes to a small discrete interval, within which the optimum almost always lies, significantly
simplifying the problem. More importantly, it enables learning-based strategies that select block sizes
from a limited candidate set rather than performing global search.



Finding III: Classification Formulation of Block Size Selection. Building on Finding II, which
reveals a strong local interval structure of the optimal block size around the training block size, we
formulate sample-adaptive block size selection as a structured classification task over a finite discrete
space. Specifically, we restrict the candidate set to a local neighborhood { B—k;, ..., B+k} and learn
a mapping function that predicts the optimal block size conditioned on the input sample. We use the
predictive probability distribution of the last token after the prefilling stage as the input representation.
Motivated by the causal structure of autoregressive decoding, the final token attends to the full context
and thus provides a globally aggregated summary of the input sequence. Its predictive distribution
captures contextual constraints, semantic consistency, and uncertainty in future generation, making it
informative for block-size selection. We also explored using only the Top-k probabilities as input,
but this led to severe overfitting [15, 4]: the training accuracy reached around 80%, while the test
accuracy remained only about 10%. Therefore, we retain the full predictive distribution to preserve
richer information and improve generalization. Under this formulation, the probability distribution
serves as an approximate sufficient statistic for optimal block size selection, enabling the classifier
to make decisions with a single forward pass. Moreover, the proposed module can be seamlessly
integrated into existing speculative decoding frameworks without modifying the generation pipeline.

2.3 Training

Following the classification formulation of the block size selection problem, the training objective is
to learn a mapping function as follows:

fplx) = B*(x) 5)

where p(z) denotes the predictive probability distribution of the last token after the prefilling stage
for input x, and B*(x) denotes the corresponding optimal block size category. The training process
consists of two components: supervised data construction and learning the block size predictor.

Supervised Data Construction. Since the optimal block size is not explicitly annotated, we
construct supervised data via an offline enumeration strategy. For each input sample x, we first run
the target model’s prefilling stage and extract the predictive distribution at the last position p(z) as
the input feature. Then, over the local candidate set B = {B — k, ..., B + k} determined by Finding
II, we enumerate each candidate block size b and execute full speculative decoding to measure the
corresponding acceptance length 7(b; ). The block size that yields the maximum acceptance length
is taken as the supervision signal, i.e., the optimal block size B*(z) defined in Eq. 3. Based on this
procedure, we construct the training dataset D as follows:

D = {(p(x:), B* ()}, (©6)

In practice, the candidate set is small (typically 2k + 1), ensuring that the enumeration cost remains
tractable. Since evaluations across different candidate block sizes are mutually independent, the
process is highly parallelizable. This data construction procedure directly aligns with the optimization
objective of speculative decoding, enabling the model to learn a mapping from decoding states to
optimal decisions without relying on hand-crafted heuristics.

Block Size Predictor. We adopt a lightweight n-layer multilayer perceptron as a lightweight policy
network. Since the input feature p(z) is a high-level state representation compressed from the
prefilling stage of the target model, sequence modeling architectures are unnecessary. Instead, we
employ a simple discriminative model that is computationally efficient and easy to deploy. The model
takes p(z) as input and outputs logits over the candidate block size set B. As p(x) already encodes
rich contextual information from the target model, a shallow architecture is sufficient to achieve
strong performance while introducing only limited latency. The output distribution is defined via a
softmax over candidate block sizes:

exp(0p)
P o) = ) ™)
2 e exp(oy)
where o0, denotes the logit corresponding to the candidate block size b € B. The model is trained by
minimizing the standard cross-entropy loss over the training dataset:

1 N
L= —¥ ;log P(B*(x;) | x;) )



Last Token

Input Tokens
1 — — Sample-Adaptive Block o —
— — Selection )
Sample 1 __ i L Block Size (B,) [mask]
Input T [mask]7
Sequence T = LLM Last Token L [mask]— dLLM
Target Blo.ck Last Token Draft
Model — Predictor B — Model
Sample 2 " [mask]—
Input : =) [mask]7
Sequence —‘lj— Block Size (B,) : L
\ / L [mask]— Cessiiirenanas *

Last Token

Figure 4: Overview of the BlockPilot inference pipeline. Given an input sequence, the target LLM
performs prefilling and produces the predictive distribution of the last token, which serves as a
compact representation of the decoding state. This distribution is then fed into a lightweight block
size predictor to determine an instance-specific block size. Based on the predicted block size, the
diffusion-based draft model generates a block of draft tokens in parallel.

where N denotes the number of training samples and B*(z;) represents the ground-truth optimal
block size for sample ;. This objective encourages the model to assign higher probability mass to
the optimal block size, thereby learning a direct mapping from decoding states to optimal decisions.
Owing to the compact design of the predictor, both training and inference incur relatively low
computational overhead.

2.4 Inference

During inference, we integrate the learned block size
predictor into the speculative decoding pipeline to
enable sample-wise adaptive block size selection.
Given an input sample x, we run the prefilling stage

Table 1: Overhead analysis of the block size
predictor compared to backbone models.

Memory

c 22T Model #P: L:

of the target model and extract the predictive dis- ™% A Y

tribution at the last position, denoted as p(x) The p— s csion s

predictor then produces logits over the candidate set  Qyen3-sp 8198 8.16GB 16.00GB 27837 ms

B, and the block size is determined as follows: Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct  8.03B  7.10GB 15.68 GB 272.14 ms
Block Size Predicior ~ 0.32B 0.02MB  0.62GB  7.34ms

Bo) =argmax f(p(a)y O

where f(p(z)), denotes the predicted score for candidate block size b. Once B(z) is obtained, it
is fixed for the entire subsequent speculative decoding process, including both draft generation and
target model verification. Fig. 4 presents an overview of the inference process. Compared to fixed
block size strategies, this approach adaptively selects a more suitable level of parallel generation
conditioned on each input sample. Notably, the block size prediction is performed only once after
the prefilling stage, and the predictor itself is implemented as a lightweight network, resulting in
minimal computational overhead. Table 1 compares the predictor with the backbone model in terms
of parameter size, memory footprint, and inference latency, showing that the predictor introduces only
millisecond-level latency. Although the predictor introduces a small additional memory footprint, this
cost is minor compared with the backbone models and is well compensated by the resulting speedup.
Therefore, the small additional memory overhead represents a favorable trade-off for improving
decoding efficiency.

3 Experiments

3.1 Experimental Setup

Models and Benchmarks. We evaluate our method on four representative LLMs: Qwen3-4B,
Qwen3-8B [40], Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct [13], and Qwen3-Coder-30B-A3B [6], spanning diverse
scales and domains, including both general-purpose instruction-tuned and code-specialized mod-
els. We consider benchmarks across three task categories. For mathematical reasoning, we use
GSMSK [12], MATH-500 [24], and AIME24 [26]. For code generation and software engineering,



Table 2: Speedup ratios and average acceptance length 7 on Qwen3 models across Math, Code, and
Chat benchmarks. Q3-4B and Q3-8B denote Qwen3-4B and Qwen3-8B, respectively. DFlash(n)
denotes DFlash with block size n.

Model Method Math Code Chat Overall
GSMBK MATH-500 AIME24 HumanEval MBPP SWE-Bench MT-Bench Avg.
Temperature = 0 Speedup T  Speedup T  Speedup T  Speedup T Speedup T Speedup T Speedup T  Speedup T

EAGLE-3 1.99x 330 1.83x 3.08 1.79x 3.05 1.84x 3.05 1.78x 295 139x 248 1.74x 3.02 170x 295
DFlash (4) 229x 332 220x 348 212x 345 212x 322 2l16x 3.17 159x 258 145x 285 199x 3.15
DFlash (8)  3.56x 516 3.59x 568 347x 564 3.19x 484 322x 471 195x 3.17 199x 391 299x 473
DFlash (16) 4.55x 659 525x 831 458x 745 428x 651 426x 624 233x 378 2.69x 529 399x 631
DFlash (32) 292x 424 322x 509 299x 486 256x 389 271x 397 1.69x 274 1.62x 3.19 253x 4.00
BlockPilot  4.76x 690 545x 8.62 4.80x 7.82 446x 677 4.38x 642 245x 398 2.85x 562 417x 659

Q3-4B

EAGLE-3 194x 323 181x 3.02 1.79x 3.00 189x 3.17 1.69x 282 147x 245 163x 283 175x 293
DFlash (4)  245x 329 250x 347 255x 344 245x 333 232x 321 196x 258 1.51x 258 225x 3.13
DFlash (8)  3.76x 504 4.09x 567 422x 569 3.82x 519 351x 486 245x 323 20lx 345 34lx 473
DFlash (16) 4.89x 656 598x 829 557x 751 498x 676 433x 599 272x 358 248x 425 442x 6.13
DFlash (32) 4.47x 599 566x 784 520x 701 4.66x 632 392x 542 250x 329 237x 406 4.llx 570
BlockPilot  5.02x 6.73 6.17x 856 6.16x 830 521x 7.7 453x 626 296x 390 255x 437 4.66x 6.46

Q3-8B

— S 1 S 1 S 1 S
Temperature = 1 y: I T y: 1 T y: 1 T y: 17 T Yy 17 T i 17 T i 7 T i I T

EAGLE-3 1.89x 322 1.75x 299 1.64x 279 1.74x 3.01 1.69x 2.89 147x 231 177x 299 170x 2.88
DFlash (4)  232x 3.17 234x 326 208x 290 229x 3.1 225x 310 179x 236 1.62x 274 2.10x 295
DFlash (8)  3.60x 491 371x 516 297x 413 337x 458 321x 442 217x 286 224x 379 3.04x 426
DFlash (16) 4.36x 595 4.83x 672 3.66x 510 432x 587 4.02x 554 233x 3.07 3.10x 523 3.80x 535
DFlash (32) 2.83x 387 335x 466 279x 388 276x 376 2.69x 371 191x 252 191x 322 26lx 3.66
BlockPilot  4.77x  6.51 541x 7.53 4.02x 560 4.74x 645 4.59x 633 2.58x 339 331x 559 420x 592

Q3-4B

EAGLE-3 1.87x 3.2 1.73x 291 1.63x 274 175x 3.05 1.64x 274 133x 211 158x 270 1.65x 277
DFlash (4) 234x 317 225x 322 205x 292 225x 305 223x 303 1.66x 220 144x 245 2.03x 286
DFlash (8)  3.48x 472 353x 506 292x 417 326x 441 320x 436 194x 257 193x 328 289x 408
DFlash (16) 4.28x 581 4.62x 6.62 349x 498 4.19x 568 398x 541 2.09x 277 220x 375 3.55x 500
DFlash (32) 4.10x 557 441x 632 339x 484 377x 511 3.68x 500 201x 267 223x 379 337x 475
BlockPilot  4.69x 637 5.06x 7.25 3.84x 547 4.65x 630 4.54x 617 230x 3.05 248x 423 394x 555

Q3-8B

we adopt HumanEval [9], MBPP [3], and SWE-Bench [17]. For conversational generation, we use
MT-Bench [41]. Together, these benchmarks cover Math, Code, and Chat scenarios.

Baselines. We compare our method with standard autoregressive decoding (baseline), the most
classical speculative decoding method with an autoregressive drafter, EAGLE-3 [22], and the state-
of-the-art (SOTA) diffusion-based counterpart, DFlash [7]. Here, DFlash(n) denotes DFlash with
block size n.

Metrics. Since our method preserves the exact output distribution of the target model under
speculative decoding, generation quality remains unchanged. Therefore, we focus on efficiency
metrics, measured using the following metrics:

* Average Acceptance Length 7: The average number of tokens accepted from the draft model per
drafting-verification cycle.

* Speedup Ratio: The ratio of inference time for standard autoregressive decoding to that for
different speculative decoding methods.

Implementation Details. Our experiments are conducted using the PyTorch framework [29] and
the Hugging Face Transformers library [38], running on NVIDIA H100 80GB GPUs. We construct
the training dataset from ShareGPT [8], WSC [18], and COPA [30]. We train the model for 100
epochs using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 1e . The predictor network consists of two
layers with a hidden dimension of 2048, and the default value of the hyperparameter k is set to 2.

3.2 Main Results

Table 2 presents the main results on the Qwen3 series models under both deterministic decoding
and stochastic sampling settings. Notably, these improvements are achieved without modifying
either the draft or target models and introduce only negligible additional latency. Overall, BlockPilot
consistently achieves the best performance across models, temperatures, and benchmark categories.



On Qwen3-4B, it reaches average speedups of 4.17 x and 4.20x under temperature = 0 and tempera-
ture = 1, respectively. On Qwen3-8B, it achieves 4.66x and 3.94 x under the two settings. These
results outperform EAGLE-3 and all fixed-block DFlash variants, demonstrating the effectiveness of
sample-adaptive block size selection. This indicates that the proposed adaptive strategy generalizes
well across different model scales and decoding regimes.

Compared with the strongest fixed-block DFlash baseline, BlockPilot further improves both speedup
and average acceptance length 7. Under temperature = 0, DFlash(16) is generally the best fixed-
block baseline. On Qwen3-4B, our method improves the average speedup from 3.99x to 4.17x
and increases 7 from 6.31 to 6.59. On Qwen3-8B, the speedup rises from 4.42 x to 4.66, while 7
improves from 6.13 to 6.46. Similar gains are observed under temperature = 1, where our method
improves the average speedup from 3.80x to 4.20x on Qwen3-4B and from 3.55% to 3.94x on
Qwen3-8B. These results reveal the limitation of fixed-block inference: larger blocks provide more
parallelism, but do not always yield better acceleration. For example, DFlash(32) often underperforms
DFlash(16), suggesting that overly large blocks may reduce acceptance due to accumulated drafting
errors. In contrast, our method selects a suitable block size for each input sample, better balancing
drafting parallelism and verification acceptance.

Across Math, Code, and Chat benchmarks, our method remains consistently effective. The gains
are also preserved under temperature = 1, where generation is more stochastic and draft-token
acceptance becomes more challenging. This suggests that the last-token predictive distribution after
prefilling provides a useful signal for adaptive block size selection. More results are provided in
Appendix B.

3.3 Ablation Studies

We conduct ablation studies on Qwen3-4B under a zero-temperature setting to analyze the key design
choices of our method, including the predictor architecture, input preprocessing, and candidate
interval radius, in order to better understand their impact on performance.

Predictor Configuration. To further understand
the impact of predictor design, we report results un-
der different configurations in Table 3. Fixing the
depth to L = 2, increasing the hidden size from } GSMSK
D = 1024 to D = 2048 improves both speedup ~ Sctting
and acceptance length 7, while further scaling to
D = 4096 yields negligible gains. This suggests
that a moderate hidden width is sufficient to cap- D =1024 473x 686 441x 670 285x 5.62
ture the mapping from prefilling distributions to gz Zggz j‘;gi 2'28 ﬁgi 2';; gggi ;—"23
block size decisions. We then fix the hidden size : : ' - ' '
to D = 2048 and vary the depth. Compared to a
single-layer predictor, a two-layer model achieves
better overall performance, indicating the benefit
of moderate nonlinearity. Increasing the depth to
L = 3 leads to gains on HumanEval but slight drops on GSMSK, yielding no clear overall advantage.
Therefore, we adopt a two-layer MLP with hidden size 2048 as the default predictor, striking a good
balance between efficiency and performance.

Table 3: Speedup and acceptance length (7)
under different predictor configurations.

HumanEval MT-Bench

Speedup T  Speedup T  Speedup T

Hidden width (L = 2)

Predictor depth (D = 2048)

471x 683 442x 672 284x 559
476x 690 446x 677 285X 562
4.65x 674 4.67x 710 285x 562

SISES
[T
W N =

Candidate Interval Radius. We additionally Typle 4: Effect of the candidate interval radius &
study the effect of the candidate interval radius &k
in Table 4, where k defines the local block-size
search range B — k,..., B + k centered at the ] GSMSK HumanEval MT-Bench
training block size B. This hyperparameter bal- Setting
ances candidate coverage and prediction difficulty.
A smaller radius (k = 1) restricts the search space, *=1 467x 0677 4ddx 675 278x 547

P S . . k=2 476x 690 446x 677 285x 562
simplifying prediction but potentially missing bet- . _ 5
ter block-size choices. Increasing the radius to
k = 2 improves both speedup and acceptance length on GSM8K and HumanEval, and also brings
gains on MT-Bench, suggesting that a moderately wider interval provides more useful candidates
during inference. When further expanded to £ = 3, performance does not improve on most metrics,

on speedup and acceptance length (7).

Speedup T  Speedup T  Speedup T

464x 673 439x  6.67 287x 566




likely because the larger candidate set introduces more competing choices and increases prediction
difficulty. Therefore, we set kK = 2 as the default configuration, which achieves a favorable balance
between candidate coverage and prediction difficulty.

Predictor Input Preprocessing. We further
study how preprocessing the predictor input af-
fects performance in Table 5. The predictor input
is the predictive distribution of the last token af- . GSMSK HumanEval MT-Bench
. . . . . Setting
ter prefilling. Compared with directly using this
dlStI‘lbu.tIOIl, bo'gh normalization and softmax pre- ———— ik 639 428« 631 269x 32
processing consistently reduce speedup and accep-  Normalizaton 4.64x 673 444x 675 2.83x 558
tance length 7. This suggests that the raw prefill- Ours 476x 690 446x 677 285x  5.62
ing distribution already encodes sufficient confi-
dence information for block-size prediction, while additional preprocessing may alter or partially
suppress this signal. Therefore, we use the original prefilling distribution as the predictor input.

Table 5: Effect of predictor input preprocessing
on speedup and acceptance length (7).

Speedup T  Speedup T Speedup T

4 Related Work

Speculative Decoding. Speculative decoding improves the efficiency of large language model
inference by alleviating the inherent sequential constraint of autoregressive generation. Early ap-
proaches [19] introduce a lightweight draft model to generate candidate token sequences, which are
then verified in parallel by a larger target model. Building on this idea, Medusa [5] eliminates the
need for an external draft model by equipping the base LLM with multiple prediction heads, enabling
parallel candidate generation via a tree-attention mechanism. More recent work in the EAGLE
family [23, 21, 22] further explores feature-level speculative decoding by leveraging intermediate
hidden states of the target model. EAGLE-1 predicts future hidden-state distributions to improve
token acceptance rates, while EAGLE-2 introduces adaptive drafting structures to better balance
efficiency and accuracy. EAGLE-3 further improves training scalability and generalization across
model sizes.

Diffusion Language Models. Diffusion-based large language models (dLLMs) offer a non-
autoregressive paradigm via parallel masked token prediction. LLaDA [27] first scales dLLMs
to the billion-parameter level, achieving performance comparable to LLaMA-3.1-8B [13]. However,
fully parallel diffusion models are limited by fixed-length generation and inefficient KV cache usage.
Block diffusion models [2] address this by denoising sequences in blocks, combining parallelism
with autoregressive structure. Building on this, Fast-dLLM v2 [39] and SDAR [10] convert pretrained
autoregressive LL.Ms into block-diffusion variants, enabling parallel generation with competitive
quality on specific tasks. Nevertheless, dLLMs still lag behind state-of-the-art autoregressive models
and require many denoising steps, limiting inference efficiency.

Diffusion-based Speculative Decoding. Recent work explores diffusion-based draft generation
for speculative decoding. TiDAR [25] combines diffusion and autoregressive objectives for parallel
drafting, but still fails to achieve lossless generation quality. Another line of work adapts autoregres-
sive models for diffusion-style drafting. [31] use a LoRA adapter to enable parallel drafting from
implicit future-token signals, though with limited effectiveness. DiffuSpec [20] and SpecDiff-2 [32]
rely on large pre-trained diffusion LMs with search or alignment to improve acceptance, but require
7B-scale draft models, incurring substantial memory and latency overhead that hinders deployment.
All the above methods remain difficult to apply efficiently in practice. Recently, DFlash [7] achieves a
practical state-of-the-art (SOTA) method for block diffusion-based speculative decoding by injecting
target-model hidden states into the diffusion drafter, substantially improving draft quality, acceptance
length, and inference speed.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we revisit diffusion-based speculative decoding and identify block size as a key factor
in inference efficiency. We show that the optimal block size varies across samples but exhibits strong
locality around the training configuration, reducing it to a small structured decision problem. Based
on this, we propose BlockPilot, a sample-adaptive predictor that uses the prefilling-stage predictive



distribution to select block size from a local candidate set. The method is applied once per sample
and integrates seamlessly into existing frameworks. Our method demonstrates that the decoding
policy, rather than the model architecture alone, plays a critical role in inference efficiency.
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A Theoretical Analysis of Sample-Adaptive Block Size Selection

A.1 Acceptance Length as a Prefix-Survival Process

Prefix-survival identity. We first formalize the expected acceptance length in speculative decoding
from a prefix-survival perspective. Given an input sequence x and an inference block size b, let
Ly(x) denote the number of consecutive draft tokens accepted by the target model in one speculative
decoding step. The expected acceptance length is defined as

7(b;x) = E[Ly(z)]. (10)

Since Ly(z) is a non-negative integer-valued random variable bounded by the block size b, its
expectation can be decomposed into the sum of survival probabilities:

b
m(biw) = D _P(Lo(w) = 0). (11)

This identity provides a prefix-level view of speculative decoding: each term measures the probability
that the verified prefix survives up to at least position i.

In speculative decoding, the target model accepts only the longest consistent prefix of the drafted
block. Therefore, accepting at least ¢ draft tokens requires that the first ¢ drafted tokens are all
accepted. Define the prefix-consistency event

A; = {the first 7 drafted tokens are all accepted}. (12)
Then
B(Ly(x) > i) = P(4,). (13)
We define the conditional acceptance probability at position j as
g;(x,b) = P (the j-th drafted token is accepted | Ly(z) > j — 1,2,b). (14)
By the chain rule of probability, the probability that the first ¢ drafted tokens all survive verification is
P(4;) = [[ a(=.0). (15)
j=1
Substituting this expression into the survival identity yields
b
rbiz) =Y [[ai(x.b). (16)
i=1j=1

Equation (16) shows that the acceptance length can be interpreted as the expected stopping time of
a truncated prefix-survival process. This formulation is more informative than treating acceptance
length as a black-box empirical statistic: the block size determines the truncation horizon, while
the actual contribution of each additional drafted position is governed by the corresponding prefix
survival probability.

Block-size-dependent acceptance. The conditional probability g¢;(x, b) should not be viewed as
an intrinsic constant independent of the inference strategy. In block-level diffusion drafting, the draft
model generates a set of mutually dependent tokens within a single block. Increasing the block size
enlarges the maximum possible accepted length, but it may also make each prefix harder to verify
because the proposal distribution must remain coherent over a longer span.

Therefore, increasing b induces two competing effects:

b i
T(bjx) = Z H gj(xz,b) . (17)
=1 j=1

prefix survival probability
A larger block size increases the summation horizon by adding more candidate positions. However,
the same change may alter the conditional acceptance probabilities inside each multiplicative term.
Since prefix survival is multiplicative, even a mild degradation in ¢;(z,b) can be amplified over
longer prefixes. Hence, the expected acceptance length is not determined solely by the number of
drafted tokens, but by the interaction between block length and prefix survival.
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A.2 Locality Induced by Predictability and Block-Size Retention

Predictability—retention decomposition. Let B denote the block size used to train the diffusion
draft model. Since the draft model is optimized to generate coherent token blocks under this
configuration, its proposal distribution is naturally best calibrated near B. When the inference block
size b deviates substantially from B, the draft distribution may become less aligned with the target
model, which can reduce proposal quality and lower acceptance probabilities.

To capture this mechanism in a simple analytical form, we decompose the conditional acceptance
probability as

q;(x,b) = v;(z) r(b; B), (18)
where v;(z) € (0, 1] represents the intrinsic predictability of sample z at position j, and (b; B) €
(0, 1] measures the retention of proposal quality under inference block size b relative to the training

block size B. This decomposition separates two effects: sample-dependent predictability and block-
size-induced proposal degradation.

A convenient retention model is
r(b; B) = exp{—a(b— B)*}, a>0. (19)

This function reaches its maximum at the training block size B and gradually penalizes deviations
from it. We emphasize that this retention function is used only as an analytical model to explain
the observed locality of optimal block sizes, rather than as an additional component required by the
algorithm.

Substituting the decomposition into Eq. (16), we obtain

T(b;x) = Z r(b; B)? H i (). (20)

i=1

This expression makes the local structure explicit. Although increasing b adds more candidate
positions, deviations from B reduce the prefix survival terms through the factor r(b; B)*. The effect
becomes stronger for longer prefixes because the retention factor is exponentiated by the prefix length.

Geometric approximation. For interpretation, suppose that the intrinsic predictability is approxi-
mately stable across positions:

(@) 2y, 0<q, <l ©3))
Define the effective survival factor
pz(b) = Vzr(b; B) (22)
Since 0 < 7, < 1and 0 < r(b; B) < 1, we have
0 < pz(b) < 1. (23)
Then Eq. (20) reduces to
b
7(b;x) ~ Z pz(b)i' 24)
i=1

Using the finite geometric series identity, we obtain

pa(b) [1 — pa (0)"]
1- pa:(b) .

T(byz) =~ (25)

Equation (25) explains the mechanism behind sample-adaptive block-size selection. The factor
v, captures sample-level predictability: structured or deterministic inputs tend to have larger ,,
and can sustain longer verified prefixes, whereas uncertain or open-ended inputs have smaller v,
and experience faster survival decay. Meanwhile, r(b; B) captures block-size-induced proposal
degradation and discourages choices far from the training configuration. Therefore, the optimal block
size is governed by the interaction between sample predictability and block-size retention.
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Local candidate interval. For a candidate set B, the sample-wise optimal block size is defined as
B*(z) = arg max T(b; ). (26)

Under the retention model above, block sizes far from B are penalized through 7(b; B)?, especially
for longer prefixes. This provides a theoretical rationale for restricting the candidate space to a local
interval around the training block size:

Bioc ={b€B:|b— B| <k}. @27)

Empirically, this local interval captures the optimal block size for most samples. The resulting
conclusion is that the best block size is sample-dependent, but it is expected to concentrate near
the block size used to train the diffusion draft model. This locality reduces the adaptive block-size
selection problem from an expensive global search to a structured local decision problem.

A.3 Regret of Local Block-Size Prediction

Acceptance-length regret. We finally analyze how prediction error affects the acceptance length.

Let B*(x) be the optimal block size defined over the candidate set B, and let B(z) € B be the block
size predicted by the learned predictor. The acceptance-length regret is defined as

R(x) = 7(B"(z); ) — 7(B(x); ). (28)

Since block size is selected from a discrete candidate set, we assume a discrete Lipschitz condition
over B:

|T(b1;l‘)—7’(b2;$)| §L7—|b1—b2|, Vbl,bg EB, (29)
for some constant L, > 0. Then

R(z) = 7(B*(2);z) — 7(B(x); )

< |r(B*(2);2) ~ (Bl )| (30)
< L;|B*(x) - B(x)].
Taking expectation over the data distribution gives
E[R(x)] < L,E [|B*(2) - B@)]] . 3D

This bound shows that the loss in acceptance length is controlled by the distance between the predicted
and optimal block sizes. Exact prediction is therefore not strictly necessary: if the predictor selects a
block size close to the optimum, the regret remains bounded. This supports two design choices of
our method. First, the prediction problem can be restricted to a local candidate set around B, where
neighboring block sizes have similar acceptance behavior. Second, the predictor can be lightweight,
since it does not need to solve a global optimization problem, but only needs to identify a near-optimal
block size within a structured local interval.

B Performance Evaluation on Instruction and Code Models

Table 6 reports results on Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct and Qwen3-Coder-30B-A3B across Math, Code,
and Chat benchmarks. Overall, our method consistently achieves the best performance across both
models and decoding settings.

Under temperature = 0, our method attains the highest average speedup on both Llama and Qwen,
reaching 3.25 x and 4.12 x, respectively, while also achieving the best or near-best average acceptance
length 7. In particular, on Qwen, it significantly outperforms all DFlash variants, improving speedup
from 3.86 x (DFlash(16)) to 4.12x, with consistent gains in 7. Under temperature = 1, similar trends
hold. Our method achieves 2.40x and 3.95x average speedups on Llama and Qwen, respectively,
outperforming all baselines across most benchmarks. Notably, even under higher sampling uncertainty,
it maintains competitive or superior acceptance lengths, indicating stable draft quality.

Across task categories, the improvements are consistent on Math, Code, and Chat benchmarks,
suggesting that the benefits of adaptive block selection generalize across heterogeneous workloads
and model scales. Overall, these results further confirm the effectiveness and robustness of the
proposed method across both medium-scale and large-scale LLMs.
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Table 6: Speedup ratios and average acceptance length 7 on Llama and Qwen models across Math,
Code, and Chat benchmarks. Llama denotes Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct, and Qwen denotes Qwen3-
Coder-30B-A3B. DFlash(n) denotes DFlash with block size n.

Model Method Math Code Chat Overall
GSMBK MATH-500 AIME24 HumanEval MBPP SWE-Bench MT-Bench Avg.
Temperature = 0 Speedup T  Speedup T  Speedup T  Speedup T Speedup T Speedup T Speedup T  Speedup T

EAGLE-3 1.81x 3.06 1.70x 298 1.64x 299 194x 325 1.87x 322 1.60x 280 150x 272 1.72x 3.00
DFlash (4) 221x 3.6 207x 3.08 200x 3.09 236x 335 228x 332 195x 290 1.83x 282 210x 3.10
DFlash (8)  2.89x 413 293x 437 3.03x 469 342x 486 339x 494 251x 374 233x 359 293x 433
DFlash (16) 291x 416 3.11x 463 293x 454 3.67x 521 357x 520 252x 376 252x 3838 3.03x 448
DFlash (32) 287x 4.09 279x 4.16 280x 433 359x 509 357x 520 251x 374 266x 409 297x 439
BlockPilot  2.96x 422 321x 479 3.63x 562 3.74x 531 3.75x 546 271x 4.04 278x 428 325x 4.82

Llama

EAGLE-3 175x 294 185x 3.07 180x 3.00 192x 341 1.89x 331 147x 253 121x 234 170x 294
DFlash (4)  2.13x 3.04 226x 3.17 219x 310 234x 351 230x 341 1.79x 263 148x 244 2.07x 3.04
DFlash (8)  2.94x 420 334x 470 3.04x 432 386x 579 3.69x 547 221x 324 201x 332 3.0lx 443
DFlash (16) 3.58x 512 4.16x 585 3.67x 520 574x 861 5.11x 758 248x 3.65 229x 377 3.86x 568
DFlash (32) 3.38x 483 391x 549 343x 486 5.60x 840 4.87x 722 235x 346 221x 3.64 3.68x 542
BlockPilot  3.75x 536 4.37x 6.14 419x 595 6.05x 9.07 526x 7.80 270x 396 249x 410 4.12x 6.05

Qwen

Temperature = 1 y: I T y: 1 T y: 1 T y: 17 T Yy 17 T i 17 T i 7 T i I T

EAGLE-3 L5Ix 279 1.19x 228 0.76x 135 1.74x 295 1.72x 294 124x 220 092x 1.76 130x 2.32
DFlash (4) 1.84x 289 145x 238 093x 145 212x 3.05 2.10x 3.04 1.51x 230 1.12x 1.86 1.58x 242
DFlash (8)  2.16x 340 1.67x 275 111x 174 294x 422 292x 424 147x 224 142x 236 1.96x 299
DFlash (16) 245x 385 1.75x 288 1.15x 180 3.00x 431 280x 406 1.60x 244 1.54x 256 2.04x 3.13
DFlash (32) 1.76x 276 1.65x 271 099x 155 285x 410 3.05x 442 1.52x 232 154x 256 191x 292
BlockPilot  2.73x 429 210x 345 148x 232 329x 472 337x 488 1.89x 288 1.92x 320 240x 3.68

Llama

EAGLE-3 1.69x 283 1.71x 296 1.59x 274 191x 334 1.82x 320 134x 227 120x 227 161x 280
DFlash (4) 206x 293 209x 3.06 194x 284 233x 344 222x 330 1.63x 237 1l46x 237 196x 290
DFlash (8) 2.89x 410 3.05x 447 256x 376 3.77x 558 3.67x 544 196x 286 201x 328 284x 421
DFlash (16) 3.41x 484 372x 545 3.09x 454 527x 779 491x 728 209x 3.04 227x 370 3.54x 523
DFlash (32) 341x 484 361x 529 288x 422 554x 819 489x 725 209x 305 208x 338 3.50x 5.17
BlockPilot  3.77x 536 4.01x 587 333x 489 635x 939 534x 792 236x 344 248x 4.04 395x 584

Qwen

C Limitations and Future Work

In this paper, our data construction method provides an effective way to identify suitable block sizes
for different training samples, enabling the model to learn more fine-grained execution preferences.
However, this benefit comes with some computational burden, particularly for very large models.
For example, for a 32B model, executing a single sample under one block size takes approximately
5 seconds. To construct one training sample, we evaluate all candidate block sizes in the range
{B —k,..., B+ k}. Under our default setting of k = 2, this requires five executions with different
block sizes, resulting in roughly 25 seconds per training sample. Nevertheless, this overhead is
incurred only once during data construction and can be performed entirely offline, without affecting
the efficiency of model training or inference. Although this cost is acceptable in our setting, it could
be further reduced by more efficient search strategies. Since optimizing the data construction pipeline
is not the main focus of this work, we leave this direction to future work. Possible improvements
include heuristic search strategies, adaptive block-size pruning, and early stopping mechanisms to
avoid evaluating unnecessary candidates. In addition, one could explore lightweight proxy metrics
to estimate the effectiveness of different block sizes before full execution, or adopt a coarse-to-fine
search strategy that first evaluates a small set of representative candidates and then refines the search
around promising regions. Another possible direction is to reuse execution results across similar
samples, thereby reducing redundant evaluations during data construction.
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