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ABSTRACT

On-policy distillation (OPD) trains a student to match the teacher’s next-token
distributions on the student’s own trajectories and has yielded substantial em-
pirical gains. Generalized variants allow the student to surpass the teacher by
extrapolating an implicit reward in output space. The language-model head, how-
ever, attenuates this change anisotropically: much of the change encoded in the
teacher’s hidden states reaches the logits at a small fraction of its weight, and the
sampled-token log-probability ratios on which output-space extrapolation relies
inject noise that the extrapolation amplifies, making training unstable. We observe
that reinforcement learning (RL) shifts a model’s internal representations relative
to its base checkpoint, and that the direction of this shift can be measured at every
layer. Motivated by this observation, we propose RIDE (RL-Induced Direction
Extrapolation), which extrapolates the RL-induced change directly in represen-
tation space: at every layer and token position, RIDE computes the residual be-
tween the teacher and its pre-RL checkpoint and regresses the student’s hidden
states toward targets displaced beyond the teacher along this residual. Condi-
tioned on a sampled trajectory, this regression is equivalent to maximizing a linear
directional reward defined by the residual under a quadratic penalty centered at
the teacher, which makes explicit how the objective moves the student along the
RL-induced direction while limiting its deviation from the teacher. Across four
base/RL-teacher pairs spanning different scales, architectures, and pre-training
lineages, RIDE approaches or exceeds the RL-trained teacher on every pair and
is the only method whose mean does so, and it consistently outperforms output-
space extrapolation, which degrades the student whenever the teacher is close to
its base. Project page: https://github.com/xixixixixxxx/RIDE.

1 INTRODUCTION

Distillation transfers capability from a teacher to a student (Hinton et al., 2015), and on-policy distil-
lation (OPD) has become a standard stage of language-model post-training (Yang et al., 2025; Xiao
et al., 2026). In OPD the student samples its own trajectories and receives per-token supervision
from the teacher on the contexts it actually visits, which reduces exposure bias and provides a dense
learning signal (Agarwal et al., 2024; Gu et al., 2024; Lu & Thinking Machines Lab, 2025). A com-
mon use is to transfer the gains of a reinforcement-learning (RL) teacher to a student that shares its
initialization, for example when merging domain experts or distilling an expensive RL run back into
its base model (Xiao et al., 2026; Yang et al., 2026b).
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Figure 1: The language-model head attenuates RL-induced representation changes unevenly.
(a) Residual extrapolation before and after projection through the head. (b) Hidden-state and
centered-logit energy shares of the teacher-to-base residual across the singular directions of the
head. Whiskers show prompt-bootstrap 95% confidence intervals.

Standard OPD treats the teacher as the endpoint of learning, yet students need not stop there: the
teacher-to-reference log-probability ratio acts as an implicit reward (Rafailov et al., 2023; Yuan et al.,
2025; Cui et al., 2025), up-weighting it relative to the KL constraint yields students that outperform
the teacher (Yang et al., 2026b), and related methods extrapolate displacements in parameter or logit
space (Li et al., 2026b; Zheng et al., 2025). Because RL updates are small, structured, and consistent
across runs (Mukherjee et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2025; Shenfeld et al., 2026), an RL-trained teacher
supplies a direction as well as a destination, and a student that starts from the same checkpoint can
continue along it.

Extrapolating in output space, however, measures this direction after the head has attenuated most
of it. The language-model head reweights representation changes according to its anisotropic sin-
gular spectrum (Yang et al., 2018; 2026a): in Fig. 1, its 512 weakest directions carry 79.8% of the
teacher-to-base residual’s hidden-state energy but only 30.0% of its centered-logit energy, so output-
space objectives supervise much of the residual only weakly and leave earlier layers unconstrained.
The sampled-token log-ratio is moreover length-biased and prone to overoptimization (Park et al.,
2024b; Rafailov et al., 2024), and scaling it by a global coefficient amplifies extreme rewards and
destabilizes training (Yang et al., 2026b; Sun et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026a). Hidden states retain the
change before the head: feature-level distillation already uses them as supervision (Romero et al.,
2015; Sun et al., 2019; Jiao et al., 2020), its on-policy form OPRD matches student and teacher states
layerwise with a deterministic per-rollout gradient (Yang et al., 2026a), and hidden-state directions
encode behaviors that can be steered additively (Park et al., 2024a; Turner et al., 2023; Zou et al.,
2023; Arditi et al., 2024), which makes residual extrapolation a natural operation in this space.

We therefore propose RIDE (RL-Induced Direction Extrapolation). With the student initialized at
the teacher’s pre-RL checkpoint, the three models share a representation space. On each student-
generated context, RIDE evaluates the frozen teacher and the pre-RL checkpoint on identical tokens,
takes their layerwise hidden-state difference as the RL-induced residual, places each target beyond
the teacher along this residual with a single coefficient, and regresses the student’s hidden states
toward it. Conditioned on a rollout, this regression maximizes a linear directional reward under a
quadratic penalty around the teacher, and under a shared linear head the output-space extrapolation
target of Yang et al. (2026b) is the head-projected image of the RIDE target; RIDE thus retains the
reward-extrapolation view while replacing the sampled-token log-ratio with a deterministic hidden-
state gradient.

On four base/RL-teacher pairs (R1-Distill-1.5B, Qwen3-4B, Llama-3.2-3B, and Phi-4-mini), which
span different scales, model families, and vocabularies, RIDE attains higher mean Avg@16 on
AIME24, AIME2S5, and AIMO than OPRD and the output-space baselines on every pair and ap-
proaches or exceeds the RL-trained teacher itself, whereas output-space extrapolation falls below its
teacher on every pair.

Our contributions are as follows.

* We identify the RL-induced representation residual, the layerwise difference between the
teacher and its pre-RL checkpoint on identical on-policy contexts, as a measure of how RL
changes the model’s computation. Both checkpoints are available in the same-initialization
distillation setting.
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* We propose RIDE, which extrapolates hidden-state targets along this residual with a single
coefficient that recovers OPRD at A = 1, and we interpret the objective as reward max-
imization under a quadratic penalty, the representation-space counterpart of output-space
reward extrapolation.

* We show that RIDE approaches or exceeds its RL-trained teacher on all four base/teacher
pairs while consistently outperforming OPRD and output-space extrapolation, and we char-
acterize its learning signal through analyses of head attenuation and conditional variance.

2 RELATED WORK

On-policy distillation. Unlike sequence-level imitation (Hinton et al., 2015; Kim & Rush, 2016),
on-policy distillation samples from the student and supervises the prefixes it visits (Agarwal et al.,
2024; Gu et al., 2024; Ko et al., 2024); its sampled-token form is now a standard post-training stage
(Lu & Thinking Machines Lab, 2025; Yang et al., 2025; Xiao et al., 2026). Recent variants remove
the need for teacher logits (Ye et al., 2025), reformulate the target for stability (Jang et al., 2026; Jin
et al., 2026), analyze failure modes (Fu et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026c), or use the model itself, given
privileged information, as its own teacher (Zhao et al., 2026; Hiibotter et al., 2026). All of these
approaches supervise outputs rather than intermediate states.

Learning beyond the teacher. Viewing OPD as KL-constrained RL with an implicit log-ratio
reward (Rafailov et al., 2023; Yuan et al., 2025; Cui et al., 2025), generalized OPD up-weights
this reward and obtains students that exceed the teacher (Yang et al., 2026b). A global coefficient,
however, drives the student toward extreme reward peaks (Sun et al., 2026) and can collapse near-
deterministic outputs (Li et al., 2026a), echoing the length bias and overoptimization of log-ratio
rewards (Park et al., 2024b; Rafailov et al., 2024). Other methods extrapolate in parameter or logit
space, either along a policy’s own RL trajectory (Li et al., 2026b) or along the difference between
a fine-tuned model and its initialization (Ilharco et al., 2023; Zheng et al., 2025). RIDE shares the
premise that the RL-induced change is a usable direction, but measures it on hidden states, at every
layer, before the head, and on the student’s own contexts.

Representation-level distillation. Intermediate representations have long served as distillation
targets (Romero et al., 2015; Zagoruyko & Komodakis, 2017; Tian et al., 2020; Sun et al., 2019;
Jiao et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020). OPRD applies layerwise hidden-state regression on policy,
obtaining a deterministic per-rollout gradient and supervision that output-space losses cannot see
through the head (Yang et al., 2026a); PHF instead matches the directions and geometry of hidden-
state transitions (Li et al., 2026d). RIDE uses the residual from the pre-RL checkpoint to the teacher
to place targets beyond the teacher, drawing on the approximately linear structure of behavioral
directions in hidden space (Park et al., 2024a; Turner et al., 2023; Zou et al., 2023; Arditi et al.,
2024) and on the structured, consistent nature of RL updates (Mukherjee et al., 2025; Zhu et al.,
2025; Shenfeld et al., 2026).

3 PRELIMINARIES

Notation. Let my be the trainable student and 77 the frozen teacher. Both are decoder-only trans-
formers with L layers, hidden dimension d, a shared vocabulary V, and a language-model head
Wheaa € RIVIX? For a prompt & ~ D,, the student samples § = (41,...,97) ~ mo(- | ).
We evaluate all models on the same student-generated prefix (x, §<¢) and write 7(- | x, <) for a

model’s next-token distribution and hf,l,)t € R? for its layer-/ residual-stream state at position ¢.

On-policy distillation. Classical knowledge distillation trains the student on teacher outputs or
teacher samples (Hinton et al., 2015; Kim & Rush, 2016). On-policy distillation (OPD) instead
samples responses from the student and minimizes the reverse KL divergence to the teacher on the
prefixes it visits (Agarwal et al., 2024; Gu et al., 2024); by the chain rule of the KL divergence,

Lopp(0) = Ez, gur, [ZDKL(M(' | 2,9<1) || 7o (- | 33,@<t))]- (D

t=1
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Estimating each local KL from the sampled token gives the commonly used tokenwise update

token 779(@15 | x, @<t>
g (0) = Eq, gor { e Vo log (3 | @, 9<t) |, ry =log ————%, (2)
orb(#) = g ; (@ | = T (G | @, G<t)

in which —r; acts as a dense per-token advantage (Lu & Thinking Machines Lab, 2025; Xiao et al.,
2026). Relative to any reference policy 7ef, the same objective is KL-regularized RL with the im-
plicit reward log 7 — log 7. (Rafailov et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2026b); output-space extrapolation
scales this reward (Section A.1).

On-policy supervision as target matching. Let s, ; be a model quantity at position ¢, 7y its target,
and ¢ a discrepancy measure:

T

1

L(0) = Eonp,, gomo(-lo) [f > U(sou, sg(r) ] (3)
t=1

where sg stops gradients through the target. Output-space teacher matching takes s ; to be the next-

token distribution and / the reverse KL divergence. Representation matching takes s, ; = hﬁf?t over

a set of layers [ € Liayer and over positions selected by a mask m; € {0,1}, with the dimension-
normalized squared error

(0l i) = Sl =71, @

which is on-policy feature distillation (Romero et al., 2015; Jiao et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2026a);
conditioned on a rollout, its gradient is deterministic, unlike that of Eq. (2). Both instances set
Tt = ST, 5O the teacher is the endpoint of learning.

Same-initialization setting. We study a teacher obtained by RL from a base checkpoint, 7 =
RL(7p), and a student initialized at that checkpoint, mp, = 7p. This setting arises when an RL
result is distilled back into its base model or when RL-trained experts that share a base are merged
(Xiao et al., 2026; Yang et al., 2026b). The three models share an architecture, a tokenizer, and a
representational origin, so on a common prefix the difference st ; — sp ; measures what RL changed
on that context: in output space it is the implicit reward log 7 — log g (Rafailov et al., 2023); in
representation space it is a vector at every layer, taken before the head.

4 METHOD

RIDE rests on the premise that an RL-trained teacher specifies a direction in addition to a destination:
the teacher’s displacement from 7p is what RL contributed, and a student initialized at w5 can
continue along it (Fig. 2). We state the construction in the target-regression template (Section 4.1),
instantiate it on hidden states (Section 4.2), justify this choice of space (Section 4.3), and interpret
the objective as reward maximization (Section 4.4; implementation in Section G).

4.1 FROM TEACHER MATCHING TO RESIDUAL EXTRAPOLATION

Within Eq. (3), teacher matching is the choice 7, = s7,. We instead displace the target from the
teacher along the RL-induced change:

Tt()\) = ST’t + ()\ — 1)(ST,t — SB,t) = >\ST,t + (1 — )\) SB,tv )\ 2 0 (5)

At A = 1 the target is the teacher and Eq. (3) is recovered; for A € (0, 1) it lies between base and
teacher; for A > 1 it lies beyond the teacher, so the student continues the change that RL initiated.
Because st — sp,; is recomputed for every rollout and prefix, the direction is not a fixed offset
but the RL-induced change on the contexts the student visits. On log-probabilities, Eq. (5) yields
the affine combination Alog 7wy 4+ (1 — A) log 7 that underlies output-space reward extrapolation
(Yang et al., 2026b). We argue below that this measures the displacement only after the head has
attenuated most of it, and instead instantiate Eq. (5) on hidden states.
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Figure 2: Overview of RIDE. On student-generated prefixes, the frozen base and teacher define
layerwise residuals. RIDE extrapolates hidden-state targets along these residuals and trains the
student by masked regression toward them. Right: target geometry at a single layer and position.

4.2 RL-INDUCED REPRESENTATION RESIDUAL AND THE RIDE OBJECTIVE

Given a student rollout, the frozen models 77 and 7p are evaluated on the same prefix (x, j<¢),

and the RL-induced residual at layer [ and position ¢t is A,El) = hg,f,)t — hg),t. Because both models

process the same tokens, Agl) isolates what RL changed in the processing of that context rather than
the effect of a different trajectory; it lives in the student’s hidden-state space, is defined at every
layer, and is computed deterministically from two forward passes rather than sampled.

Applying Eq. (5) to hidden states yields the RIDE target,
mY = a4+ A= )AY = AP+ 1N aY, ©6)

and the training objective is the representation-space regression of Eq. (4) toward this target,

1 1 1 N
,C,\(H):IEI,QNM{M Z M;mtd”hg,)t_sg(ht(l))‘ﬂ’ (7)

l€£’layer

where M = ", m;. Unlike its log-probability counterpart, Eq. (6) involves no partition function.
We supervise all L layers and the final k& response positions, where student—teacher disagreement
concentrates (Yang et al., 2026a). Only the target differs from representation matching, so A = 1
recovers OPRD exactly and any difference between the two methods is due solely to the residual
term. Because Eq. (4) is unnormalized, the loss scale grows with \; we keep this form so that A = 1
reduces exactly to OPRD and rescale the loss coefficient instead (Remark G.1).

4.3 WHY THE DISPLACEMENT SHOULD BE MEASURED IN HIDDEN STATES

Two arguments favor hidden states over log-probabilities in Eq. (5): how much of the residual
survives the head, and how estimation noise behaves when the target is displaced beyond the teacher.

The head attenuates the residual anisotropically. Let h denote the representation fed to the head
and z = Wheaqh the logits. Since the head is linear, displacing its input along the residual displaces
the logits along the corresponding logit residual,

Whead (iLT + ()\ — ].)A) =27 + ()\ — 1)(ZT — ZB) = Az + (1 — )\)ZB (8)

Up to the log-partition constant removed by the softmax, the right-hand side is the log-probability
target of Eq. (5); the output-space target is thus the image of the RIDE target under the head. The
converse fails for two reasons. First, a logit target constrains & only weakly along the directions that
Wheaa amplifies least, and Section 5.4 shows that the RL-induced residual concentrates in precisely
these directions, so they reach an output-space loss at a small fraction of their weight. Second, a
logit target imposes no constraint on layers below the final one, whereas Eq. (6) specifies the full
vector at every supervised layer. Output-space reward extrapolation is therefore the head projection
of representation extrapolation, which extrapolates the residual at full weight in every direction; the
assumptions behind Eq. (8) and the head-drift term are discussed in Section E.
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Extrapolation amplifies output-space noise but not hidden-state noise. Fix a rollout and a po-
sition ¢; write p = mg(- | ©,9<t), ¢ = T7(- | ©,§<¢), and b = 7p(- | z,9<+), and let v ~ p be
the sampled token. With £(v) = log p(v) — log ¢(v) and p(v) = log ¢q(v) — log b(v), output-space
extrapolation uses the advantage Ay (v) = ¢(v) — (A — 1)p(v) in the tokenwise update of Eq. (2)
(Section A.1); both components are evaluated at a single sampled token.

Proposition 4.1 (Conditional variance under extrapolation). Conditioned on the prefix, the variance
of the output-space advantage over the sampled token satisfies

Varyp, [Ax(v)] = Var,p[£(v)] + (A = 1) Vary,[p(v)] — 2(A — 1) Covyup[€(v), p(v)].  (9)

The second term does not vanish as p — q unless log q — logb is constant on the support of q.
Conditioned on the same prefix, the gradient of the RIDE objective in Eq. (7) is deterministic for
every \, so its conditional variance is zero.

The proof is in Section A. In output space the extrapolated component is a sampled estimate of p
whose noise is scaled by (A — 1) however close the student is to the teacher, which accounts for the
instability reported at large scaling factors (Yang et al., 2026b; Sun et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026a); in
hidden-state space the residual is computed rather than sampled, so A changes only the destination.

4.4  OPTIMIZATION INTERPRETATION

The regression in Eq. (7) can be read as reward maximization under a proximity constraint. Fix a
rollout, a supervised layer, and a position, and write h = hél)t, hr = hg)t, and A = Agl).

Proposition 4.2 (Reward-and-penalty form). Conditioned on the rollout, minimizing Ly with re-
spect to the student’s hidden state at each supervised layer and position is equivalent, up to a positive
multiplicative factor and an additive constant, to maximizing

A=1)r(h) — |k —he|, (10)

where r(h) = (h — hr, A). The maximizer is h* = hp + (A — 1)A, and VL5 = =(h — h*).

2
d
The reward r is the inner product of the student’s displacement from the teacher with the RL-induced
residual, the penalty is quadratic in the same displacement, and A — 1 weights one against the other;
at A = 1 the reward weight vanishes and OPRD is recovered. This is the representation-space
counterpart of the KL-constrained RL view of output-space extrapolation (Yang et al., 2026b); see
Section A.3 for the derivation.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Models. We use four base/RL-teacher pairs; in each, the student is initialized from the base
checkpoint (Section 3). The R1-Distill-1.5B pair consists of DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B and
JustRL-DeepSeek-1.5B (Guo et al., 2025; He et al., 2025). The remaining teachers, Just-Qwen3-4B,
Just-Llama-3.2-3B, and Just-Phi-4-mini, are obtained by applying the same RL recipe (He et al.,
2025) to Qwen3-4B (Yang et al., 2025), Llama-3.2-3B (Grattafiori et al., 2024), and Phi-4-mini
(Abouelenin et al., 2025). Within each pair, the base, teacher, and student share the architecture,
tokenizer, and language-model head, which permits direct hidden-state comparison; across pairs,
depth, width, vocabulary, and pre-training lineage all differ.

Training data and protocol. Prompts are drawn from DAPO-Math-17K (Yu et al., 2025). Each
method samples rollouts from its own current student policy, and the frozen teacher and, where
needed, the base checkpoint are evaluated on those prefixes. All runs share the prompt dataset,
sampling settings, optimizer schedule, and a budget of 500 training steps. Unless stated otherwise,
Sections 5.3 to 5.5 use the R1-Distill-1.5B pair, and RIDE supervises all L layers and the last &k =
2,000 response positions with A = 1.25 and loss scaling by A~2 (Remark G.1). Hyperparameters
and hardware are listed in Section G.
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Figure 3: Avg@16 relative to the RL-trained teacher (points; the horizontal line is the teacher) for
every method and base/teacher pair in Table 1. RIDE is the only method whose mean lies above the
line on all four pairs; across-seed standard deviations are in Table 4.

Baselines. We compare against sampled-token OPD (top-1) and top-16 OPD for output-space
teacher matching (Agarwal et al., 2024; Lu & Thinking Machines Lab, 2025); OPRD for
representation-space matching, which coincides with RIDE at A = 1 (Yang et al., 2026a); and
ExOPD for output-space extrapolation, which uses the same A and pre-RL checkpoint (Yang et al.,
2026b). The frozen teacher and the untouched student serve as reference points. Scaling coefficients
are swept over the same grid as for RIDE. We omit weight-space extrapolation because ExOPD was
stronger in the same setting (Zheng et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2026b).

Evaluation. We report Avg@ 16 on AIME 2024, AIME 2025, and AIMO (AMC 2022-2023) (Al-
MO, 2024a; OpenCompass, 2025; AI-MO, 2024b). For each training run, we average correctness
over 16 sampled responses per problem and then over problems within each benchmark; Avg. is the
unweighted mean of the three benchmark scores. We use three independent training seeds (14, 42,
and 2027) for each trained method in Table 1, which reports the mean of the run-level scores. The
teacher and untouched student are fixed-checkpoint reference evaluations, so their variation is not
training-seed variation. Sampling and grading details are in Section G.

5.2 MAIN RESULTS

Table 1 reports Avg@16 on the four base/RL-teacher pairs, Fig. 3 plots each method’s average rel-
ative to its teacher, and Table 4 reports the across-seed standard deviations for OPRD and RIDE.
RIDE is the only method whose mean lies above the teacher line, on every pair, although on three
pairs the margin is within one across-seed standard deviation (Table 4); all teacher-matching meth-
ods remain below the line, as their objectives dictate, and output-space extrapolation falls below it as
well. Since RIDE differs from OPRD only in its target, its margin over OPRD (0.97 to 4.06 points)
isolates the benefit of residual extrapolation under a shared protocol.

Figure 3 also separates the space in which extrapolation is performed from extrapolation itself:
ExOPD and RIDE use the same A\ and the same pre-RL reference and differ only in where the
displacement is measured. ExOPD falls below its teacher on every pair, and on the R1-Distill pair it
also falls below the output-space teacher-matching baselines (49.87 versus 52.90 for sampled-token
OPD) even though RL moved this teacher 16.3 points from its base; on the three pairs where that
change is small (2.8 to 6.0 points) it falls below the untouched student as well, by 14.1 points on
Qwen3-4B. This is the behavior predicted by Proposition 4.1: the extrapolated component of the
sampled advantage is scaled by (A — 1)? regardless of how much signal the log-ratio carries, and the
damage is largest when the teacher-to-base gap is small. RIDE instead improves over the student
and over OPRD on every pair, and over EXOPD by 9.1 points on average. On the Llama-3.2-3B pair
the AIME benchmarks lie near the evaluation floor, so the evidence there rests mainly on AIMO.

5.3 EFFECT OF THE EXTRAPOLATION COEFFICIENT

Figure 4 compares RIDE and ExOPD on the R1-Distill-1.5B pair for A € {0.5,0.75,1,1.25,1.5,2};
at A = 1 they reduce to OPRD and to sampled-token OPD, so each row isolates extrapolation
within one space. For RIDE, final Avg@16 rises with A from 48.2 at A\ = 0.5 to 54.3 at 1 and
peaks at 55.4 at 1.25; the neighboring coefficients A = 1.15 and 1.35 give 55.2 and 55.3, so every
A € [1.15,1.35] improves over OPRD (full numbers in Section B). Every run with 0.75 < A < 1.35
improves steadily over the whole budget with a format score of 94-97%, and beyond A = 1.35
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Table 1: Main results (Avg@16, %) on four base/RL-teacher pairs. Trained-method entries are
means over three independent training seeds; the teacher and untouched student are fixed-checkpoint
reference evaluations. Each run uses its own on-policy rollouts; within a pair, all runs share prompts,
sampling settings, and optimizer schedule. ExOPD and RIDE use A = 1.25 with the pre-RL check-
point as reference. Bold marks the best distillation method per column.

R1-Distill-1.5B — JustRL-1.5B Qwen3-4B — Just-Qwen3-4B
Method AIME24 AIME25 AIMO Avg. AIME24 AIME25 AIMO  Avg.
Teacher 50.80 35.60 79.50  55.30 63.13 51.04 82.61 65.59
Student 32.90 21.90 62.20  39.00 61.25 48.75 78.46  62.82

OPD top-1 47.10 33.50 78.10  52.90 52.50 45.83 7940  59.24
OPD top-16 47.10 34.00 76.50  52.53 52.92 47.08 79.22  59.74

OPRD 49.80 34.60 79.10  54.50 61.46 44.38 80.20 62.01
ExOPD 44.20 29.60 75.80  49.87 41.88 28.54 75.83  48.75
RIDE 50.21 37.29 81.63 56.38 63.13 52.92 82.15 66.07
Llama-3.2-3B — Just-Llama-3.2-3B Phi-4-mini — Just-Phi-4-mini
Method AIME24 AIME25 AIMO Avg. AIME24 AIME25 AIMO Avg.
Teacher 13.75 0.42 24.85 13.01 11.46 6.04 3637 17.96
Student 4.17 0.63 16.19 6.99 7.92 4.79 32.68 15.13
OPD top-1 0.63 0.21 2.41 1.08 6.25 3.75 28.69  12.90
OPD top-16 2.08 0.63 15.21 5.97 10.00 5.63 34.64 16.76
OPRD 7.92 1.04 23.87 10.94 10.21 6.46 3532 17.33
ExOPD 3.33 0.42 17.09 6.95 7.29 1.67 27.71 12.22
RIDE 13.50 1.30 2520 13.33 10.21 7.50 37.20 18.30
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Figure 4. ExOPD (top) and RIDE (bottom) at six extrapolation coefficients on the R1-Distill-1.5B
pair (one run each): validation Avg@16 (%) averaged over AIME24, AIME2S5, and AIMO; mean
response length over the preceding 50 steps; validation format score.

the degradation is graceful, with A = 1.5 and 2 finishing at 52.3 and 52.4. Displacing beyond the
teacher (A > 1) shortens responses to 5.3-5.7k tokens, whereas displacing toward the base (A < 1)
lengthens them to 6.8-7.4k. EXOPD is best at A < 1 (52.9 at 0.75 and at 1) and is harmed by every
A > 1: the extrapolated runs reach their peak early (by step 150 for A = 1.25 and 1.5) and then
decline (A = 1.25 to 49.9, A = 2 to 46.2), the format score falls from 92% at A = 0.5 to 64% at
2, and responses lengthen to 8,700 tokens. This is the behavior predicted by Proposition 4.1: the
sampled-advantage noise scales with (A — 1)2, so the coefficient that moves RIDE further along the
RL-induced direction moves ExOPD off the teacher’s formatting and below its teacher-matching
baseline. Elsewhere we use A = 1.25 for both methods, the best value for RIDE and the smallest
extrapolating value for ExOPD.

5.4 MECHANISTIC ANALYSIS

Head attenuation reaches the learning signal. The residual retains only 0.59 of the head gain
of an equal-norm isotropic direction, and its energy concentrates in the weakest head directions
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(a) Residual energy outside top-r (b) Student versus target (¢) Conditional variance across \.
head directions. change.

Figure 5: Mechanistic analysis on the R1-Distill-1.5B pair (A = 1.25, step 500, final layer). (a)
The 512 weakest head directions hold 79.8% of the residual’s hidden-state energy versus 33.3%
under isotropy. (b) Realized student change versus target. (c) Next-token conditional variance of the
ExOPD advantage and the RIDE gradient norm across .

(Fig. 5a); these directions receive 73.0% of the representation-loss gradient but only 48.6% of the
output-KL gradient at the head input, so head attenuation weakens the output-space learning signal
as well. The centered head is full rank, with singular values spanning 71.7 to 1.8, so the residual is
attenuated by a factor of up to 40 along its dominant directions rather than removed: an output-space
objective still sees the RL-induced change, but at a fraction of its weight. The student’s update aligns
with the residual (cosine 0.954) and its head-visible component tracks the target (Fig. 5b, cosine
0.895), with a projection onto the residual of 1.69, above the target coefficient of 1.25: X specifies
the target rather than the realized displacement, and the student continues past the target along the
same direction. During RL the teacher head itself drifts from Wy by only 1.65%, which supports
the shared-head assumption behind Eq. (8); the representation-space target contains no head-drift
term. Further measurements are in Section E.

The learning signal is deterministic in representation space. At a fixed prefix, the sampled-
token advantage of ExOPD varies with the next token, whereas the RIDE gradient does not (Propo-
sition 4.1). On 9,152 on-policy validation prefixes per method (Fig. 5¢), the conditional variance of
ExOPD rises 12.6 x from A = 1 to A = 2, with the extrapolation term dominating beyond A =~ 1.3,
whereas resampling the next token leaves the RIDE per-position gradient norm unchanged at every
prefix and every A (drawn at the floor of the logarithmic axis). The decomposition of Eq. (9) also
explains why ExOPD tolerates coefficients slightly above one: the covariance term is negative, so
the variance has a shallow minimum near \ =~ 1.14 before the (A—1)? Var[p] term takes over, which
matches the sweep in Section 5.3, where EXOPD degrades at A = 1.25 and collapses at A = 2. The
sampling protocol, variance decomposition, and uncertainty estimates are in Section F.

5.5 ABLATION: THE RESIDUAL DIRECTION

A displaced target could help for reasons unrelated to the RL-induced residual, for instance by acting
as a regularizer or by enlarging the loss scale. We therefore ablate the residual direction on the R1-
Distill-1.5B pair with four controls that hold the displacement magnitude fixed and alter only its

direction (Table 3 in Section C). The random control replaces Agl) with a Gaussian vector of the
same norm; the reversed control uses A < 1, displacing the target toward 7 5 ; the mismatched-origin
control computes the residual against Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024), which shares
the architecture but not the training lineage, so that hy — h g reflects a difference between unrelated
models rather than the change produced by RL; and the trajectory-mismatched control computes hr
and hp on separately generated trajectories rather than on the identical student prefix, testing the
claim in Section 4.2 that the fixed context gives the residual its meaning. Relative to OPRD (54.50),
the random, reversed, mismatched-origin, and trajectory-mismatched controls reach 55.04, 53.90,
54.75, and 55.12, all within one point, whereas RIDE with the RL-induced residual reaches 56.38.
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6 CONCLUSION

An RL-trained teacher supplies a direction as well as a destination. The layerwise hidden-state
difference between the teacher and its pre-RL checkpoint on identical prefixes measures what RL
changed, and RIDE displaces the representation-matching target beyond the teacher along it; only
the target changes, so A = 1 recovers OPRD. Measuring it before the head matters because the
head attenuates the residual anisotropically and leaves earlier layers unconstrained, and because
output-space extrapolation amplifies sampled-token noise by (A — 1)? whereas the RIDE gradient
is deterministic given the rollout. Across four base/teacher pairs, RIDE approaches or exceeds its
teacher, consistently outperforms OPRD and output-space extrapolation, remains stable where the
latter collapses, and, as the direction controls show, owes its gain to the RL-induced residual itself.
RIDE requires the pre-RL checkpoint and a shared representation space, uses a single global A, and
was evaluated only on mathematical reasoning with one RL recipe. Relaxing these constraints and
studying the safety and calibration of students trained on hidden-state targets are left for future work.

ETHICS STATEMENT

This work studies a training objective for distilling mathematical-reasoning ability from an RL-
trained teacher into a student that shares its initialization. All experiments use publicly released
model checkpoints and public prompt and evaluation sets (DAPO-Math-17K, AIME 2024, AIME
2025, and the AIMO AMC 2022-2023 problems); no human subjects, personal data, or proprietary
data are involved, and the task domain (competition mathematics) carries no direct risk of harm. Two
considerations nonetheless apply. First, like any distillation method, RIDE transfers the teacher’s
behavior, and therefore also any biases or errors that RL introduced into it, to the student; because
RIDE displaces the target beyond the teacher, such properties could in principle be amplified rather
than merely copied. Second, the student is supervised on hidden-state targets that no model has actu-
ally produced, so its calibration and safety behavior are not guaranteed to match those of the teacher
and should be evaluated independently before deployment; we note this limitation in Section 6. We
do not foresee misuse specific to this method beyond that of on-policy distillation in general, and
we report the compute used (Table 5) so that the environmental cost of reproducing our results can
be assessed.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

We have taken the following steps to make our results reproducible. The RIDE objective is fully
specified by Egs. (6) and (7) together with the loss rescaling in Remark G.1, and its implementation
on top of an OPRD pipeline is described in Section G, including how the pre-RL checkpoint is
hosted and how the target is formed and transmitted. Table 5 lists every training and evaluation
hyperparameter shared by all methods (prompt set, rollout settings, optimizer, schedule, precision,
hardware, supervised layers and positions, A, evaluation temperature, and benchmark sizes), and
Table 6 states the per-rollout cost of each method. All base checkpoints and the JustRL-DeepSeek-
1.5B teacher are publicly available; the remaining teachers are obtained by applying the published
JustRL recipe (He et al., 2025) to the corresponding public base models, as described in Section 5.1.
Complete proofs of Propositions 4.1 and 4.2 and the derivation of the extrapolated advantage are
given in Section A. The full extrapolation-coefficient sweep behind Fig. 4, including per-benchmark
numbers, peak checkpoints, format scores, and response lengths, is tabulated in Table 2, and the
sampling protocols and sample sizes for every diagnostic in Section 5.4 are specified in Sections E
and F. Training code, the RL-trained teacher checkpoints, and evaluation scripts will be released
upon publication.

Al USE STATEMENT

In this work, we used generative Al tools to assist with language polishing, checking consistency of
terminology and notation, reviewing the presentation and interpretation of reported results, and ver-
ifying bibliographic metadata against source records. The tools did not design or run experiments or
generate the reported measurements, figures, or tables. The authors are responsible for the research
decisions, technical claims, and final manuscript, including Al-assisted edits.
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A DERIVATIONS AND PROOFS

A.1 ON-PoOLICY DISTILLATION AS IMPLICIT-REWARD REINFORCEMENT LEARNING

Fix a prefix and write p = m(- | @, §<t), ¢ = 7 (- | 2, 9<¢), and let 7 be any reference policy
with full support. Adding and subtracting log 7, inside the local KL of Eq. (1) gives

DKL(p ” Q) = DKL(p H ﬂ-rcf) - Evap [ IOg Q(U) - IOg 7Trcf(ru)] 5 (11)
so minimizing the OPD loss is KL-regularized RL with the implicit reward log ¢ — log myef, in
which the reward and the KL term have equal weight (Yang et al., 2026b). Weighting the reward by
A instead, the local objective A E, . p[log ¢ — log Trer] — DL (P || 7rer) is maximized by

logp* = Alog g + (1 — A) log mrer — log Z, (12)
where Z normalizes p*. With m = wp this is Eq. (5) on log-probabilities. Minimizing
Dxr.(p || p*) with the sampled-token estimator of Eq. (2) uses the per-token quantity

log p(v) —logp*(v) = £(v) = (A = 1)p(v) +log Z, (13)

with ¢ and p as in Section 4.3. The constant log Z does not depend on v and multiplies a score
function with zero conditional mean, so the extrapolated advantage is Ay (v) = £(v) — (A — 1)p(v).
The tokenwise update treats sampled prefixes as fixed; differentiating the sequence-level objective
in Eq. (1) would additionally account for how earlier actions change later prefixes.

A.2 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.1

For random variables X, Y and a constant ¢, Var[X — cY] = Var[X] + ¢*Var[Y] — 2¢ Cov[X,Y].
Taking X = ¢(v), Y = p(v), c = A — 1, and v ~ p gives Eq. (9). Since ¢ and b are frozen, p does
not depend on 6, and the second term grows quadratically in A — 1. As p — ¢, Var,,[p(v)] —
Vary~q[p(v)], which vanishes only if log ¢ — log b is constant on the support of g, that is, only if RL
left the next-token distribution at this prefix unchanged.

For RIDE, the student state hél))t is a deterministic function of € and the prefix, and the target ht*(l)
is a deterministic function of the prefix and the two frozen models. Neither depends on the token
sampled at position ¢, so the per-position loss and its gradient with respect to € are invariant to
resampling that token, and their conditional variance is zero.

A.3 REWARD-AND-PENALTY FORM: DERIVATION OF PROPOSITION 4.2

With h, hp, and A as in Section 4.4, expanding the squared distance to the target gives
2 2
|h = hr —(A=DA], = [|h = hr|; —2(A = 1)(h — hp, A) + (A= 1)*||Al]3, (14)

in which the final term is independent of 6. The squared distance therefore equals ||h — hpl||3 —
2(A — 1) 7(h) plus a constant, and multiplying by —1 gives Eq. (10) up to an additive constant; the
per-position loss is this squared distance scaled by the positive factor 1/d. The objective in Eq. (10)
is strictly concave in h with gradient (A — 1)A — (h — hy), which vanishes at b* = hy + (A —1)A.
Differentiating 2 || — h*||3 gives 2(h — h*).

The reward r measures the extent to which the student’s displacement from the teacher is aligned
with the RL-induced residual, the penalty is quadratic in the same displacement, and A — 1
weights the reward against the penalty. This mirrors the view of output-space extrapolation as
KL-constrained RL around the teacher (Yang et al., 2026b), with the KL constraint replaced by
a quadratic one, the log-ratio reward by an inner product with the residual, and the score-function
estimator by a vector gradient. At A = 1 the reward weight vanishes: teacher matching is a special
case of RIDE rather than its point of departure.
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B EXTENDED EXTRAPOLATION-COEFFICIENT SWEEP

Table 2 lists the numbers behind Fig. 4: validation Avg@ 16 on AIME24, AIME25, and AIMO at
the final checkpoint, the validation format score, and the mean training response length over the 50
steps preceding the final checkpoint. The two additional RIDE coefficients A = 1.15 and 1.35 are
included; they bracket A = 1.25 and both remain above OPRD (55.2 and 55.3 versus 54.3), so every
coefficient in [1.15, 1.35] improves over teacher matching, with A = 1.25 the best. The sweep uses
a single training seed per coefficient, whereas Table 1 averages three seeds; the A = 1 and A = 1.25
rows of Table 2 are therefore single runs (54.3 and 55.4) and differ from the corresponding three-
seed means in Table 1 (54.50 and 56.38) by about one across-seed standard deviation (Table 4).
Figure 6 shows the final Avg@16 on each benchmark as a function of A: the gain of RIDE around
A = 1.25 and the decline of EXOPD beyond A = 1 appear on all three benchmarks, not only in the
macro average. Figure 7a places every run in the length—accuracy plane; increasing A moves RIDE
toward shorter and more accurate responses with a high format score, whereas it moves ExOPD
toward longer and less accurate ones. Figure 7b summarizes the last 200 training steps of each run
in Fig. 4 by the mean and the min—max range of validation Avg@ 16 over steps 300—500. For RIDE,
the late-training mean rises from 54.3 at A = 1 to 54.7 at A = 1.25, and every run with A > 0.75
stays above 50.9 throughout the window; for ExXOPD, the late-training mean of every A > 1 run lies
below that of A = 1 (53.6), the ranges widen to 3.2-5.1 points, and the A = 2 run drifts from 51.2
to 46.2 within the window, so the coefficient that improves RIDE degrades ExOPD and makes its
late-training behavior less stable. For RIDE, every A > 1.15 shortens responses relative to OPRD
while A < 0.75 lengthens them; for EXOPD, the final Avg@16 is non-monotone in )\ and every
A > 1 ends below the A = 1 run, and the format score decreases with A except for a partial recovery
at A = 1.5.

Table 2: Extrapolation-coefficient sweep on the R1-Distill-1.5B pair (one run per coefficient). Per-
benchmark and Avg@ 16 columns are validation Avg@16 (%) at the final checkpoint; “Format” is
the validation format score (%); “Length” is the mean response length (tokens) over the 50 steps
preceding the final checkpoint. Bold marks the best final Avg@ 16 within each method.

Method A AIME24 AIME25 AIMO Avg@16 Format Length

RIDE 0.5 42.4 28.2 74.0 48.2 853 7430
0.75 49.6 325 79.6 539 96.0 6789

1 (OPRD) 46.5 35.0 81.3 54.3 97.2 5726

1.15 48.8 36.0 80.9 552 964 5663

1.25 49.8 35.6 80.9 554 96.6 5569

1.35 49.8 34.8 81.4 55.3 942 5570

1.5 46.5 329 77.6 52.3 77.1 5514

2 43.8 34.0 79.4 524 86.4 5325

ExOPD 0.5 44.2 30.6 75.8 50.2 92.1 7032
0.75 47.1 33.8 78.0 529 84.7 6816

1 (OPD) 47.1 335 78.1 52.9 80.9 6998

1.25 44.2 29.6 75.8 49.9 76.0 7404

1.5 42.9 323 76.2 50.5 83.7 6300

2 37.2 28.7 72.6 46.2 644 8704
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Figure 6: Final Avg@16 (%) per benchmark as a function of the extrapolation coefficient on the
R1-Distill-1.5B pair (one run per coefficient). The dotted line marks A = 1, which is OPRD for
RIDE and sampled-token OPD for ExOPD.
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Figure 7: Extrapolation-coefficient sweep viewed per run. (a) Final Avg@ 16 against mean response
length at the final checkpoint; markers are labeled by A, connected in increasing A, and sized by
validation format score. (b) Mean (marker) and min—-max range (bar) of validation Avg@16 over
the last 200 training steps (steps 300-500) for the six coefficients tracked in Fig. 4.

C DIRECTION CONTROLS

Table 3 lists the direction-control results discussed in Section 5.5. Every control keeps the training

protocol, the displacement magnitude |\ — 1| ||A§l) ||, and the layer and position sets of RIDE fixed
and changes only the direction of the displacement.

Table 3: Direction controls at fixed displacement magnitude; Avg@16 (%) averaged over AIME24,
AIME25, and AIMO on the R1-Distill-1.5B pair; A = 1.25 unless stated.

Target construction Avg@16
Teacher matching (OPRD, A = 1) 54.50

Random direction, same norm 55.04
Reversed direction (A = 0.75) 53.90
Mismatched origin (hr — hp/) 54.75
Trajectory-mismatched residual 55.12
RIDE (RL-induced residual) 56.38

D TRAINING-SEED SUMMARY

Table 4 summarizes the main-table macro Avg@ 16 means and across-seed standard deviations for
OPRD and RIDE on the four base/RL-teacher pairs. Each run-level macro score averages the three
benchmark Avg@16 scores with equal weight, as in Section 5.1. The three independent training
seeds are 14, 42, and 2027.
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Table 4: Mean £ SD of macro Avg@16 (%) over three independent training runs (seeds 14, 42,
and 2027). Means are taken from Table 1; SDs are across training seeds. Teacher scores are fixed-
checkpoint references.

Base/RL-teacher pair Teacher OPRD RIDE

R1-Distill-1.5B 5530 54.50£1.04 56.38£0.97
Qwen3-4B 65.59 62.01+0.96 66.07£0.88
Llama-3.2-3B 13.01 10.944+0.90 13.33+1.13
Phi-4-mini 1796 17.33+1.06 18.30+1.05

E ADDITIONAL HEAD DIAGNOSTICS

The measurements in Fig. 5 use 292,864 positions from the R1-Distill-1.5B pair: 143 problems, 16
rollouts each, and 128 positions per rollout from the last 2,000 response tokens at step 500. The
residual’s normalized head gain is 0.59 (prompt-bootstrap 95% CI [0.585, 0.596]), and its hidden-
state energy outside the top-r head subspace exceeds the isotropic expectation at every r. The
centered head is full rank, with singular values ranging from 71.70 to 1.78, so the residual is atten-
uvated rather than removed. Across training steps, the 512 weakest directions carry 73.00% of the
representation-loss gradient of Eq. (7), versus 48.60% of the output-KL gradient at the head input.

Scope of Eq. (8). Equation (7) supervises the pre-normalization residual stream, so Eq. (8) holds
after the final normalization is applied to the target; the identity is stated at the head input so that
it holds exactly. It also assumes the head shared by base and student: a teacher whose head drifted
during RL contributes an additional term (W — Wg)hr to its native output-space target, quantified
below. With Wg fixed, the head image of the RIDE target matches Az + (1 — \)zp to relative error
6.50x 1077 During RL, the teacher head drifts from Wg by 1.65% in relative Frobenius norm. The
resulting term (W7 — W)hy has 50% of the norm of the native logit change, compared with 94%
for the representation term, and the two have cosine similarity —0.23. Fixed-head and native-head
targets differ by 18.70% in mean relative logit error, although the corresponding distributions have
a mean KL divergence of 0.0058 and a top-1 agreement of 96.90%. The representation-space target
contains no head-drift term. For the student update in Fig. 5(b), the residual-alignment cosine is
0.954 (prompt-bootstrap 95% CI [0.949, 0.958)), the head-visible cosine is 0.895 over 5.20 x 105
coordinates, and the mean projection along the residual is 1.69 (CI [1.65, 1.73]).

F ADDITIONAL LEARNING-SIGNAL DIAGNOSTICS

From each method’s on-policy validation rollouts, we use 143 problems, 4 rollouts per problem, and
16 positions per rollout drawn uniformly from the last 2,000 response tokens, giving 9,152 fixed
prefixes per method. For ExOPD, summing over the full vocabulary of 151,936 tokens at each
prefix gives the exact conditional moments Var[¢], Var[p], and Cov[/, p], and hence Var,.,[A,]
for any A. Resampling the next token 8,192 times per prefix reproduces the exact values to within
0.38%. For RIDE, we measure ||V, L, ||2 at each fixed prefix and resample the next token 8,192
times per prefix (7.50 x 107 draws in total, with adjacent draws differing in 19.50% of cases).

Averaged over prefixes, the ExXOPD conditional variance follows Eq. (9) with fitted coefficients
Var[A,] = 0.0096 — 0.0421 (A —1) + 0.153 (A — 1)%

The terms are Var[¢] = 0.0096, —2 Cov[{, p] = —0.0421, and Var[p] = 0.153. The negative
covariance term produces a minimum of 0.0067 at A ~ 1.14; beyond this point the quadratic term
dominates, giving 2.80x the A = 1 variance at A = 1.50 and 12.60x at A = 2 (0.121 versus 0.0096;
prompt-bootstrap 95% CIs [0.101, 0.146] and [0.0084,0.0111], respectively). In Fig. 5c, shading
shows these confidence intervals and the dashed curve isolates (A — 1)? Var[p], which accounts for
essentially all growth beyond A ~ 1.30.

For RIDE, the target h* depends on the prefix and the frozen models but not on the token drawn
next. The variance of its per-position gradient norm across resampled tokens is therefore exactly
zero at every prefix and every \; the red curve is placed at the plotting floor and does not represent
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a measured positive value. The gradient norm does vary across prefixes (between-prefix variance
~ 4 x 103 at every )\), which reflects variation in the data rather than next-token sampling noise.

G IMPLEMENTATION AND DIAGNOSTICS

Training and evaluation configuration. Table 5 lists the configuration shared by all methods;
only the target construction differs between runs. Final answers are extracted with the standard
boxed parser and graded by exact match. Table 6 summarizes the per-rollout cost of each method
relative to OPRD: RIDE adds one frozen forward pass of 7 on the teacher worker and no additional
communication, since h* is formed in place and a single hidden-state tensor is transmitted, as for
OPRD.

Table 5: Training and evaluation configuration shared by all methods and all four base/teacher pairs.

Rollout

Prompt dataset DAPO-Math-17K

Prompts per step / responses per prompt 8 /2

Sampling temperature 1.00

Maximum response length 16,384 tokens

Optimization

Steps 500

Optimizer / peak learning rate AdamW /1 x 1075

Schedule 3% linear warm-up, cosine decay
Precision / parallelism bf16 / FSDP (verl)

Hardware 4x H200

RIDE target

Supervised layers / positions all L layers / last kK = 2,000 positions
Extrapolation coefficient A 1.25 (sweep in Section B)

Loss coefficient scaled by 272 (Remark G.1)
Reference checkpoint pre-RL base 7p (frozen)

Evaluation

Metric Avg@16, temperature 0.70
Benchmarks (problems) AIME24 (30), AIME25 (30), AIMO (83; AMC 2022-2023)

Table 6: Per-rollout cost of each method. “Frozen passes” counts forward passes of frozen models
on the student’s rollout; “Reference” is whether the pre-RL checkpoint must be loaded; “To trainer”
is the supervision tensor transmitted from the teacher worker per rollout (V': vocabulary size; L, d:
supervised layers and hidden width).

Method Frozen passes Reference  To trainer Target computed
OPD top-1/ top-16 1 (teacher) no T x1/T x 16 log-probs  on trainer

OPRD 1 (teacher) no T x L x d hidden states on teacher worker
ExOPD 2 (teacher, base) yes T x 1 log-ratios on trainer

RIDE 2 (teacher, base) yes T x L x d hidden states on teacher worker

Target construction. The frozen pre-RL checkpoint is loaded into the worker that already hosts
the teacher. For each rollout, this worker runs one additional forward pass of 7, forms h* in place
according to Eq. (6), and transmits a single hidden-state tensor to the trainer, so the transfer volume
equals that of OPRD. The loss, layer alignment, and position mask are those of OPRD; positions
outside the mask or beyond the response length are zero-padded in both hidden-state tensors, so h*
vanishes there and the masked loss is unaffected. When A = 1 or no base checkpoint is provided,
the base model is neither loaded nor evaluated, and training coincides with OPRD.

Remark G.1 (Loss scale). At initialization the student coincides with the base, hg, = hp, so hg, —
h* = —\A and the initial per-position loss is A?||A||3/d, a factor A2 larger than for OPRD. Because
Eq. (4) is unnormalized, changing A therefore also changes the effective step size. We keep the
unnormalized form so that A = 1 recovers OPRD exactly, and multiply the loss coefficient by
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A2, which equalizes the initial loss with that of OPRD for every A; loss values at different A are
compared after this rescaling.

Diagnostics. During training we log the cosine similarity between hp and hp, the residual norm
ratio ||Al|2/||hr |2 both overall and per layer, and the target norm ratio |2*||2 /|| ||2, which directly
monitors the scale sensitivity described in Remark G.1.
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