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ABSTRACT

On-policy learning has been argued to reduce catastrophic forgetting, produce
sparser parameter updates, and improve generalisation. However, existing compar-
isons between supervised fine-tuning and reinforcement learning vary many factors
simultaneously, making the contribution of rollout policy difficult to isolate. We
study the effect of rollout policy in a controlled strong-to-weak distillation setting,
by independently varying rollout policy, token-level KL direction, and learning rate
across the Llama 3 and Qwen2.5 model families and reasoning tasks spanning sci-
entific, medical, and arithmetic domains. Our analysis reveals a nuanced picture of
distillation dynamics in which rollout policy does not necessarily play a central role.
Instead, token-level KL direction more clearly shapes task performance and output
coverage, while learning rate governs forgetting and update sparsity. Analysis of
KL gradients and experiments along a continuous student—teacher rollout-policy
spectrum explain this pattern: forward KL is remarkably robust to rollout pol-
icy, with its performance stable and strong despite changes to the rollout policy,
whereas reverse KL is substantially more sensitive and favours student-generated
rollouts. On-policy data nevertheless improves generalisation to harder variants of
the Countdown arithmetic task under both KL directions, although this advantage
does not reliably persist after subsequent RLVR. Our broader conclusions remain
robust to removing gradient clipping, using sampled KL estimators, and training
on tasks requiring longer reasoning chains. Overall, our results challenge the view
that on-policy rollouts are inherently preferable and show that their value depends
critically on the objective, evaluation setting, and optimisation hyperparameters.

1 INTRODUCTION

Post-training plays a central role in developing the reasoning capabilities of large language models
across a wide range of domains. Prominent approaches include supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on high-
quality reasoning traces (Guha et al., 2025; Bai et al., 2025), reinforcement learning with verifiable
rewards (RLVR) (DeepSeek-Al, 2025; Shao et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2025), and knowledge distillation
(KD) (Hinton et al., 2015; Agarwal et al., 2023; Xiao et al., 2026). Strong-to-weak distillation has
become especially prominent in modern post-training pipelines, sing stronger teacher models to
transfer reasoning behaviour to weaker students (Yang et al., 2025a; DeepSeek-Al et al., 2026). As
the number of available methods grows, classifying their relative strengths and limitations, becomes
essential, guiding the development of more effective and efficient training recipes.

One increasingly influential hypothesis singles out the policy used to generate training data as a
key factor differentiating post-training methods. Off-policy methods, such as SFT, learn from a
fixed dataset or data-generating policy, whereas on-policy methods, such as RLVR, repeatedly train
on outputs sampled from the model being optimised. Although SFT and RLVR differ in several
other respects, this difference in rollout policy has been proposed as a central factor underlying
their differing behaviour. In particular, relative to off-policy learning, on-policy learning has been
argued to reduce or prevent catastrophic forgetting (Shenfeld et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025; Shenfeld
et al., 2026), produce substantially sparser parameter updates (Mukherjee et al., 2025), and improve
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generalisation (Chu et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2026b; Yuan et al., 2026; Ming et al., 2025). These
findings have contributed to broader interest in on-policy post-training, including on-policy distillation
(Song and Zheng, 2026; Agarwal et al., 2023; Lu and Lab, 2025; Xiao et al., 2026).

Yet the causal role of rollout policy remains unclear. Comparisons between SFT and RLVR also
change the objective, source and density of supervision, and optimisation procedure, so effects
attributed to on-policy data may arise from these accompanying differences. Resolving this ambiguity
is practically important: on-policy methods require continual generation throughout training, whereas
off-policy methods can reuse existing data. If their proposed benefits arise from other design choices,
this additional cost may often be unnecessary.

In this work, we use strong-to-weak distillation as a controlled testbed for isolating the effect of
rollout policy. Unlike SFT vs RLVR comparisons, this setting allows us to change the data-generating
policy while holding the remaining training pipeline fixed. Across the Llama 3 and Qwen2.5 model
families and reasoning tasks spanning scientific, medical, and arithmetic domains, we independently
vary the rollout policy and KL direction, breaking the conventional pairing of forward KL with
off-policy learning and reverse KL with on-policy learning, while controlling for the learning rate. We
find no consistent advantage from on-policy distillation in final in-distribution accuracy, catastrophic
forgetting, or parameter-update sparsity. Instead, KL direction more clearly determines task accuracy,
while learning rate governs forgetting and sparsity. In particular, we find no evidence that on-policy
rollouts intrinsically preserve prior capabilities or induce sparser updates.

To understand when rollout policy does matter, we examine its interaction with the token-level KL
objective through a theoretical and empirical analysis. We vary the rollout policy along a student—
teacher spectrum, interpolating between the two policies and extrapolating beyond them to favour
tokens preferred by one model over the other. Our analysis reveals a clear objective-dependent
asymmetry: forward KL is remarkably robust to changes in the rollout policy, whereas reverse KL
is substantially more sensitive and favours on-policy rollouts. Nevertheless, forgetting and update
sparsity remain governed by learning rate, with little to no variation caused by the rollout policy.

The benefits of different configurations become more nuanced when considering evaluations beyond
final accuracy. Forward KL produces larger pass @k gains on the in-distribution task compared to
reverse KL, while generalisation to harder task variants on Countdown consistently benefits
from on-policy data, under both KL directions. However, this initial generalisation advantage of
on-policy learning does not reliably persist after subsequent RLVR. When combined with reverse
KL, on-policy rollouts also reduce incidental teacher-style transfer. Our principal findings remain
robust when removing gradient clipping, replacing full-vocabulary KL with commonly used sampled
estimators, and training on tasks requiring longer reasoning chains. Qur main contributions are:

* A controlled study of distillation. We disentangle rollout policy, KL direction, and learning
rate in a controlled study of strong-to-weak distillation, finding no consistent advantage from
on-policy rollouts in final accuracy, catastrophic forgetting, or parameter-update sparsity.

* An objective-dependent account of rollout-policy sensitivity. Through gradient analysis and
experiments along a continuous student—teacher spectrum, we show that forward KL is robust to
rollout policy, whereas reverse KL is substantially more sensitive.

* A characterisation of when on-policy data helps. While training stability and output coverage
are largely driven by KL direction, and learning rate determines the degree of catastrophic
forgetting and update sparsity, we find that on-policy rollouts consistently help to improve
model’s generalisation to harder task variants and could reduce incidental teacher-style transfer.

Together, these findings challenge the view that on-policy rollouts are universally preferable for
strong-to-weak distillation. Instead, the choice of token-level KL divergence strongly affects task
performance, training stability and output coverage, while catastrophic forgetting and update sparsity
are driven by the learning rate. We hope that these findings encourage practitioners to weight the
additional cost of on-policy distillation over cheaper off-policy alternatives, and help clarify which
training outcomes can be attributed to rollout policy rather than KL direction or learning rate.
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2 RELATED WORKS

Strong-to-Weak and On-Policy Distillation. Knowledge distillation transfers capabilities from a
teacher to a student by matching their output distributions (Hinton et al., 2015; Kim and Rush, 2016).
In language-model post-training, strong-to-weak distillation has become a common approach for
transferring reasoning capabilities from larger models to smaller ones (Abdin et al., 2024; Xiao et al.,
2026; Yang et al., 2025a; DeepSeek-Al et al., 2026; Bai et al., 2026). The rollout source defines an
important distinction within these methods: in OffPD, the student trains on fixed teacher-generated
responses (Sanh et al., 2020), while in OnPD, the student generates trajectories and queries the teacher
for token-level supervision along them (Agarwal et al., 2023). Hybrid variants interpolate between
the two, for example by constructing trajectories from mixtures of student- and teacher-generated
tokens (Xu et al., 2024). The growing literature on OnPD has investigated its algorithmic variants
and failure modes (Song and Zheng, 2026; Li et al., 2026b; Armandpour et al., 2026; Jia et al., 2026;
Li et al., 2026a; Zhu et al., 2026), but few works directly contrast OnPD with the cheaper OffPD
alternative while holding the remaining training configuration fixed.

Claims About On-Policy Post-Training. In the broader post-training literature, recent studies
have attributed several advantages to on-policy training, such as better preservation of previously
acquired capabilities, thereby reducing catastrophic forgetting (Shenfeld et al., 2025; Chen et al.,
2025; Shenfeld et al., 2026; Lu and Lab, 2025), sparser parameter updates (Mukherjee et al., 2025;
Yu et al., 2026) and improved generalisation beyond the training distribution (Chu et al., 2025; Yuan
et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026b; Ming et al., 2025). However, much of this evidence compares SFT
with RLVR, analyses public checkpoints, or otherwise varies multiple aspects of the training recipe
simultaneously. Such comparisons can entangle rollout source with the learning objective, reward
signal, supervision density, optimisation scale, use of gradient clipping, and learning rate, which
has itself been shown to strongly affect learning—forgetting trade-offs (Catalan-Tatjer and Geiping;
Rofin et al., 2026). We therefore treat these reported results as hypotheses about the advantages of
on-policy learning and test them in a strong-to-weak distillation setting where the rollout policy, KL,
direction, and learning rate are varied explicitly.

3 BACKGROUND

Notation. For the language-modelling tasks considered in this work, let = and y denote the input and
output sequences, respectively, each consisting of tokens from the vocabulary V with |V| = M. Let
Y<n = (Y1, - - ,Yn_1) denote the output prefix preceding the n™ token, and let L, denote the length
of y. We assume that the input sequences (prompts) are sampled from a fixed data distribution pqata,
while the output sequences are generated autoregressively from a policy 7, which for a given input x
and a partially generated output y.,, outputs a discrete distribution over the entire token vocabulary
V, (|2, y<n) € A(V).

Strong-to-Weak Distillation. In strong-to-weak knowledge distillation we assume access to two
autoregressive language models: a student Wg (parametrised by #) and a teacher 71 providing the
supervision signal. Let p denote the rollout policy used to generate the output sequences on which
distillation is performed. Then, the distillation objective can be defined as:

L
1 Yy

L(0) = Eznpauia Bynp(lo) fyZD(W§(~\%y<n)IIWT(-Iw,y<n)) : (1
n=1

where D is a distance function quantifying the discrepancy between the next-token student and
teacher distributions. The objective therefore averages the token-level discrepancy over prefixes
visited under the rollout policy p.

Under this formulation, we obtain off-policy distillation (OffPD) by setting p = 7 and on-policy
distillation (OnPD) by setting p = ng. Consequently, in OnPD the loss function depends on 6 also
through the trajectory sampling procedure y ~ wg(- |z). However, for computational tractability, we
stop gradients through the sampling process and treat sampled trajectories as fixed when computing
each update (Agarwal et al., 2023; Tang and Munos, 2025).

KL Divergence as the Distance Function. We use the Kullback—Leibler divergence to measure
the distance between the student and teacher next-token distributions. Because we have access to
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their full output distributions, we compute the divergence over the entire vocabulary. This avoids the
additional variance introduced by estimating the token-level KL from sampled tokens and uses the
complete supervision signal provided by the teacher (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2026). Given that the KL
divergence is not symmetric, we can distinguish between the forward and the reverse KL:

Forward-KL: Dgxp(7s,77) = Ey), oy [lo ™z (Yn ] Z (v (U)7 (2)
s yn ey (U)
s yn ( )

Reverse-KL:  Drki(7s,7r) = Ey ~r {lo } Tg 3)
( ) YnTS T yn UEZV (U)

For conciseness, we write 7(y,,) = m(:|x,y<,) for the distribution at the n' token. Forward KL
places greater weight on tokens to which the teacher assigns substantial probability and strongly
penalises the student for failing to cover them. It is therefore commonly described as mode-covering.
Reverse KL in turn places greater weight on tokens favoured by the student, and penalises assigning
probability to tokens which are unlikely under the teacher, giving rise to its mode-seeking behaviour.

Rollout Policy and KL Direction Coupling. Although OnPD is often associated with reverse KL
and OffPD with forward KL, the rollout policy and token-level KL direction are conceptually distinct.
The rollout policy p determines which prefixes are visited, while the KL direction determines how
the student and teacher distributions are compared at those prefixes. The conventional pairings have
two motivations. Firstly, when considering the sequence-level KL divergence between the student
and the teacher, teacher rollouts paired with forward KL and student rollouts paired with reverse KL
are exactly the two chain-rule decompositions of sequence-level KL (see AppendixC.5). However,
because we stop gradients through student-sampled prefixes, this pairing holds only at the objective-
value level: the OnPD reverse-KL update is generally not the total gradient of sequence-level reverse
KL. Second, at a fixed prefix, log[mr(v)/7%(v)] with v ~ 77 is an unbiased one-sample estimator
of forward KL, while log[r% (v) /77 (v)] with v ~ 7% is an unbiased estimator of reverse KL. When
token-level KLs are estimated from single samples, the rollout tokens therefore naturally pair OffPD
with forward KL and OnPD with reverse KL. In our setting, however, we compute the token-level
KL over the full vocabulary V, so the KL direction does not constrain the rollout policy. Moreover,
neither the chain-rule identities nor the sampling interpretation implies that the conventional pairings
are easier to optimise or outperform the crossed pairings. We therefore treat rollout policy and KL
direction as independent design choices and study their interaction experimentally.

4 A CONTROLLED COMPARISON OF ON- AND OFF-POLICY DISTILLATION

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Experimental design. We compare OnPD and OffPD while independently varying token-level
KL direction and learning rate (1 x 107° or 5 x 10™?). We compute both KL objectives over the
full vocabulary and keep the remaining optimisation settings fixed. Each student is trained with
full-parameter fine-tuning for 150 optimisation steps, with three random seeds per configuration.
Complete training details are provided in Appendix D.3.

Models and tasks. Our main experiments distil Llama-3.1-8B teachers into Llama-3.2-1B stu-
dents (Grattafiori et al., 2024), while Appendix A.5 reports corresponding experiments with Qwen?2.5-
7B teachers and Qwen2.5-1.5B students (Yang et al., 2025b). We consider three reasoning tasks
spanning different domains: MedReason (Wu et al., 2025) for medical reasoning, Science (Feng et al.,
2024) for scientific reasoning, and Countdown (Pan et al., 2025) for arithmetic reasoning. Teachers
and students are taken from the same model family to ensure a shared tokenizer and vocabulary,
allowing to directly compare their token-level distributions. Since overlapping capabilities within a
model family can limit knowledge transfer (Li et al., 2026b), we train a separate teacher on each task
to establish a sufficient capability gap, then freeze it throughout distillation. Dataset preparation and
teacher training are detailed in Appendix D.1 and D.2.2.

Evaluation. For each trained checkpoint, we assess held-out accuracy on the target task, catas-
trophic forgetting, and parameter-update sparsity. We measure catastrophic forgetting by the decrease
in the mean score across seven out-of-distribution benchmarks from before to after training (Ap-
pendix D.1.2). Following Mukherjee et al. (2025), we measure update sparsity as the fraction of
parameters whose absolute change from the initial checkpoint is below 10~¢ (Appendix D.4).
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Figure 1: Comparison of OnPD and OffPD across three reasoning tasks. Held-out ID accuracy in
the left and middle panels is averaged across MedReason, Science, and Countdown-3. Per-dataset
results are reported in Figure 20. Error bars show SEM computed over N = 3 seeds.
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Figure 2: The effect of learning rate on Countdown-3. Forgetting increases and update sparsity
decreases with the learning rate under both rollout policies. Points report means over N = 3 seeds;
error bars show SEM.

4.2 RESULTS

Final task performance. On-policy rollouts offer no consistent advantage in target-task accuracy:
the best mean accuracies across the three datasets are nearly identical, reaching 72% for OnPD
and 73% for OffPD (Figure 1, left). KL direction produces a clearer pattern: forward KL achieves
71-73% across all rollout policies and learning rates, whereas reverse KL ranges from 35% to 72%
and is substantially more sensitive to the learning rate.

Catastrophic forgetting. Similar task performance might conceal different amounts of forgetting on
OOD tasks. If on-policy rollouts mitigate forgetting, as suggested in prior work (Shenfeld et al., 2025;
Chen et al., 2025), we would expect OnPD to preserve OOD performance better than OffPD with
the same KL objective and learning rate. Instead, mean OOD performance changes by at most 1.3
percentage points at the lower learning rate but drops by 11.2-14.0 points at the higher rate (Figure 1,
middle). Rollout-policy differences are modest compared to that. Remarkably, with forward KL,
lowering the learning rate mitigates most of this forgetting while maintaining comparable ID accuracy.
In this setting, learning rate, rather than on-policy rollouts, is the dominant factor.

Parameter-update sparsity. The same separation by learning rate appears in the parameter updates
(Figure 1, right). Sparsity ranges from 85.3-89.6% at the lower learning rate, compared with 51.9—
60.0% at the higher learning rate. Again, differences between rollout policies are much smaller:
OffPD produces at least as sparse updates as OnPD in every matched comparison. KL direction has a
secondary effect, with reverse KL generally producing greater sparsity than forward KL on on-policy
rollouts. Thus, sparser updates do not emerge as a benefit of on-policy rollouts in these experiments.

Learning-rate sweep. The comparison above uses two learning rates. To examine these effects more
systematically, we sweep the learning rate from 1 x 107° to 6 x 10~° on Countdown-3, keeping the
remaining training configuration fixed. Figure 2 shows that update sparsity decreases approximately
linearly as learning rate increases, while OOD performance also deteriorates consistently, with similar
trends under both rollout policies. At matched learning rates, OffPD exhibits less forgetting in
nearly every comparison, although this difference remains smaller than the effect of learning rate.
Crucially, greater forgetting does not appear to be a necessary cost of achieving strong target-
task performance: under forward-KL, using small learning rate allows to achieve top performance,
without leading to a decrease in the prior capabilities. Models with similar final task performance
can therefore exhibit markedly different degrees of forgetting, resembling the “cliff”” phenomenon
previously identified in the SFT setting by Catalan-Tatjer and Geiping.
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@ Takeaways. Across our controlled comparisons, on-policy rollouts offer no consistent ad-
vantage in in-distribution performance, forgetting, or update sparsity. KL direction more clearly
distinguishes task performance, while learning rate largely governs forgetting and sparsity.

5 WHEN DOES ROLLOUT POLICY ACTUALLY MATTER?

Our results in Section 4 indicate that when controlling for the direction of the KL divergence and the
learning rate, the differences between OnPD and OffPD seem negligible, challenging the view that
rollout policy strongly affects performance. This inspires a broader question: when, if at all, does the
rollout policy actually matter? A closer look at Figure | reveals that the answer might depend on the
direction of the token-level KL divergence. Indeed, in this section we carry out a controlled analysis
which reveals that forward KL is robust to the changes in the rollout policy, while for reverse KL
rollout policy matters a lot, with student-favoured trajectories leading to better performance.

5.1 LOGIT GRADIENTS REVEAL DIFFERING SENSITIVITY TO THE ROLLOUT POLICY

To understand how the rollout policy affects optimisation, we analyse the token-level gradients of
forward and reverse KL. Let (zg)v, v € V denote the logit values produced by student model at a
fixed prefix, with 7% (v) = softmax(2%),,. Then, we can describe the parameter gradients as follows:

VoDex = 3 (75(v) = 77(v)) Va(4)o. )
veVY
VoDrir = Y 7h(v) |lo ) bl (%) (5)
6 LJR-KL = S ng(v) R-KL o(Z5)v-

We provide the derivation in Appendix B. These expressions reveal an important asymmetry. The
forward-KL derivative with respect to the student logits is 7 (v) — 77 (v); it is therefore nonzero
whenever the teacher and student next-token distributions differ, and each of its coordinates lies in
[—1,1]. Consequently, under bounded student-logit Jacobians V4(2%), the difference between the
forward-KL updates induced by two rollout policies is bounded linearly by the total-variation distance
between the prefix distributions they induce (see Appendix C for the precise statement and proof).
Hence, small changes in the trajectories generated by the rollout policy produce proportionally small
changes in the forward-KL gradient.

For reverse KL, however, even a small rollout change can produce an arbitrarily large gradient change
when the teacher and student assign very different probabilities to some tokens. Its derivative with
respect to student logits is weighted by 7T§< (v), so it vanishes as the student probability approaches
zero, even when the teacher assigns the token substantial probability. Reverse KL may therefore
struggle to recover teacher modes omitted by the student, reflecting its mode-seeking behaviour.
Conversely, when the student assigns appreciable probability to a token that the teacher considers
extremely unlikely, the log-ratio log 7% (v) /77 (v) an become arbitrarily large, potentially producing
sharp, high-variance updates, which can potentially destabilise training. Accordingly, unlike forward
KL, reverse KL admits no bound dependent solely on the rollout distance and the student-logit
Jacobian. We formalise this result in Appendix C.

These properties suggest that reverse KL is more sensitive to the rollout policy. While forward KL
provides signal at any visited prefix where the policies disagree, reverse KL emphasises student-
supported, teacher-disfavoured tokens and therefore depends more strongly on visiting the student’s
own prefix distribution. We consequently expect reverse KL to benefit more from on-policy rollouts.

5.2 EMPIRICAL VALIDATION USING A ROLLOUT-POLICY SPECTRUM

Rollout-policy spectrum. To empirically validate the differing sensitivity of forward and reverse
KL to the rollout policy, we systematically vary the rollout policy along a student—teacher spectrum
parametrised by A. Specifically, we define a likelihood-ratio-controlled policy 7, where, for each
v € V, mx(v) = softmax(zy ), with

(z20)0 = % (logms(v) 4+ logmr(v)) + % (logmg(v) — log 7 (v)) .
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Figure 3: Performance of forward and reverse KL across the rollout-policy spectrum. Forward
KL maintains strong final performance across the spectrum, whereas reverse KL varies substantially.
Rollout policy has comparatively little effect on catastrophic forgetting or update sparsity. Points

show means over N = 3 seeds; error bars denote SEM.

Negative values of A produce teacher-favoured rollouts, positive values produce student-favoured
rollouts, and A = 0 is the symmetric midpoint. In particular, A\ = —1 recovers standard OffPD,
while A = 1 recovers OnPD. Choosing A < —1 biases sampling towards tokens which the teacher
finds plausible but the student does not, and vice versa for A > 1. To avoid aggressively amplifying
tokens that both models consider unlikely, we additionally employ log-ratio clipping and plausibility
masking, similar to Li et al. (2023), as detailed in Appendix D.5. Figure 4 validates that this sampling
scheme allows us to vary the student and teacher likelihoods on the generated trajectories.

Empirical results. Following the setup of the previous section, we

train the student on Countdown-3 for 150 optimisation steps using : : il B
either forward or reverse KL objective, with trajectories sampled from 08 =¥y : .
. The results in Figure 3 support the conclusions from our gradient £ o6 PN 1~
analysis. Forward KL is remarkably robust to the rollout policy: held- ;04 7 .

out accuracy remains above 80% across the entire spectrum, varying by
only 5.2 percentage points at a learning rate of 1 x 10~°. Remarkably,
OnPD with forward KL can learn effectively despite passing through 2 -1 0 1 2
a regime of largely incoherent, high-entropy rollouts (Appendix A.10). Spectrum parameter, 4
Similar final performance under OnPD and OffPD may therefore con- Figure 4: Likelihood in the
ceal markedly different optimisation paths. Reverse KL is substantially rollout-policy spectrum.
more sensitive, exhibiting large changes in mean performance across

A and considerable variance across seeds for several settings. At the lower learning rate, reverse
KL benefits strongly from student-favoured rollouts (A > 0), while performance deteriorates for
teacher-favoured rollouts. At the higher learning rate, however, reverse KL remains unstable and
occasionally collapses.
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We further examine catastrophic forgetting and update sparsity over the same rollout policy spectrum.
Middle and right panels of Figure 3 show that varying the rollout policy has a comparatively modest
effect on mean OOD performance and sparsity. Both are influenced much more strongly by the
learning rate, consistent with our earlier findings.

@ Takeaways. Gradient analysis and empirical experiments reveal that forward KL is re-
markably robust to the rollout policy, while reverse KL favours student-generated rollouts.
Catastrophic forgetting and update sparsity are only marginally affected by rollout policy.

5.3 ARE THERE ANY OTHER DIFFERENCES INDUCED BY THE DIRECTION OF KL DIVERGENCE?

So far, we have seen that the effect of rollout policy on task performance depends strongly on KL
direction. However, pass@1 accuracy alone does not fully capture what a model has learned. We
therefore examine output coverage under repeated sampling, generalisation to harder Countdown
variants, and performance under subsequent RLVR.

Forward KL yields larger gains from repeated sampling. Improvements in pass@1 do not
necessarily translate into improvements at higher pass@#k (Yue et al., 2025). Figure 5 (left pair)
compares pass@ 1 and pass@ 10 on Countdown-3 along the rollout-policy spectrum with learning
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Figure 5: Output coverage and generalisation along the rollout-policy spectrum. While in-
distribution forward KL leads to better output coverage, when generalising to harder tasks we can
see a clear benefit of using on-policy data. Error bars show SEM across three seeds. The easier
Countdown-3 uses 1" = 1, while the more difficult Countdown-4E uses T" = 0.5.
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1x107° (LR 5 x 105 shown Figure 12). Reverse KL yields smaller gains at comparable pass@ 1: for
A > 0 (OnPD), both KL directions have similar pass@1, but forward KL leads to significantly higher
pass@10. Results on Qwen2.5 show the same effect across the rollout-policy spectrum (Figure 16).
This suggests that KL direction influences output coverage more than rollout policy.

More on-policy rollouts generalise better to harder tasks. We evaluate the same Countdown-3
checkpoints without further training on the harder task Countdown-4E, which uses four operands
drawn from 1-10. Figure 5 (right pair) shows pass@1 and pass@ 10 along the rollout-policy spectrum
with learning 1 x 10~® (LR 5 x 10~° shown Figure 12). For both KL directions, performance
increases gradually across the spectrum, with more on-policy rollouts (A > 0) consistently yielding
10 — 15% higher pass @k accuracy than off-policy rollouts. Results on Qwen2.5 with the same LR
show consistent trends. Hence, by investigating generalisation to harder tasks, we identify the first
setting where using on-policy rollouts leads to a significant performance improvement compared
to off-policy rollouts. These findings are consistent with prior works studying generalisation in the
context of SFT and RL (Yuan et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026b; Ming et al., 2025).

Consequences for subsequent RLVR. Which configurations,
then, provide better starting points for further RLVR? We train
the Countdown-3 distillation checkpoints on Countdown-4 for
300 RLVR steps, using three seeds per distillation configura-
tion and an otherwise fixed RL setup. Figure 6 shows that V™,
reverse-KL checkpoints distilled at a learning rate of 1 x 10~ A
improve quickly—including OffPD checkpoints with initially 04 1
low accuracy—but later undergo reward collapse. In contrast, _
OffPD checkpoints distilled with forward KL at 1 x 10~° or %, |
reverse KL at 5 x 1075 (Appendix Figure 26) improve steadily &
and reach the highest performance at the end of training, despite 004 |
starting near 0% accuracy. The strongest sustained RLVR per- 0 100 200 3000 100 200 300
formance therefore comes from off-policy checkpoints, despite Step Step

their lower initial Countdown-4 accuracy. The initial generalisa- Figure 6:  RLVR rewards on
tion advantage of on-policy checkpoints does not translate into Countdown-4 when starting from
a reliable advantage after RLVR. These findings are consistent distillation cl_lgckpomts trained with
with Zhang et al. (2026a), who show that the SFT checkpoints LR 1 x 107"; each curve corre-
with the strongest initial performance are not necessarily the ~SPonds to a distillation seed.

best starting points for a subsequent RLVR stage, suggesting that additional research is required to
determine how to best combine post-training methods into multi-step pipelines.

OffPD - F-KL OnPD - F-KL

OffPD - R-KL OnPD - R-KL

Teacher-style transfer. Beyond output coverage and generalisation, we proceed to study one
more aspect of training: the transfer of incidental teacher behaviours. We instruct the teacher to
reason in Spanish and measure how often the student subsequently produces Spanish responses
(Section A.11). Surprisingly, OnPD with reverse KL largely preserves the student’s English response
style, whereas the other configurations exhibit near-complete transfer to Spanish. We hypothesise
that, on student-generated English prefixes, the teacher still supports English continuations despite its
Spanish instruction. The mode-seeking reverse-KL objective can therefore match this English mode
without requiring the student to cover Spanish alternatives. These results suggest that combining
OnPD with reverse KL may help suppress incidental style transfer.
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@ Takeaways. While forward KL improves in-distribution output coverage, when generalising
to harder tasks we observe consistent benefits from using on-policy data, across both forward
and reverse KL. However, this advantage of OnPD does not reliably persist after RLVR.

6 DO THESE FINDINGS GENERALISE BEYOND OUR EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN?

We test whether the findings in the preceding sections depend on three choices in our experimental
design: computing KL over the full vocabulary rather than sampled tokens, applying gradient clipping,
and studying tasks with relatively short rollouts.

Sampled rather than full-vocabulary KL. Our main experiments compute the KL divergence over
the full vocabulary, since this has been shown to improve training stability (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2026).
Several recent works instead use a more memory-efficient sampled-KL estimator (Lu and Lab, 2025;
Liet al., 2026b). We therefore repeat our experiments using sampled KL. As in our main analysis, we
disentangle the policy used to generate the rollout from the distribution used to sample the token-level
KL gradient, evaluating all four combinations of rollout policy and KL direction. In the results,
forward KL remains robust to rollout policy, reverse KL remains substantially more sensitive and
brittle, and learning rate continues to govern forgetting and update sparsity (Appendix A.2).

Removing gradient clipping. Our main experiments clip the global gradient norm at 1.0, and the
unclipped norm exceeds this threshold throughout training (Figure 7). Clipping could therefore
suppress meaningful differences in gradient magnitudes between rollout policies. Disabling clipping
exposes a stronger difference between KL directions but no consistent OnPD-OffPD gap. Reverse-KL
performance deteriorates substantially, whereas forward KL remains effective at larger learning rates.
Forgetting and sparsity remain primarily determined by learning rate (Appendix A.1). Thus, clipping
stabilises reverse KL but does not explain the limited effect of rollout policy.

Training on datasets requiring longer rollouts. Our main experiments cover medical, scientific, and
arithmetic reasoning, but all three have average teacher-response lengths of 94-135 tokens (Table 2).
The benefits of on-policy distillation may become more apparent over longer trajectories, where
small differences between the student and teacher policies can compound across many generated
tokens. We therefore repeat the comparison using Qwen2.5 models on Numina—-MATH, where
teacher responses average 622 tokens. At the lower learning rate, OnPD with reverse KL achieves the
highest MATH-500 accuracy among the evaluated configurations, suggesting that on-policy rollouts
may help in harder tasks requiring longer reasoning. Nevertheless, forward KL remains more robust
than reverse KL, while forgetting and sparsity remain governed by learning rate (Appendix A.3).
Because this experiment contains one run per condition, we treat the OnPD advantage as suggestive.

@ Takeaways. Our main conclusions are not explained by full-vocabulary KL, gradient clip-
ping, or short rollouts: forward KL remains more robust to rollout policy, while learning rate
remains the strongest predictor of forgetting and parameter-update sparsity.

7 DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

Discussion. In conclusion, our controlled comparison offers a nuanced view of the differences
between on-policy and off-policy learning in the context of distillation. While on-policy learning
can improve generalisation to harder tasks, and potentially reduce incidental teacher-style transfer,
learning rate and KL direction explain substantially more of the observed variation. Given its
lower computational cost, we encourage future work on on-policy distillation to include OffPD as a
standard baseline. More broadly, our results suggest that it is difficult to attribute most of the observed
differences between SFT and RL to rollout policy alone, motivating closer study of other factors such
as the learning objective, reward signal, supervision density, and optimisation procedure.

Limitations and Future Work. Our controlled experimental setting enables systematic comparisons
across rollout policies, KL directions, and learning rates, but necessarily focuses on a bounded regime:
student models of at most 1.5B parameters, and (consequently) tasks requiring reasoning traces of
at most 2,000 tokens. Extending this analysis to larger models, and tasks requiring longer rollouts



Preprint. Under review.

represents a promising direction for future work. Further, while in our study we keep the teacher
model fixed, in future work we would like to investigate whether differences between OnPD and
OffPD emerge under specific student—teacher combinations.

Al USE STATEMENT

In this work, we used generative Al tools to obtain demonstrations for solving reasoning tasks, to
help formulate mathematical claims, to provide guidelines for proving those claims and assist in
the writing of proofs, to implement and maintain the code for running experiments, and to prepare
plots for the figures. We have not used generative Al tools to help develop theoretical models or
conceptual frameworks, to propose or refine hypotheses, to design our research methodology, to
support qualitative and thematic data analysis, to suggest a structure for the paper, or to interpret
results, and the generation of synthetic datasets and assistance with translation are not applicable to
this work. Additionally, we have used generative Al tools to edit individual paragraphs in the paper to
improve readability. We have reviewed all Al-assisted work: all mathematical claims and their proofs
were checked in full by the authors, Al-assisted code was verified and tested for correctness by two
authors, and all Al-edited text was reviewed by all the authors to confirm that it accurately reflects
our intended meaning and claims. The plotted values were verified with the matching plots from
wandb. We take responsibility for the final content of this work, including text, claims or artifacts
produced with the aid of generative Al

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

We provide complete definitions of OnPD, OffPD, forward and reverse KL, and the rollout-policy
spectrum, including derivations and implementation details for sampled KL estimation, plausibility
masking, and log-ratio clipping. The appendix documents the model checkpoints, datasets, prompts,
data splits, generation settings, optimisation hyperparameters, learning rates, gradient-clipping
choices, training durations, and evaluation procedures used in each experiment. Unless otherwise
stated, results are averaged over three random seeds and reported with the standard error of the mean;
experiments containing fewer runs, including the long-rollout ablation, are explicitly identified. All
matched comparisons use the same training and evaluation pipeline, differing only in the factors
under investigation.
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Figure 7: Gradient clipping is active throughout Countdown-3 training. We show the global
gradient norm before clipping for the Countdown-3 runs which use gradient clipping, with thin lines
denoting individual seeds and thick lines their mean across three seeds. The horizontal line marks the
clipping threshold of 1.0. Every recorded norm exceeds this threshold, demonstrating that clipping
rescales the gradients at every logged optimization step. Reverse KL produces substantially larger
and more variable gradient norms than forward KL, including pronounced early spikes, supporting
the role of clipping in stabilising reverse-KL training.

A ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A.1 TRAINING WITHOUT, RATHER THAN WITH, GRADIENT CLIPPING

Setup. our main experiments clip the global gradient norm at 1.0, and as shown in Figure 7, the global
gradient norm measured before clipping exceeds our threshold of 1.0 during most training steps. To
test whether the limited effect of rollout policy observed in Section 4 is caused by the use of gradient
clipping, we repeat the Countdown-3 experiments with clipping disabled. For each combination of
OnPD and OffPD with forward and reverse KL, we sweep learning rates from 1 x 1075 to 5 x 107>
while keeping all other experimental conditions fixed.

Results. The results in Figure 8 reveal a pronounced difference between forward and reverse KL
when gradient clipping is removed. Forward KL remains effective at larger learning rates, particularly
with OffPD, whereas reverse-KL performance deteriorates substantially. This reinforces the analysis
in Section 5: the token-level reverse-KL gradient is weighted by an unbounded log-probability ratio
(see Equation (5)), allowing individual tokens to produce unusually large gradients. Without clipping,
these high-magnitude contributions can dominate an update and increase optimisation variance,
making reverse-KL training less stable.

When it comes to catastrophic forgetting and parameter-update sparsity, here, even without the
gradient clipping, the performance differences are still largely determined by the learning rate, with
some extra variability coming from the rollout policy (OnPD with forward KL leads to particularly low
OOD performance after training). Overall, this ablation suggests that gradient clipping is important
for stabilising reverse-KL optimisation, but does not explain the generally limited effect of rollout
policy observed in our main experiments.

Why does gradient clipping affect final performance, but not forgetting or update sparsity?
Gradient clipping appears important for stabilising reverse KL, but does not explain the dominant
effect of learning rate over rollout policy on forgetting and parameter-update sparsity. One plausible
explanation lies in Adam’s dynamics. Adam updates parameters using 7i2;/(1/0; + €), where m;
and v; are moving averages of the gradient and its coordinate-wise square (Kingma and Ba, 2014).
Because this normalisation largely cancels uniform changes in gradient scale, a larger raw gradient
norm does not necessarily produce a proportionally larger parameter update. An isolated unclipped
gradient spike can nevertheless disrupt optimisation: it briefly biases m; towards the direction of an
atypical batch while inflating the more slowly decaying v;, which subsequently suppresses corrective
updates (Reddi et al., 2018). This may be particularly harmful for OnPD, because an early disruptive
update changes the policy generating subsequent rollouts, producing poorer training trajectories,
while the inflated second moment v, inhibits recovery.

Crucially, this mechanism can impair target-task learning without increasing forgetting: if Adam
normalises the initial spike and then suppresses later updates, the cumulative parameter displacement
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Figure 8: The effect of learning-rate without gradient clipping. Removing clipping reveals
a substantial difference in final performance between forward and reverse KL, with reverse KL
suffering from unstable training, while learning rate remains the dominant determinant of forgetting
and parameter-update sparsity.

(including in the sensitive directions related to prior capabilities) may remain small. Consequently,
gradient clipping can stabilise training, by removing the disruptive spikes in the gradient norms, while
having much less influence on forgetting and parameter-update sparsity. This result is consistent with
prior evidence that gradient clipping has limited influence on accumulated update sparsity in LLM
post-training (Mukherjee et al., 2025).
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Figure 9: Performance after training with sampled KL. Error bars show SEMs computed over
N = 3 seeds. Sampled-KL training exhibits the same qualitative trends as full-vocabulary KL.
Forward KL achieves substantially higher and more robust final performance than reverse KL, while
differences between OnPD and OffPD are comparatively limited. Catastrophic forgetting and update
sparsity are governed primarily by the learning rate. These results indicate that replacing full-
vocabulary KL with a single-sample gradient estimator does not materially alter our main conclusions
regarding rollout policy, KL direction, and learning rate.

A.2 TRAINING WITH SAMPLED KL, RATHER THAN FULL-VOCABULARY KL

Setup. To test whether our conclusions depend on computing the KL divergence over the full
vocabulary, we repeat the Countdown-3 experiments with single-sample stochastic estimators, using
Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct, three seeds, learning rates 1 x 10~° and 5 x 10~°, and 150 training steps. Let
7% (- | #,y<n) and 77 (- | , y<n) denote the student and teacher next-token distributions conditioned
on rollout prefix (z,y<y,). OnPD constructs these prefixes from student-generated rollouts, whereas
OffPD uses teacher-generated rollouts. For forward KL, the gradient is

VoDr_xr(t%,m7) = —Ey, oy [Vo log;ﬂi’é(yn)] .

We therefore draw one token y,, ~ 7 (- | ,y<,) and use

EF-KL = —log W%(yn \ l’ay<n)-

The omitted teacher log-probability is constant with respect to 6, so this gives an unbiased estimator
of the full forward-KL gradient. For reverse KL,

VoDr-xu(mé,71) =B, o [(log7§(yn | 2,y<n) —logmr(yn | #,y<n)) Vo log & (yn | 2,y<n)] -
Accordingly, we draw x,, ~ 7% (- | 2,y ) and optimise the score-function surrogate

LR—KL = Sg[IOgﬂ-g(yn | x7y<n) - logﬂ-T(yn | xay<n>} log Wg’(yn | x7y<n)7

where sg denotes stop-gradient operation. Thus, the rollout policy determines the distribution
of prefixes, while the KL direction determines the distribution from which the additional token
is sampled: the teacher for forward KL and the student for reverse KL. This token is sampled
independently at every valid completion position and need not coincide with the token appearing
in the rollout. We average the sampled losses over all valid tokens within each completion and
subsequently over the training batch, keeping the remaining training and evaluation settings matched
to the full-vocabulary experiments.

Results. The results presented in Figure 9 for training with sampled KL show patterns which we
have also identified when using full-vocabulary KL. Namely, we observe that OnPD and OffPD lead
to very similar final performance when controlling for the KL direction and learning rate. Further,
forward KL is much more robust to the rollout policy than reverse KL, further supporting the findings
of Section 5. When it comes to catastrophic forgetting and update sparsity, we observe that both of
these properties are primarily governed by the learning rate, similarly as when training using the
full-vocabulary KL. Thus, we conclude that using the full-vocabulary KL in our main experimental
results is not significantly affecting our final conclusions, and does not significantly contribute to the
observed limited effects of rollout policy in the settings we study.
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A.3 TRAINING ON A MATHEMATICAL REASONING DATASET REQUIRING LONGER ROLLOUTS

Setup. To test whether our conclusions extend to a more challenging reasoning domain, where finding
the correct answer requires producing longer reasoning traces, we distill Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B-Instruct
(Yang et al., 2024) into Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct using the 20K-example Numina—MATH training
set described below. We consider all combinations of OnPD and OffPD rollouts with forward and
reverse full-vocabulary KL, using learning rates of 1 x 107° and 5 x 10~5. OnPD completions
are sampled from the student, whereas OffPD completions are sampled from the teacher; in both
cases, we use generation temperature 0.7, top-p = 0.8 (following guidelines from Yang et al. (2024)),
and a maximum completion length of 1,024 tokens. The student and teacher distributions used to
compute the KL objective have temperature 1. We train all model parameters for 1,000 optimization
steps with an effective batch size of 128 and a constant learning rate following 10 warm-up steps.
We evaluate checkpoints every 100 optimisation steps and report, for each condition, the maximum
observed MATH-500 accuracy along its training trajectory. This metric is intended to compare the
peak performance reached under a common training and evaluation budget, rather than to estimate
the held-out performance of a checkpoint selected by an independent validation procedure. Because
checkpoint selection and reporting use the same evaluations, the reported maxima may be optimistic,
particularly for conditions with more variable learning curves. We therefore additionally report the
complete trajectories and final-checkpoint performance. Catastrophic forgetting and update sparsity
are evaluated at the corresponding selected checkpoint, and also reported over the course of training.

Numina—MATH training set. We construct a 20,000-example mathematical-reasoning dataset by
combining all 7,498 problems from the training split of MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021) with 12,502
synthetic problems sampled from the synthetic_math subset of NuminaMath-CoT (LI et al.,
2024). For each NuminaMath example, we require a non-empty problem and solution containing
a non-empty, balanced final \boxed{} answer. We normalize problem text by lowercasing and
collapsing whitespace, remove duplicates, and exclude every synthetic problem matching either
the MATH training or test split. We additionally restrict synthetic solutions to at most 384 tokens,
measured using the DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B tokenizer, and sample the remaining examples
using seed 42. Responses are considered correct when their final boxed answer is symbolically
equivalent to the reference answer. We use the prompt format recommended for Qwen2.5-Math. Each
example contains a system message stating, “Please reason step by step, and put your final answer
within \boxed{ },” followed by the problem as the user message. We render these messages using
the model’s native chat template and append the assistant-generation prompt. No demonstrations or
reference solutions are included. We use the same prompt format for teacher and student rollouts, KL
scoring, and MATH-500 evaluation.

Inference during training. We used vLLM (Kwon et al., 2023) as a colocated inference engine
for efficient rollout generation. In the OnPD setting, vLLM samples from the student policy, whose
latest weights are synchronized with the training model before each rollout batch. To correct residual
differences between the vLLM sampling distribution ¢ and the policy evaluated by the training
backend py, following Shenfeld et al. (2026) we assign each completion the detached importance
weight

lyl

= m Zmin(Q,eXP[Inge(yt | z,y<t) —logq(ye | 2, y<+)]) -

t=1
This sequence-level weight is applied uniformly to the token-level distillation loss. Clipping the token
ratios at 2 limits the variance of the correction, while synchronizing weights at every optimizer step
keeps the generated trajectories on-policy.

w(y)

Results. The results in Figure 10 largely reproduce the patterns observed in our main experiments. All
conditions improve upon the untrained MATH-500 accuracy of 53.1%, with the selected checkpoints
obtaining between 53.3% and 59.0%. When controlling for the KL direction and learning rate, we
observe that in this regime OnPD outperforms OffPD on average, which is consistent with the finding
that OnPD helps with generalisation to more difficult tasks (given that MATH-500 is a particularly
challenging subset of the MATH test set). More broadly, we observe that again, forward KL seems to
be more robust to the rollout policy than reverse KL, with the performance of the reverse KL being
highly dependent on the learning rate. Most importantly, the learning rate continues to govern
catastrophic forgetting and update sparsity. At 1 x 10~°, all methods approximately preserve
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Figure 10: Math distillation results on MATH-500. We report the best MATH-500 performance
attained during training, movement from the untrained baseline in ID-OOD space, and parameter-
update sparsity at the corresponding selected checkpoint. In this regime, OnPD with reverse-KL
outperforms other conditions. However, the learning rate still largely controls catastrophic forgetting
and parameter-update sparsity. The performance of forward KL is also more robust to the changes in
rollout policy and learning rate.
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Figure 11: MATH-500 performance throughout training. Accuracy is evaluated every 100
optimization steps using ten generations per problem. Performance generally improves beyond the
untrained baseline, although the optimal checkpoint varies considerably across conditions. The
lower learning rate produces more stable learning trajectories, while the larger learning rate is
particularly unstable with reverse KL. Looking at catastrophic forgetting and parameter-update
sparsity, differences between OnPD and OffPD remain comparatively modest relative to the effects
of learning rate and KL direction.

the baseline OOD performance while retaining 92-93% update sparsity. Increasing the learning rate
to 5 x 107" reduces mean OOD accuracy from approximately 41.4% to 33.7-35.9% and reduces
update sparsity to 63—70%. Thus, even in a longer-horizon mathematical-reasoning setting, the
rollout policy has a comparatively limited effect, while the learning rate primarily determines the
extent of forgetting and the density of parameter updates. We additionally provide the learning curves
of the models in Figure 11, demonstrating how the MATH-500 performance, OOD performance, and
update sparsity vary over the course of training. Just as in the case of other datasets (cf. Figure 19),
the majority of the changes to the OOD performance happen in the initial steps of training.
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A.4 OUTPUT COVERAGE AND GENERALISATION AT THE HIGHER LEARNING RATE

Figure 12 complements Figure 5 with learning rate 5 x 10~°. Both figures use checkpoint 150
and matched distillation seeds 42, 43, and 44. Each evaluation uses the first 200 test questions,
ten sampled responses per question, and evaluation seed 42. Countdown-3 uses temperature 1.0;
Countdown-4E uses temperature 0.5 and a 4,096-token completion limit. Countdown-4 has four
operands instead of three which increases the search space significantly, with operands drawn from
1-10. Shading denotes the pass @ 1-to-pass @ 10 span, not uncertainty; error bars denote SEM across
distillation seeds. Under the larger learning rate, the performance generally decreases significantly,
particularly when training with Reverse KL. Hence, we consider the trends observed in these figures
less informative than those for learning rate 1 x 1075,

Countdown-3 (ID) Countdown-4E (OOD, harder task)
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Figure 12: Output coverage and generalisation at LR 5 x 10~° for Llama3.2-1B. Same protocol
and plotting conventions as Figure 5; means and SEM over three distillation checkpoints.
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A.5 ADDITIONAL RESULTS ON QWEN2.5-1.5B-INSTRUCT

To assess whether our findings generalise beyond the Llama 3 family, we repeat the main experiments
using Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct as the student and Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct as the teacher (Yang et al.,
2025b). We strengthen the teacher using the same training pipeline described in Appendix D.2.2.
We use Qwen?2.5 rather than Qwen3 to avoid potential confounding effects from Qwen3’s explicit
reasoning training which can be activated in the “thinking mode”.

Performance and forgetting. Figure 13 reports final held-out performance across the three datasets,
while Figure 14a shows the corresponding changes in OOD performance. The results are consistent
with those obtained for Llama3 in the main text. We find no consistent performance advantage for
either OnPD or OffPD across tasks and learning rates. Instead, KL direction has a clearer effect
on target-task performance, with forward KL generally outperforming reverse KL, while learning
rate remains the primary determinant of catastrophic forgetting. These results suggest that our main
conclusions are robust across the two model families.

MedReason Science Countdown-3 Mean final performance
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Figure 13: Comparison of the effectiveness of OnPD and OffPD training for Qwen2.5-1.5B.
Dataset panels report mean held-out accuracy over N = 3 repeats; error bars show SEM. The right-
most panel shows the average across the nine runs. Across the evaluated settings, KL direction appears
to have a larger effect on final performance than rollout policy, with forward KL outperforming
reverse KL on average.
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Figure 14: Catastrophic forgetting and parameter-update sparsity for Qwen2.5-1.5B. Similarly
as for Llama3.2-1B, we observe that for Qwen2.5-1.5B learning rate is a stronger predictor of the
degree of catastrophic forgetting and the parameter-update sparsity than the rollout policy. Left: The
mean OOD accuracy consistently decreases over the course of training when the larger learning rate
of 5 x 107° is used, but increases when the smaller learning rate is used instead. OffPD does not
lead to stronger forgetting in any of the conditions. Right: Similarly, parameter-update sparsity does
not vary significantly between the rollout policies, but depends strongly on the learning rate. For both
figures, error bars mark SEM computed over the three datasets.

Sensitivity to rollout policy. Further, we repeat the rollout-spectrum experiment from Figure 3
using Qwen2.5-1.5B. As shown in Figure 15, forward-KL remains comparatively robust across the

22



Preprint. Under review.

Final performance
: N /.\./O:—.—-

Update sparsity

100% Catastrophic forgetting
(| H H

w
R
L

0

- : =s=:8
e NP L B =

80%
0%

60% -

- T %
40% g g
20% - 5 5

: L] :
OffPD OnPD

0% - T T T T T T
-2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2
Spectrum parameter, 1 Spectrum parameter, 1 Spectrum parameter, 1

—5% 4 ; ./:\.
AN
3 a

~10%

80%

.ﬁ/./' —e—i—i ..
—e—, :

——a—N
: ] N
OffPD OnPD

70% A

Held-out ID accuracy
1
LS
Change in OOD accuracy

Update sparsity (z=107°)

OffPD ()vﬂ’l)

—eo— Forward KL ~ —#®— Reverse KL ~ ———- 1x107 5%1073

Figure 15: Sensitivity of Qwen2.5-1.5B to the rollout policy. Results at checkpoint 150 across
the contrastive-decoding spectrum, using seed 42. The performance of forward-KL is robust to
the rollout policy, while the performance of reverse-KL degrades sharply under teacher-favoured
rollouts. Consistent with previous findings, larger learning rates amplify forgetting, particularly for
student-favoured rollouts, while also producing denser parameter updates.

spectrum, whereas reverse-KL is highly sensitive to teacher-favoured rollouts (A < 0), with several
settings exhibiting severe performance degradation. For A > 0, reverse-KL recovers substantially
and approaches forward-KL performance. The learning rate primarily controls forgetting and update
sparsity. At 5 x 10~°, updates are markedly less sparse and cause substantially more forgetting than at
10~°. Surprisingly, within this high-learning-rate regime, student-favoured rollouts (A > 0) produce
increasingly severe forgetting under forward-KL and generally greater forgetting under reverse-
KL, although the latter is less monotonic. Thus, the Qwen results reproduce the main qualitative
asymmetry observed with Llama-3.2, while providing additional evidence showing that on-policy
rollouts need not reduce catastrophic forgetting.

Output coverage and generalisation along the rollout-policy spectrum. Figure 16 repeats the
Countdown-3/Countdown-4E comparison in Figure 5 for Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct at both learning
rates. The evaluation protocol is the same as in Appendix A.4, using the distillation checkpoint from
seed 42.
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(bottom). Same plotting conventions as Figure 5.
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A.6 PER-BENCHMARK ANALYSIS

Figure 17 shows the accuracy across all 7 OOD datasets. Higher learning rate leads to strong losses
on MMLU-Pro, HumanEval-Instruct, [FEval, and EQ-Bench under both rollout policies. TruthfulQA
and BBQ improve slightly for most configurations. Within individual benchmarks, differences
between OnPD and OffPD are generally smaller than the learning-rate effect and do not have a
consistent direction. The three training-task markers show that this conclusion is also largely stable
across the domain on which distillation is performed.
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Figure 17: Per-benchmark changes in out-of-distribution performance. Each panel reports the
change from the untrained student baseline to the final distilled checkpoint on one OOD benchmark.
Bars average repeated runs within each training task and then weight MedReason, Science, and
Countdown-3 equally. White markers show the corresponding training-task means.

A.7 SPARSITY ANALYSIS WITH A SMALLER THRESHOLD VALUE

---- LR1x107 LR5x107

To show the robustness of our results evaluat-
ing the sparsity of the parameter updates, we ~ %007 ) 88.5% 888 X
also report the results obtained with a more con- ‘ | L
servative threshold, 7 = 108 (compared to
7 = 107° reported in the main text). Figure 18
shows that using a smaller threshold does not
substantially affect the results, and particularly st | ]
their qualitative interpretation. 5007% :- = o
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Figure 18: Parameter-update sparsity with a
smaller threshold. Each bar pools the three
datasets and N = 3 repeats per dataset; error bars
show SEM across the nine runs. Learning rate,
more than rollout policy, determines sparsity of
updates.
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A.8 LEARNING AND FORGETTING CURVES FOR SCIENCE, MEDREASON AND COUNTDOWN
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Figure 19: Learning and forgetting curves for the main runs on Llama3.2-1B-Instruct. We
report the accuracy on the held-out test set of the training task (top row) and the mean accuracy over
the out-of-distribution tasks (bottom row) over the course of training. We can observe that for the
majority of the runs, the target task performance converges to a stable value after 150 optimisation
steps. Additionally, most of the forgetting happens within the first 50 steps of training, with the OOD
performance maintaining a relatively stable value at steps 50-150. The shading represents mean +
one standard error of the mean (SEM) computed over three seeds.
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A.9 COMPARISON OF THE LIKELIHOODS OF STUDENT AND TEACHER TRAJECTORIES
DURING ONPD AND OFFPD

In Figure 21 we visualise the likelihoods of the teacher and the student over the trajectories generated
over the course of training, to validate to what extent the small visible differences between OnPD and
OffPD stem from the small differences in the trajectories generated by the student and the teacher.
The figure demonstrates that across the datasets, we observe significant differences between the
likelihood dynamics of OnPD and OffPD.

During OffPD training runs, the teacher models are very confident on the (teacher-) generated
trajectories, with average confidence =~ 90%. The student confidence on the teacher-generated
trajectories slowly increases over the course of training, following a stable path. However, most of
the time it remains below the confidence of the teacher.

For OnPD runs, where the trajectories are generated by the student, the situation looks different. Both
when using F-KL and R-KL, the student is initially confident on the trajectories (average likelihood
~ 80%), while the teacher is not (average likelihood =~ 20%). When training with R-KI, both the
likelihood under the teacher and under the student tends to increase during training, suggesting that
the student becomes more confident in its predictions, and the quality of the generation increases (as
indicated by the increasing likelihood under the teacher). However, under F-KL the situation looks
different: the confidence of the student drops drastically in the initial steps, and then slowly recovers
over the course of training. The average likelihood of the teacher on the student-generated traces
remains relatively low throughout training, suggesting that the quality of the supervision might be
low. We further analyse these peculiar dynamics of the OnPD training with F-KL in Appendix A.10.
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Figure 21: Teacher and student likelihoods on the trajectories generated during OnPD and
OffPD training. Both the teacher and student likelihoods were computed at temperature 1.0.
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A.10 A Low FORWARD KL CAN CONCEAL HIGH-ENTROPY ON-POLICY ROLLOUTS

Forward KL can be expressed as:
Dx(T||S) = CE(T, S) — H(T), (©)

where T and S denote the teacher and student next-token distributions on the sampled prefix.
Consequently, a small forward KL can conceal both high cross-entropy and teacher entropy. We
observed a particularly clear instance of this effect when distilling L1ama-3.2-1B-Instruct
on student-generated trajectories.

Setup. We analyze OnPD with the forward-KL objective on Science and MedReason, using dataset-
specific trained Llama-3.1-8B teachers. The student is fully fine-tuned with a learning rate of 1 x 1075,
an effective batch size of 32, student sampling temperature 1.0 and teacher distribution temperature
0.5. Every 10 steps, we evaluate token-level Dk, (7T'||S), H(T'), and CE(T, S) on freshly sampled
student trajectories. Metrics are binned in intervals of 50 completion tokens and reported separately
for each dataset. Curves show the mean and range over 3 seeds at token positions reached by all three
runs.
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Figure 22: Science OnPD forward-KL dynamics. (a)—(c): token-position profiles at initialization
(dotted grey) and every 10 training steps through step 50 (solid lines: three-seed means; shading:
min—-max ranges). (d): held-out accuracy for seed 42, with all three repeats at step 50. (e): OOD
accuracy for individual seeds, with mean markers and min—max bars at initialization and step 50.
(f): accuracy and teacher/student entropy when re-sampling the seed-42 checkpoint-50 model on the
same 20 prompts at different temperatures.

Low KL masks high-entropy rollouts. Figure 22 shows that, during steps 10-20, forward KL
becomes small while teacher entropy and cross-entropy approach the vocabulary scale (12 nats~163k
effective token choices). Since Dk, (T||S) = CE(T,S) — H(T'), low KL here reflects the near-
cancellation of two large terms rather than confident predictions. Where teacher and student are
nearly uniform and closely matched, the distillation gradient is weak, so the useful supervision signal
is concentrated at earlier token positions. As training progresses, the low-entropy region advances
along the trajectory. This suggests a self-reinforcing mechanism: improvements to early tokens
produce prefixes on which the teacher can provide informative supervision further into the completion,

27



Preprint. Under review.

= Before Training Step 10 === Step 20 === Step 30 === Step 40 === Step 50
a Forward KL, Dg; (T]|S) b Teacher entropy, H(T) ¢ Cross-entropy, CE(7,S)
12.5 ~
12.5 . H
20 A '
. 10.0 H
1004 , : :
* . " 15 4
2 754 % . g 79 : 2
=] . v < N =]
z. . : z . Z 10 4
504 . ! 5.0 :
25 R ST T - 25 5 1
00 ] — | T
- . : : : 0.0 - . r r 0 . . r r .
0 100 200 300 400 500 0 100 200 300 400 500 0 100 200 300 400 500

Token position Token position Token position

d In-distribution accuracy e Out-of-distribution accuracy

~ 35
60 &
oy
8 Z 34 L
2 40 S
g &
3 o)
3 8 33 4
< 20 A =
L
= 32
0 100 20 30 40 50 0 100 20 30 40 50

Checkpoint step Checkpoint step
Figure 23: MedReason OnPD forward-KL dynamics. (a)—(c): token-position profiles of forward
KL, teacher entropy, and cross-entropy. (d)—(e): held-out MedReason and OOD accuracy. Plotting

conventions match Figure 22.

enabling subsequent positions to improve in turn. This particularly acute example illustrates how
on-policy learning may operate when student and teacher distributions have limited overlap: by
progressively extending the student’s access to useful teacher supervision and steering its trajectories

to remain within teacher-supported regions for longer.

Learning and temperature sensitivity. Despite these high-entropy rollouts, step-50 target performs
surprisingly well, averaging 37% accuracy on Science and 56% on MedReason, with OOD declines
of only 1.3 and 0.8 percentage points. We hypothesize that this discrepancy reflects differences in
the sampling temperature (evaluation uses 7' = 0.5, whereas training use 7' = 1.0). To measure
this effect, we re-sample the Science checkpoint-50 model on the same 20 prompts at temperatures
{0.3,0.5,0.7,1.0}. Accuracy remains high up to temperature 0.7 but drops sharply at temperature
1.0, where both teacher and student entropy exceed 7 nats. This suggests that rollout instability does
not necessarily imply a loss of capability, but rather a failure to reliably access that capability when

sampling at temperature 1.0.
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A.11 ROLLOUT SOURCE AFFECTS TEACHER-STYLE ADOPTION

An important setting in which rollout policy may matter,
even when final task performance is similar, is the trans-
fer of incidental teacher behaviours. We therefore test
whether rollout policy affects the adoption of a teacher’s
stylistic preferences under different distillation objec-
tives.

Experimental Setup. We train Qwen2.5-1.5B student
models on Science, using as teacher a Qwen2.5-3B model
conditioned on a correct demonstration (similar to self-
distillation setup (Shenfeld et al., 2026)), as well as an
instruction to only speak in Spanish. We then evaluate
the propensity of the student model to generate responses
in Spanish, using GPT-5 to annotate student-generated
trajectories at test time. Full training, evaluation, and
annotation details are provided in Appendix D.7.

Results Figure 24 shows the results across rollout poli-
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Figure 24: Style transfer from teacher
to student model. OnPD with R-KL does
not learn to generate traces in Spanish.

cies, KL objectives and learning rates. Teacher style transfers to the student for most setups, except
OnPD with reverse KL. The mode-seeking behaviour of reverse KL makes it more robust to style
transfer than forward KL: style tokens favoured by the teacher but not by the student contribute
little to the reverse KL loss, but have a large effect under forward KL. However, off-policy rollouts
still lead to style transfer from the teacher to the student, even under reverse KL. This suggests that
training on states produced by the teacher can bias the student towards the teacher’s style even when

using the more robust reverse KL objective.

The robustness of OnPD with forward KL to adopting the teacher style likely depends on the ability
of the teacher to provide meaningful supervision on student-generated trajectories. In this setting, the
teacher still understands English, so when it is queried on English student-generated prefixes, its next-
token distribution can retain an English mode. Reverse KL can therefore match a teacher-supported
continuation in terms of final performance, without forcing the student into the incidental Spanish

style.
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Final performance on MedReason
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Figure 25: Generation-temperature ablation on MedReason. Modifying the generation tempera-
ture does not affect the best performance achieved by either OnPD or OffPD. Error bars mark the
SEM over N = 3 seeds.

A.12 ROLLOUT-POLICY TEMPERATURE ABLATION

Setup. In our main experiments we consistently rescale our trained teacher model with temperature
0.5, affecting both the the rollout generation temperature and the temperature used in the KL objective.
As we explain in Appendix D.2.2, this is to avoid degenerate generations which are occasionally
produced at temperature 1.0. For the student, we consistently use temperature 1.0. In this appendix,
we ablate whether using different generation temperatures for the student and the teacher could have
significantly affected our results.

We repeat the results from Figure | on the MedReason dataset, where the teacher had a tendency to
produce particularly degenerate generations at temperature 1.0 (probably due to the RLVR training).
We use Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct student and the dataset-specific trained Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct teacher.
We consider OnPD and OffPD, forward and reverse KL, learning rates {1 x 107°,5 x 107°}, and
seeds 42, 43, and 44. The original configuration samples OnPD trajectories from the student at
temperature Tge, = 1.0 and OffPD trajectories from the teacher at Tge, = 0.5. In the ablation,
we swap only these sampling temperatures: OnPD now uses Ty, = 0.5, while OffPD now uses
Tyen = 1.0. Crucially, the temperatures used to compute the KL objective are unchanged in every
condition: the student distribution is scored at T's = 1.0 and the teacher distribution at T = 0.5.
This isolates the effect of the trajectory-generating distribution from the effect of temperature on the
training objective. We report held-out MedReason accuracy at step 150. Each bar in Figure 25 is the
mean over three seeds, and error bars denote the standard error of the mean.

Results. Forward-KL performance is largely stable under the temperature swap. At the lower
learning rate, OnPD changes from 67.0% to 66.7% and OffPD from 68.2% to 68.0%. At the higher
learning rate, lowering the OnPD generation temperature improves accuracy from 55.7% to 63.0%,
whereas raising the OffPD generation temperature reduces accuracy from 62.8% to 60.7%. Thus,
the low-learning-rate forward-KL comparison is not explained by the different default sampling
temperatures, although generation temperature has a moderate effect on OnPD at the higher learning
rate.

Reverse KL is more sensitive to the generation distribution. For OnPD, the temperature swap changes
accuracy from 69.3% to 67.5% at 1 x 105, but from 59.3% to 36.0% at 5 x 10~?; the latter condition
also has high seed-to-seed variability. For OffPD, raising the generation temperature changes accuracy
from 5.7% to 27.0% at 1 x 107> and from 46.0% to 60.3% at 5 x 10~°. The low-learning-rate
OffPD comparison is itself highly variable across seeds. Overall, the ablation indicates that the best
achievable performance of OnPD and OffPD is not affected by the generation temperature, thus
supporting our existing analysis.

The results in Section 5 support these conclusions further, where in creating the rollout-policy
spectrum we are mixing the student and teacher rollout policies when both are scaled with temperature
1.0. Hence, at A = 1 and A = —1 we recover a comparison with OnPD and OffPD where both
generation temperatures are set to 1.0.
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B DERIVATION OF THE TOKEN-LEVEL KL GRADIENTS

We derive the gradients at a fixed prefix, treating the teacher distribution as independent of §. The

forward and reverse KL objectives are

mr(u
Dyp_k1, = Z mr(u) log Z(u),

ucy TrS( )
DR—KL = Z Wg(u) log ﬂ.g(U) .
ucV 7TT(U)

For the student softmax,

or(u

a(jgf)v) = ﬂ-g(u) (]I[u =] — Wg(v)) )
dlogmh(u)
T?SU =T[u = v] — 74 (v).

Forward KL. Differentiating the full vocabulary sum gives

3DF KL Z
= mr(u =v]—7
uey
= —71'T —|— 7TS Z 7TT

ucV
= 15(v) — 7 (v).
Applying the chain rule therefore yields

VQDF,KL = Z (Wg’(’l}) - WT(U)) V@(ng)v.
veV

Reverse KL. Let

g (u)
1
(u) = log -~ @
Using [z log x]/0x = log x + 1, we obtain
0
ODr_xL o (u) (r(w) + 1)

A=) a By 9(2%)w
= Wg(v) (r(v) +1) - TFS Z mg(u

Because

Z 7% (u = Dgr-xL  and Z w§(u) =

(% ueV
this simplifies to
O0DR_x1,
9(28)v
The parameter gradient is consequently

— 750) [l n Drcra.

0 Wg(v) 0
VGDR,fKL = Z Ws(v) log —_— — DRfKL VG(ZS)U~

w7 (v)

vEV

(N

®)

C))

(10)

(11)

12)

(13)

(14)

15)

This expression assumes that 77 (v) > 0 wherever 7% (v) > 0; otherwise, the reverse KL is infinite.
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C RoOLLOUT-POLICY SENSITIVITY OF FORWARD AND REVERSE KL
SEMI-GRADIENTS

This appendix formalizes a stability distinction between forward- and reverse-KL distillation. The
relevant object is the update used by the algorithm, which stops gradients through sampled trajectories,
rather than the total derivative of an on-policy objective. We show that the forward-KL semi-gradient
is uniformly Lipschitz in the rollout-induced distribution over prefixes. Reverse KL has no analogous
distribution-free guarantee: its semi-gradient can be arbitrarily sensitive to an arbitrarily small change
in the prefix distribution. A bound for reverse KL is recovered only after controlling student—teacher
log-likelihood ratios.

C.1 SETUP

We retain the notation introduced in Section 3. Let p denote the autoregressive rollout policy. For
a prompt x and completion y = (y1,...,yz,), let y<n = (y1,...,yn—1) denote the output prefix
preceding token y,,, and write

b i= (@, Y<n)- (16)
The rollout policy induces the distribution

Ly

ply [ @) =TT plyn | hn) (17)

n=1
over complete output sequences.

For D € {Dg.k1, Dr.k1}, define the rollout-conditioned distillation objective

L
1 y
ﬁD(gvp) = EmwpdataEpr('\x) f E D (7‘(‘2«( | hﬂ)ﬂﬂ_T(' | hn)) . (18)
Y n=1
0

Off-policy distillation corresponds to p = 77, whereas on-policy distillation corresponds to p = 7g.

When p = wg, the objective depends on 6 both through the student distribution in the token-level
divergence and through the sampled completion. As in our training procedure, we stop gradients
through the sampling process and treat y, including every prefix h,,, as fixed. We denote the resulting
semi-gradient by

L
_ 1 Y
VoL (0;p) = EapuueaBympia) | 7= D VoD (7&( [ hn)ymr(- | hn)) | (19)
Yy

7 n=1

where the distributions inside the expectations are held fixed during differentiation. If p does not
depend on 6, this semi-gradient is the ordinary gradient of £ (0; p).

Let 24(h,) € RIVI denote the student logits at prefix h,,, so that
7%(- | hy) = softmax (2% (hy,)) (20)

and define the corresponding logit Jacobian by

02%(hy)
Jo(hn) = 502 21
o(hn) 90 2D
The parameter gradient of either token-level divergence can therefore be written as
VoD (75 | hn), 71 (- | in))
= Jo(hn) "V o0y D (7G| Bn)s 0 (- | o)) - (22)
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C.2 A ROLLOUT-STABILITY BOUND FOR FORWARD KL

At any fixed prefix, the forward-KL gradient with respect to the student logits is
V.o () Dect, (7§ | ), (- | hn))
= 7rS( | hy) = (- | ). (23)

For conciseness, define the forward-KL parameter-gradient contribution of a complete sampled
trajectory as

grxr(2,9) ZJG ( | ) = mp(- | hn)) (24)

Equation 19 then gives

vG'CDI«iKL (9’ p) = EINPdamEprHm) [gg‘-KL (xv y)] . (25)

We use TV(P,Q) = 1||P — Q||1. When applied to p(- | z) and (- | z), this is the total-variation
distance between the distributions over complete output sequences induced by the two rollout policies
for the same prompt x.

Theorem C.1 (Forward-KL rollout stability). Suppose that there exists B > 0 such that, for every
prompt x, every completion y having positive probability under p(- | x) or p'(- | x), every token
position n, and every vector v € RVI,

(| Jo () T0]|, < Bl[v]]2. (26)

Equivalently, B uniformly bounds the largest singular value of the student-logit Jacobian over all
prefixes encountered under either rollout policy. Then

Hve‘cDF-KL (97 p) - v9‘CDF-KL (97 pl) HQ

< 2V2BEirpg... [TV(0(- | 2), 0 (- | 2))]- 27
Moreover, for every rollout policy p,
2
Eanpaata By~n(l2) [Hgg.m(w,y)llz} <2B% (28)

Proof. We first bound the forward-KL gradient at one prefix. For any probability vectors p and ¢,
llp — qll2 < v/2. Applying Equation 26 with

v= 7TS( | hn) — 77 (- | hy) (29)

and using Equation 23 gives the per-token bound

HJg(hn)T(Wg(- | h) — (- | hn)) H2 < B||7%(- | hn) — 7o (- | Ba)|l, < V2B, (30)

We next pass from a single token to a complete sampled trajectory. Substituting Equation 24 and
applying the triangle inequality to the sum over token positions yields

lgtscr. (. 9|, = Lly i_ylee(hn)T (74 | hn) = 72 | 1)) 31
n= 2
1
< L—yn; 76T (75 ) = 7 (- 1 ) | (32)
< —ZfB V2B. (33)
n=1

This holds pointwise for every x and y.

33



Preprint. Under review.

We now compare the expectations of this trajectory-level gradient under two rollout policies. For any
bounded vector-valued function g and discrete probability distributions P and @),

IEplg] — Eqlglll, < 2Sgpllg(y)llz TV(P,Q). (34)

Applying Equation 34 conditionally for each prompt, with P = p(- | x), @ = p/(- | ), and
9(y) = gb 1 (z,y), yields

[Eypiio) (9851 (@ 9)] = By [98x0(2:9)] |,
<2V2BTV(p(- | 2),0/(- | 2)). (35)

Finally, using Equation 25 and moving the norm inside the expectation over prompts gives

V6L Dpser. (03 p) — VoL Dper (03 )] (36)
= || Bompinia [Bymntlo) (90102 9)] = Eympr (1) [98x0 (@ 9)]] ], (37)
< Eonpana [|[EympCio) 9851 (@ 0)] = Byop 12y (900 (@ )] |,] (38)
< 2V2BEspye, [TV(0(- | 2),0'(- | )], (39)

which proves Equation 27. The first inequality above is the triangle inequality for an expectation; the
second is the fixed-prompt bound derived from Equation 34.

For the second claim, Equation 33 holds for every « and y, so

981t (=, v)||2 < 2B2. (40)

Taking the expectation of both sides under & ~ pgata and y ~ p(- | z) proves Equation 28. O

Interpretation. The first conclusion of Theorem C.1 states that changing the rollout policy can
change the expected forward-KL update only in proportion to the total-variation distance between
the resulting completion distributions. Its constant does not depend on student—teacher probability
ratios. Thus, when two rollout policies generate similar distributions over completions, their expected
forward-KL updates must also be similar. This is a worst-case stability statement rather than rollout
invariance: the guarantee can be loose when the two completion distributions have total variation
close to one, or when the Jacobian bound B is large.

The second conclusion bounds the second moment of the gradient contribution from an individual
sampled completion. In particular, the forward-KL objective cannot produce arbitrarily large gra-
dient contributions solely because the student assigns very little probability to a token preferred by
the teacher. This distinguishes the gradient from the forward-KL objective value, which is itself
unbounded. The result also bounds the variance by

E [|lgfrce — Elofall;] < 28 o

These conclusions provide a possible explanation for the empirical robustness of forward KL in
Section 5. Across the rollout-policy spectrum, forward-KL training attains similar final performance
despite substantial changes in the source of the generated trajectories. The theorem shows that this
behaviour is compatible with a uniformly controlled change in the expected update, and that extreme
student—teacher likelihood ratios do not by themselves create unbounded forward-KL logit gradients.
This is also consistent with the gradient-clipping ablation in Section 6, where forward KL remains
substantially more stable than reverse KL when clipping is removed.

The theorem does not, however, prove that different rollout policies must produce similar models
or similar final performance. It controls a one-step expected semi-gradient, and its bound depends
on both the distance between the complete-trajectory distributions and the largest singular value B
of the student-logit Jacobian. Nor does it directly explain the observed differences in catastrophic
forgetting or parameter-update sparsity, which the experiments show are governed primarily by the
learning rate. The empirical results should therefore be interpreted as consistent with the stability
result, rather than as a direct consequence of it.
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C.3 REVERSE KL ADMITS NO DISTRIBUTION-FREE ROLLOUT-STABILITY BOUND

At a fixed prefix h,,, define the student—teacher log-likelihood ratio for token v € V by
7§ (v | hn)
(v | hn)

We write r,, = (r,(v))yey for the corresponding vector over the vocabulary. The reverse-KL gradient
with respect to the student logits is

\ 2% (ha) Dr kL (Ws( | ) (- | ))
= 7%(- | hn) © [rn — Drkr (78(- | hn), mr (- | ha)) 1] . (43)

All operations in Equation 43 are coordinate-wise. Analogously to Equation 24, define the reverse-KL
parameter-gradient contribution of a complete sampled trajectory as

rn(v) :=log (42)

Q%-KL(%Z/)
Ly
= [:/ly Z Je(hn)T {’/Tg'( | hy) © [T,L Dgrx1, (7TS( | hp), (- | hn)) 1]} ) (44)

The reverse-KL semi-gradient is therefore
v(9L:DR—KL (0;p) = Exrpansa By~p(-|x) [gg_KL(:C,y)] . 45)

Unlike its forward-KL counterpart, the vector in Equation 43 is not uniformly bounded over student
and teacher distributions.

Theorem C.2 (No distribution-free reverse-KL rollout-stability bound). There is no finite constant
C, independent of the student and teacher token distributions, for which

H?GACDR.KL (9, p) - ?GEDR-KL (97 pl> HQ
< CEpnpguna [TV((- [ 2),0'(- | 2))] (46)

holds for all rollout policies p and p'. This remains true for a two-token vocabulary and a direct logit
parameterization whose Jacobian has largest singular value one.

Proof. 1t is sufficient to construct a counterexample for one fixed prompt z. Consider two length-two
completions, denoted by y(?) and 3(9). At the initial prefix, which is shared by both completions, let
the student and teacher distributions coincide. Their reverse-KL gradient at that prefix is therefore
zero. At the second prefix of y(%), again let the two distributions coincide. Consequently,

gh k(2,9 @) =0. 47)

At the second prefix of y(%), let the vocabulary contain two tokens and set

6 1ho) = (%%), (- |h)=(5,1-0), 0<é<i. (48)
Use a direct logit parameterization, so that Jy(he) " = I. If
1/2 1/2
=1 = log —/— 49
og 5= ra=log =, (49)
then N
T+
DRKL (TFS( |h2 7TT( |h2)): 12 2. (50)
Substituting into Equation 43 gives
Vv S(hQ)DR kL (78 (- | ha), (- | ho))
1-9
- Z1og (6) (1,-1). (51)
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The first-token contribution is zero and L, = 2. Therefore,

V.0 Dt (25 | ha),mr(- | ha) | (52
(15

Let A, denote the point mass on completion y. For any fixed € € (0, 1), define
p/(~ | :C) = Ay(o), p( | ;v) = (1 — €)Ay(0) + EAy(a). (54)

Their total-variation distance is

1
bt 3|
HQR-KL(%ZJ )2 D)
_ V2
8

: (53)

which diverges as § | 0.

TV(p(- | 2),0/(- | 7)) = <. (55)
Using Equations 45, 47, and 54, the difference between their expected reverse-KL updates is
H?O‘CDR-KL (9; P) - ?9£DR-KL (9; p/) H2
ghorcr (@) (56)

_ V2 1-46

The rollout total-variation distance remains equal to €, while Equation 57 becomes arbitrarily large as
0 | 0. Hence no universal constant C' can satisfy Equation 46. O

=&

The construction requires no zero-probability token: every teacher probability is strictly positive for
0 > 0. It therefore applies to softmax language models. The theorem states that proximity between
two rollout distributions alone cannot uniformly control the difference between their expected reverse-
KL updates. It does not assert that reverse-KL training is always unstable or that either on- or
off-policy rollouts are universally preferable.

C.4 A REVERSE-KL BOUND UNDER CONTROLLED LIKELIHOOD RATIOS

The absence of a distribution-free guarantee does not preclude a conditional stability result. Such a
result follows when the range of the token-level student—teacher log-likelihood ratios is bounded.

Corollary C.3 (Reverse-KL stability under a bounded log-ratio range). Suppose that the Jacobian
condition in Equation 26 holds. In addition, suppose that there exists R < oo such that, at every
prefix occurring under p or p',

max log m — 13161‘1;1 log m <R. (58)
Then
VoL Drsce (05 9) = VoL g (650,
< 2BRE, .., [TV (p(- | 2),0/(- | 2))]. (59)

Moreover, for every rollout policy p,

]EszdataEyN[)('ll') |:H9I9{KL(xay)Hﬂ < B2R2' (60)

Proof. For a fixed prefix, let

Ty, = Z ﬂ'g(v | h)rn(v) = Drkr (Wg(- | ho), 7o (- | hn)) . (61)
vEVY

Because 7, is a weighted average of the coordinates of r,, it lies between their minimum and
maximum. The assumption in Equation 58 therefore gives

|rn(v) =7Tn| <R for every v € V. (62)
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Using Equation 43,

V00 P (75 ), 7 1) |

S hn) © (rn —Tn1)||, (63)

=" 7 | hn) [ra(v) = Tl (64)
veEY

<R. (65)

The Jacobian condition now implies that the norm of each token-level parameter gradient is at most
BR. Applying the triangle inequality to the token average in Equation 44 gives

llgtxcr (2,9, < BR. (66)

Applying the total-variation argument from the proof of Theorem C.1 with g(y) = g% x1.(®,v)
proves Equation 59. Squaring Equation 66 and taking expectations proves Equation 60. O

Interpretation. Theorem C.2 provides a worst-case distinction between the two KL directions.
For forward KL, rollout proximity alone controls the difference between expected updates, subject
only to the common Jacobian bound. For reverse KL, the same rollout proximity is insufficient: a
rollout can place even a small amount of probability on completions containing a prefix at which the
student assigns substantial mass to a teacher-improbable token, producing an arbitrarily large change
in the expected update. The two factors therefore play distinct and complementary roles: the rollout
policy determines which prefixes are visited and how strongly they are weighted, while the local
student—teacher log-likelihood ratios determine how large their reverse-KL gradient contributions can
be. A rollout-probability change of order £ can consequently be amplified by a local gradient of order
log(1/6), producing an update difference of order € log(1/4).

Extreme likelihood ratios may already be present at initialization, but the result should not be
interpreted solely as a statement about poor initialization or unusually large student logits. In the
counterexample, the student distribution is uniform; the gradient becomes large because the teacher
assigns vanishing probability to a student-supported token. Such disagreement may instead emerge
during training or occur only at particular prefixes that are emphasized by one rollout policy.

This distinction is consistent with the results in Section 5, where reverse-KL performance varies
substantially across the rollout-policy spectrum and is less stable than forward-KL performance. It is
also consistent with the gradient-clipping ablation in Section 6: removing clipping disproportionately
harms reverse KL, whose logit gradient contains an unbounded student—teacher log-likelihood ratio.
Global gradient clipping bounds the realized gradient norm and can therefore mitigate this failure
mode, although it does not impose the likelihood-ratio condition in Corollary C.3 or guarantee similar
update directions under different rollout policies.

Neither result proves that reverse KL must be unstable in a particular run, or that student-generated
rollouts must outperform teacher-generated rollouts. The empirical findings should instead be
interpreted as instances of the greater sensitivity permitted by the reverse-KL gradient. The bounded-
ratio corollary additionally predicts that reverse-KL sensitivity should be associated with prefixes
having extreme student—teacher log-likelihood ratios, suggesting a directly testable diagnostic for the
observed training instabilities.

C.5 RELATION TO SEQUENCE-LEVEL KL DIVERGENCES

There is also an exact structural relationship between KL direction and rollout source. To state it
cleanly, consider a fixed prompt = and completions with a fixed generation horizon H, where I
denotes the number of generated token positions. Variable-length completions can be represented by
including an end-of-sequence token and treating the terminated state as absorbing up to position H.

Using the prefix notation h,, = (x, y<, ), the teacher and student induce the sequence distributions

Ty | ) : HﬂTanh Ty | ) : Hﬂ-g‘yn|h (67)
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Their marginal distributions over the prefix preceding token n are

n—1
T(y<n | ) : Hwymlh w5 (y<n [ 2) = T 76(m | hm) (68)
m=1

For n = 1, these are empty products, so both distributions place unit mass on the empty output prefix.
Proposition C.4 (Matched rollouts recover sequence-level KL). For every prompt x,

H
D (mr(- | 2)l|7S(- | 2)) = Y Bypmmrlo) [Prkn (TG ([ ha),mr (- [ ha))], (69)

n=1
H

Dir (w§(- | @)lmr(- | 2)) = Y By ot (o [Prkr (7§( | ha), (- [ ha))] . (70)

n=1
Proof. For the forward direction, the autoregressive factorization gives

Dyw(nr(- | 2)|74(- | 2))

r(y | )

= EyNﬂT( |2) |:10g 0 N (y | x)] (71)

T \Yn | h )
~TT 1/’ 1 72
y“[;%w%mﬂ 7

71'T(yn | hn):|:|

= Eyorrle) [Bynmmr(la) |108 57— 73
Z Y<n (|)|:y (h)[ogﬂg(yﬂhn) ( )
= E IEy<n~w y [Dexe (5G| hn) 72 (- | )] - (74)

The third equality first conditions on the prefix y.,, and then averages over the teacher distribution of
the next token. This proves Equation 69. Exchanging the student and teacher distributions proves
Equation 70. O

Proposition C.4 identifies teacher rollouts with forward KL and student rollouts with reverse KL as
the two chain-rule decompositions of sequence-level KL. The crossed pairings do not, in general,
correspond to either sequence-level KL divergence. This is an identity between objective values, not
an ordering of the objectives or their optimization properties. In particular, under student rollouts, we
stop gradients through the sampled prefixes. Consequently, although the expected OnPD reverse-KL
objective equals sequence-level reverse KL in the fixed-horizon, summed-loss setting, the update
used in training is only a semi-gradient and need not equal the total gradient of that sequence-level
divergence.

Finally, Proposition C.4 uses sums of token-level divergences. For fixed H, the corresponding token-
averaged objectives are exactly 1/H times the sequence-level KL divergences. In the experiments,
however, each variable-length completion is normalized by its realized length L,,. The implemented
objective is therefore a length-weighted token-level divergence and is not generally a constant multiple
of sequence-level KL.
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D EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

D.1 DATASETS

D.1.1 TRAINING DATASETS.

We train on three reasoning datasets, each divided into a training split and a disjoint held-out
evaluation split. Every training example consists of a task prompt and a worked demonstration. We
use the task-specific prompts in Table 1. During teacher supervised fine-tuning (SFT), the vanilla
task prompt is provided as input and the demonstration is used as the target completion. The held-out
demonstrations are never used for training or provided during evaluation.

COUNTDOWN-3. We procedurally generated 5,000 training and 500 evaluation candidates using
random seeds 42 and 43, respectively. Each problem contains three operands sampled with re-
placement from {1, ..., 10,12,15,20, 25,50, 75} and a target obtained by combining all operands
through addition, subtraction, multiplication, or exact integer division. We queried GPT-5 for worked
demonstrations and retained only correctly solved, properly tagged examples. This produced 4,163
training examples and 426 held-out evaluation examples.

SCIENCE. The Science dataset contains four-option multiple-choice questions from SciKnowEval.
Its fixed splits contain 2,674 training examples and 507 held-out evaluation examples. Each training
example includes a worked reasoning trace followed by the correct option letter in an <answer>
block.

MEDREASON. MedReason consists of medical multiple-choice questions from
UCSC-VLAA/MedReason. From the prepared source partition, we selected candidate
pools of 5,000 training and 500 evaluation questions. We generated worked demonstrations with
GPT-5 and retained only responses that were properly formatted and selected the ground-truth option.
The resulting splits contain 4,748 training examples and 471 held-out evaluation examples.

Dataset

System prompt

User prompt

COUNTDOWN-3

SCIENCE

MEDREASON

You are a careful arith-
metic solver.

You are a careful

solver of multiple-
choice science
questions.

You are a careful med-
ical reasoning assis-
tant.

Solve the Countdown arithmetic problem. Using the provided num-
bers, create an equation that equals the target. You may use the
operations +, —, X, and /, and each number must be used exactly
once; every division must have an integer result. Show your work
in <think>...</think> tags and return the solution as com-
pact, comma-separated equations in <answer>...</answer>
tags. For example, <answer>2+3=5, 5x4=20</answer>.
The question is appended as Numbers: [...] and Target:

Given a question and four options, select the correct answer.
Reason step by step in <think>...</think> tags and
place only the corresponding option letter (A, B, C, or D) in
<answer>...</answer> tags. The question and answer
choices are appended to this instruction.

Given a medical multiple-choice question and its answer
choices, select the correct answer. Reason step by step in
<think>...</think> tags and place only the letter corre-
sponding to the correct option in <answer>...</answer>
tags; do not repeat the answer text. The question and answer choices
are appended to this instruction.

Table 1: Task prompts used for teacher SFT and policy-distillation experiments. During SFT, the
worked demonstration is supplied as the target completion rather than included in the input prompt.

In-Distribution Evaluation Procedure. To ensure computational efficiency, unless otherwise
stated for our evaluations we use the first 200 examples from each dataset, giving 600 generated
responses per evaluated checkpoint. We generate one response per prompt from the student at
temperature 0.5 and top-p = 1.0. The maximum prompt length is 2,048 tokens for Countdown-3 and
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Science and 4,096 tokens for MedReason; the maximum completion length is 2,048 tokens for all
three datasets. We report the accuracy on the dataset matching the student’s training dataset. Unless
otherwise stated, the in-distribution evaluation uses temperature 0.5.

D.1.2 OOD EVALUATION DATASETS.

To measure out-of-distribution (OOD) capability retention, we evaluate our trained student models on
7 benchmarks spanning three broad categories: knowledge and factual reliability (MMLU-Pro (Wang
et al., 2024b) and Truthful QA (Lin et al., 2021)), instruction following and code generation (IFEval
(Zhou et al., 2023) and HumanEval (Chen et al., 2021)), and social reasoning and safety (EQ-Bench
(Paech, 2024), BBQ (Parrish et al., 2021), and ToxiGen (Hartvigsen et al., 2022)).

We use the interface provided by the Evaluation Harness (Gao et al., 2024), ensuring a standardised
evaluation protocol. We evaluate 200 examples each from TruthfulQA-MC1, IFEval, ToxiGen, and
BBQ; all 164 HumanEval-Instruct examples; and all 171 EQ-Bench examples. For MMLU-Pro, the
200-example limit is applied independently to each of its 14 subject areas, yielding 2,800 examples. In
total, this gives 3,935 examples across seven benchmarks. We use each benchmark’s standard metric:
extracted exact match for MMLU-Pro, accuracy for TruthfulQA-MC1, ToxiGen, and BBQ, pass@1
for HumanEval-Instruct, strict prompt-level accuracy for IFEval, and the normalized EQ-Bench score.
The aggregate OOD score is the unweighted mean of these seven task scores.

D.2 MODELS
D.2.1 STUDENT MODELS

All primary experiments use Meta-Llama—-3.2-1B-Instruct as the student model. Each run
begins from the same checkpoint and trains a separate student for each dataset, data-collection policy,
KL direction, learning rate, and random seed. The student is fully fine-tuned rather than adapted
with LoRA; all teacher parameters remain frozen. Each student is paired with the teacher from the
same family described above. These models use a compatible tokenizer and vocabulary, allowing
the forward- and reverse-KL objectives to compare their token distributions directly. Both models
receive the same vanilla task prompt and chat-template formatting. The distinction between on-
and off-policy training is therefore solely the model used to generate the training trajectory: the
student generates trajectories for on-policy distillation, whereas the frozen teacher generates them for
off-policy distillation.

D.2.2 TEACHER MODEL TRAINING

We construct a separate teacher for each dataset and model family using two stages: supervised
fine-tuning (SFT) on worked demonstrations, followed, where applicable, by reinforcement learning
with Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO). Teachers are therefore task-specific rather than
jointly trained across datasets.

Supervised fine-tuning. We first fine-tune each teacher backbone on the training split of the
corresponding dataset. The input is the vanilla task prompt from Table 1, without a demonstration
in context, and the target completion is the associated worked demonstration. Thus, SFT trains the
teacher to reproduce both the reasoning trace and the formatted final answer. For Countdown-3 and
MedReason, these targets are the verified GPT-5 demonstrations described above; for Science, we
use the worked demonstrations included in the processed training split.

We train using token-level cross-entropy over the demonstration tokens for 500 optimizer steps. We
use a learning rate of 5 x 107>, a cosine learning-rate schedule with 10 warm-up steps, an effective
batch size of 32, and gradient clipping at norm 1.0. Prompts and completions are truncated to at most
2,048 tokens each. For computational efficiency, all teachers are adapted with LoRA of rank 256
and scaling parameter 256, applied to the query, key, value, output, gate, up, and down projection
matrices, with no LoRA dropout or bias. Separate SFT runs are performed for Countdown-3, Science,
and MedReason.

GRPO refinement. For Science and MedReason, where the performance after the SFT stage has
not yet saturated as in the case of Countdown-3, we further refine the dataset-specific SFT checkpoints
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Table 2: In-distribution performance of the trained teachers. Results use 200 test examples per dataset,
temperature 0.5, one sampled response per prompt, and a 2,048-token completion limit. Response
lengths are reported as mean =+ standard deviation.

Teacher Dataset Accuracy (%) Response length (tokens)
Qwen2.5-7B MedReason 77.5 90.95 + 28.58
Science 72.0 288.82 £+ 90.38
Countdown-3 95.5 168.42 + 316.40
Llama-3.1-8B MedReason 85.5 93.74 + 30.81
Science 67.5 134.65 £ 50.77
Countdown-3 99.0 98.82 + 78.54

using GRPO. GRPO receives only the vanilla task prompt and samples eight candidate completions
per prompt at temperature 1.0 and nucleus-sampling threshold p = 0.95. The reward is the sum of
task correctness and formatting rewards. Correct answers receive a reward of 2.0, using exact option
accuracy for Science and MedReason. Additional rewards encourage exactly one pair of <think>
and <answer> tags, the correct ordering of these tags, and strict adherence to the required response
structure; each formatting component contributes at most 0.5. We use group-normalized rewards with
the DAPO loss and no reference-model KL penalty (5 = 0).

GRPO training runs for 500 optimizer steps with a learning rate of 10~°, a cosine schedule, a warm-
up ratio of 0.1, an eight-bit AdamW optimizer, and gradient clipping at norm 1.0. The per-device
batch size is 8 with 16 gradient-accumulation steps. Each rollout batch contains 32 completions for
Science and 48 for MedReason. The maximum prompt and completion lengths are 2,048 and 824
tokens, respectively. GRPO also uses rank-256 LoRA with scaling parameter 256 over the same
projection matrices as SFT; models are loaded in four-bit precision, while optimization uses bfloat16.
Generation is performed with the colocated vLLM backend.

Selected teachers. Teachers are paired with students from the same model family; Llama-3.1
teachers are paired with Llama-3.2 students because they share a tokenizer and vocabulary. For
Science and MedReason, the selected teachers are the GRPO-refined checkpoints, generally at step
500; the selected Qwen2.5 MedReason and Llama-3 Science checkpoints are taken at step 450 due
to better performance. For Countdown-3, we use the step-500 SFT checkpoint directly, without an
additional GRPO stage. We define the fixed teacher policy as mp (- | h) = softmax(zr(h)/0.5) and
the student policy as 7% (- | h) = softmax(2%(h)/1.0). These definitions are used consistently both
for trajectory generation and when computing the token-level KL objective. Accordingly, OffPD
samples trajectories from 7, whereas OnPD samples trajectories from wg; in both conditions, the
loss compares the same 77 and Wg at the resulting prefixes. Temperature is therefore not varied as an
additional experimental factor between OnPD and OffPD: the sole intervention is whether the rollout
distribution is 7 or wg. We use temperature 0.5 for the teacher because preliminary sampling at
temperature 1.0 occasionally produced degenerate continuations near the end of long trajectories. We
ablate the effect of this choice in Appendix A.12. We characterise the performance of the selected
teacher models after this training procedure in Table 2.

D.3 TRAINING DETAILS

The most important hyperparameters are presented in Table 3. We fully fine-tune the student for 150
optimizer steps, using one sampled completion per prompt. We choose the 150-step training budget
based on the learning curves in Figure 19, which show that target-task performance and forgetting
have largely stabilised by this point. We use the same training budget across configurations. Each
optimizer step uses an effective batch of 32 prompts, implemented with a per-device batch size of 1
and 32 gradient-accumulation steps. Prompts are sampled without replacement within each batch,
but may recur across optimizer steps. We use fused AdamW with 31 = 0.9, B3 = 0.999, € = 108,
no weight decay, and gradient clipping at norm 1.0. The learning rate is held constant following 10
linear warm-up steps. Our main experiments consider learning rates in {1 x 1075,5 x 1075}; the
dedicated Countdown-3 learning-rate study additionally considers {2,3,4,6} x 10~°. Results are
reported over random seeds 42, 43, and 44.
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Hyperparameter Value Notes

Optimization steps 150 Reported primary comparisons use the check-
point at step 150.

Optimizer Fused AdamW 1 =0.9, 82 =0.999,and e = 10~ 8.

Weight decay 0

Learning-rate schedule Constant with linear warm-up 10 warm-up steps.

Per-device batch size 1

Gradient accumulation 32 steps Gives an effective batch size of 32 prompts
per optimizer step.

Trajectories per prompt 1 One completion is sampled for every selected
prompt.

Maximum gradient norm 1.0

Student temperature 1.0 Used for student sampling and student logits
in the KL objective.

Teacher temperature 0.5 Used for teacher sampling and teacher logits
in the KL objective.

On-policy trajectory source  Student Sampled at temperature 1.0.

Off-policy trajectory source Teacher Sampled at temperature 0.5.

Top-p 1.0 Used for both on- and off-policy trajectory
sampling.

Maximum prompt length 2,048 tokens Shared across datasets.

Maximum completion 512/ 1,024 tokens 512 for Countdown-3; 1,024 for Science and

length MedReason.

Loss reduction Mean over completion tokens Computed over the full vocabulary at every
non-padding completion position.

Gradient checkpointing On-policy:  enabled; off- This difference is used for memory manage-

policy: disabled ment.

Table 3: Principal hyperparameters used for distillation training.

We train with either forward KL, KL (pteacher || Pstudent )» OF reverse KL, KL(pstudent ||Pteacher ). The
student and teacher distributions use temperatures 1.0 and 0.5, respectively. The loss is computed
over the full vocabulary at every non-padding completion position and then averaged over completion
tokens and examples. The teacher remains frozen throughout training.

For on-policy distillation, trajectories are sampled from the student at temperature 1.0. For off-policy
distillation, trajectories are sampled from the teacher at temperature 0.5. Both use p = 1.0 nucleus
sampling and vanilla task prompts without demonstrations. The maximum prompt length is 2,048
tokens. Maximum completion lengths are 512 tokens for Countdown-3 and 1,024 tokens for Science
and MedReason. Gradient checkpointing is enabled for on-policy runs and disabled for off-policy
runs. Students are trained without LoRA, so all student parameters are updated.

D.4 PARAMETER-UPDATE SPARSITY

Following Mukherjee et al. (2025), we measure update sparsity as the fraction of model parameters
whose absolute change during training falls below a fixed threshold. Let ™i* and 2! denote the
initial and final student parameters, and let P be the total number of parameters. We compute

1 & . i
Sy = F;H [[gfinal — gintt] < 7] .

All students are fully fine-tuned, so this comparison includes the entire model rather than only an
adapter or a subset of trainable parameters. Higher values indicate that a larger fraction of parameters
remain close to their initial values; they do not necessarily indicate exactly zero updates.

We use 7 = 1076 for the main results. Appendix A.6 reports the corresponding analysis at 7 = 1078,
which preserves the main qualitative conclusions.
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D.5 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ROLLOUT-POLICY SPECTRUM

At each generation step, the student and teacher are evaluated on the same prefix. The unconstrained
rollout-policy score is

(2)\)’11

L (log s (v) + log mp(v)) + % (log g (v) — log mr(v)) (75)

2
1+ A 1-—A
+ log ms(v) +

log 7wr(v). (76)

The corresponding policy is obtained by normalising these scores:

71_)\(1}) _ eXp((Z)\)'Li) .
2wy &P((20)u)
Thus, A = —1 recovers 7, A\ = 1 recovers g, and A = 0 gives their normalised geometric midpoint.

For |A| > 1, one of the coefficients above becomes negative. This can disproportionately amplify
tokens that are unlikely under both policies but relatively less unlikely under the favoured policy. We
prevent this using one-sided log-ratio clipping and a plausibility mask, similar in spirit to Li et al.
(2023).

Define the token-level log-likelihood ratio
ry = logmg(v) — log r(v),

and the student and teacher plausibility masks

Mg(v) =1 [1og wg(v) > max log ms(u) + log 04] ) (77)
Myp(v) =1 [log mr(v) > max log mp(u) + log a] . (78)
ue

A token is therefore eligible for contrastive amplification only if its probability under the favoured
policy is at least an « fraction of that policy’s maximum token probability.

We define the clipped student- and teacher-favoured bonuses as

bs(v) = Mg(v) min{max{r,,0}, c}, (79)
br(v) = My (v) min{max{—r,, 0}, c}, (80)
where ¢ > 0 is the clipping threshold. The safeguarded sampling scores are then
(23 )ws Al<1,
A ; Dhsw),  A>1,
-A—-1

(31)0 = log mg(v) +

log mp(v) + br(v), A< —L

The final rollout policy is

m(v) = softmax(Zy),.

The plausibility masks gate only the additional extrapolation bonus: tokens outside the mask retain
their probability under the corresponding anchor policy but receive no amplification. This preserves
m_1 = mp, ™ = Tg, and continuity at the boundaries of the interpolation region. In our experiments,
we use

a=0.2, c=2log3~2.2.

For the range A\ € [—2, 2], this limits the maximum pairwise-odds amplification relative to the anchor
policy to a factor of three.
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D.6 RLVR AFTER DISTILLATION

Purpose and initialisation. We test whether the differences induced by distillation affect subse-
quent RLVR on a harder task. We initialise Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct from the step-150 Countdown-3
checkpoints for all combinations of OnPD/OffPD, forward/reverse KL, and distillation learning rates
{1x107°,5x 107°}. Each configuration has three checkpoints from distillation seeds 42, 43, and 44,
giving 24 RLVR runs. We train each checkpoint on Countdown-4 with the same RLVR configuration.
The RLVR seed is fixed at 42, so the three trajectories per configuration reflect different distillation
seeds rather than independently varied RLVR seeds.

Training data and reward. We use 5,000 procedurally generated Countdown-4 problems, with
four operands sampled with replacement from {1, ..., 10, 12,15, 20, 25, 50, 75}. Targets lie between
1 and 10,000 and are constructed by combining all four operands through addition, subtraction,
multiplication, or exact integer division. Dataset generation uses seed 42. Prompts follow the
Countdown format in Table 1, rendered with the student’s chat template, without demonstrations
or teacher supervision. The reward is correctness-only: a completion receives 2 if the Countdown
verifier reduces the operand pool to the target through valid arithmetic steps, and 0 otherwise. We
add no separate formatting or length rewards.

Optimisation and generation. We use GRPO (Shao et al., 2024) with the DAPO loss (Yu et al.,
2025), group-normalised rewards, and no reference-model KL penalty. Unlike the full-parameter
distillation stage, RLVR trains fresh LoRA adapters on the frozen, four-bit-loaded checkpoint. We
use rank and scaling parameter 256, zero dropout, and no bias adaptation, targeting the query, key,
value, output, gate, up, and down projections. Training uses Unsloth with TRL’s GRPO trainer and
colocated VLLM generation; gradient checkpointing is enabled. Each prompt receives eight sampled
completions at temperature 1.0 and top-p = 0.95. All runs use 300 optimisation steps and an RLVR
learning rate of 2 x 1075, independently of the learning rate used during distillation. Full settings are
summarised in Table 4.

Reported metrics. The curves in Figures 6 and 26 show the logged mean correctness reward on
training rollouts after distillation at learning rates 1 x 10~° and 5 x 10~?, respectively, with each
distilled checkpoint plotted separately and no additional smoothing. These are training rewards, not
held-out accuracies: because the reward takes values 0 or 2, the corresponding fraction of correct
rollouts is half the mean reward. These learning rates refer to distillation, not the fixed RLVR learning
rate of 2 x 1076,
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Figure 26: Countdown-4 RLVR rewards after distillation at LR 5 x 10~°; each curve is a distillation
seed.
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Setting Value Notes

Optimisation steps 300 Starting from each step-150 distilled check-
point.

RLVR learning rate 2x 107 Shared across all 24 runs.

Learning-rate schedule Cosine Warm-up over the first 10% of steps (30
steps).

Optimizer Eight-bit AdamW Bfloat16 training.

Trainable parameters LoRA adapters Rank 256, scaling parameter 256, dropout O;
no bias adaptation.

Backbone weights Frozen, loaded in four-bit pre- Gradient checkpointing enabled.

cision

Per-device batch size 8 Gradient accumulation over 16 steps.

Completions per prompt 8 One reward-normalisation group per prompt.

Generation batch size 48 completions Six groups of eight completions.

Sampling Temperature 1.0, top-p = Colocated vLLM generation.

0.95

Maximum prompt length 2,048 tokens Vanilla Countdown prompt with chat tem-
plate.

Maximum completion 1,024 tokens Shared across all configurations.

length

Loss and reward scaling DAPO; group normalisation ~ No reference-model KL penalty (3 = 0).

Reward 2 for correctness, 0 otherwise  No auxiliary reward terms.

Maximum gradient norm 1.0 Global gradient clipping.

RLVR random seed 42 Distillation seeds are 42, 43, and 44.

Logging / checkpoint inter- 5/ 50 steps Reward curves show logged training rewards.

val

Table 4: Training settings for RLVR on Countdown-4 after Countdown-3 distillation. These settings
are identical across rollout policies, KL objectives, and learning rates used in the preceding distillation
stage.
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Setting Value Notes
Student Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct Fully fine-tuned on Science.
Teacher Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct Frozen base instruct model; no task-specific

Experimental grid

Random seeds
Teacher conditioning

OnPD/OffPD x forward/re-
verse KL

42

Correct demonstration and
Spanish instruction

fine-tuning.
Learning rates {1 x 107°,5 x 107°}.

One run per condition.
Used for teacher rollouts and teacher distribu-
tions.

Used for student rollouts, likelihoods, and
evaluation.

The conditioned teacher therefore differs
from the standard OffPD temperature of (.5.
The teacher differs from the standard temper-

Student conditioning Vanilla Science prompt

Sampling temperature 1.0 for OnPD and OffPD

Distribution temperature 1.0 for student and teacher

ature of 0.5.
Maximum training comple- 2,048 tokens The standard Science experiments use 1,024
tion length tokens.
Gradient checkpointing Enabled for OnPD and OffPD The standard OffPD runs disable gradient
checkpointing.

Style evaluation 200 each from Science train and test, MedRea-

son test, GSMS8K test, and Countdown-3 test.

1,000 responses per condition

Table 5: Experiment-specific settings for the Spanish-style transfer experiment. All unlisted training
and evaluation settings follow the standard protocol.

D.7 SPANISH-STYLE TRANSFER EXPERIMENT

Purpose and model setup. This experiment tests whether rollout source changes the transfer of an
incidental teacher behaviour unrelated to task correctness. We distil a frozen Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct
teacher into a Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct student on ScienceQA, conditioning the teacher to reason
in Spanish. Unlike the main experiments, the teacher is not task-fine-tuned; it instead receives a
correct demonstration for each training example. Deviations from the standard experimental setup
are summarised in Table 5.

Teacher conditioning. For every training example, the teacher receives the Science task prompt
followed by the example’s correct worked demonstration and the instruction “Now answer with a
response of your own, including the thinking process.” We additionally append the following style
instruction to the teacher’s final user message:

Only speak in Spanish. This does not apply to the special <think></think> and
<answer></answer> tokens or your final answer, but any reasoning or thoughts you
produce should be strictly written in Spanish.

The student never receives the demonstration or Spanish instruction. Teacher distributions are
conditioned on both for every loss evaluation; OnPD samples completions from the student under the
vanilla prompt, whereas OffPD samples them from the conditioned teacher.

Language annotation. We use GPT-5 to independently classify each generated response as primar-
ily Spanish or not, treating mathematical notation, formatting tags, code, and short answer labels as
language-neutral. All 1,000 responses per condition received a valid annotation. We use one judge
and one training run per condition.
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E CHECKPOINT SPARSITY ANALYSIS

In Table 6 we summarise the learning rate reported by each of the checkpoints analysed by Mukherjee
et al. (2025).

Table 6: Learning rates used to produce the checkpoints in the main RL comparison and the explicit
SFT comparison of Mukherjee et al. (2025). “From” denotes the checkpoint against which parameter-
update sparsity is measured. Rates refer to the language model or policy actor, using the peak rate
where a schedule is reported.

Stage From Studied checkpoint Training method Model/actor LR
SFT checkpoints (Appendix C)
SFT meta-llama/Llama-3.1-8B allenai/Llama-3. Full-parameter SFT 5x 10~°
1-Tulu-3-8B-SFT (Lambert et al., 2024)
SFT meta-1lama/Llama-3.1-70B allenai/Llama-3. Full-parameter SFT 2x107°
1-Tulu-3-70B-SFT (Lambert et al., 2024)
SFT Qwen/Qwen2.5-Math-7B PRIME-RL/Eurus-2-7B-SFT Math-reasoning SFT 2x107°
(Cui et al., 2025)
RL and preference-optimization checkpoints (Table 1)
DPO allenai/Llama-3. allenai/Llama-3. Offline DPO (Lambert 5x 1077
1-Tulu-3-8B-SFT 1-Tulu-3-8B-DPO etal., 2024)
DPO allenai/Llama-3. allenai/Llama-3. Offline DPO (Lambert 5 X 107
1-Tulu-3-70B-SFT 1-Tulu-3-70B-DPO etal., 2024)
GRPO  deepseek-ai/ deepseek-ai/ On-policy GRPO (Shao 1 x 1076
deepseek-math-7b-instruct deepseek-math-7b-rl etal., 2024)
RL-Zero deepseek-ai/ deepseek-ai/ On-policy GRPO Not disclosed
DeepSeek-V3-Base DeepSeek—-R1l-Zero (DeepSeek-Al, 2025)
ORPO mistralai/Mistral-7B-v0.1 kaist-ai/mistral-orpo-beta Offline, reference-free 8 x 10~°
ORPO (Hong et al.,
2024)
KTO openbmb/Eurus-T7b-sft openbmb/Eurus-"7b-kto Offline KTO (Yuan 5% 1077
etal., 2024)
KTO princeton-nlp/ princeton-nlp/ Offline KTO (Meng 5% 107
Llama-3-Base-8B-SFT Llama-3-Base—-8B-SFT-KTO etal., 2024)
PPO peiyi9979/mistral-Tb-sft peiyi9979/ On-policy PPO (Wang 1 X 10~6
math-shepherd-mistral-7b-rl etal, 2024a)
SimPO meta-llama/ princeton-nlp/ Offline, reference-free 1x 1076
Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct Llama-3-Instruct-8B-SimPO SimPO (Meng et al.,
2024)
PRIME PRIME-RL/Eurus-2-7B-SFT PRIME-RL/Eurus-2-7B-PRIME On-policy PRIME (Cui 5 x 1077
et al., 2025)

Notes. The SFT mean and median are 9 x 107% and 5 x 1075, respectively. The RL/preference mean and
median are 1.5 x 107% and 5 x 1077, calculated over the nine checkpoints with disclosed actor rates and
excluding DeepSeek-R1-Zero. For PRIME, the separately trained implicit reward model used a learning
rate of 1 x 10~°; this value is excluded because its parameters are not part of the evaluated policy checkpoint.
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