Published at Latent & Implicit Thinking Workshop @ ICLR 2026

CoNFuU: CONTEMPLATE THE FUTURE FOR BETTER
SPECULATIVE SAMPLING

Zongyue Qin* Raghavv Goel*
University of California, Los Angeles Qualcomm AI Research
ginzongyuelcs.ucla.edu raghgoel@qgti.gqualcomm.com
Mukul Gagrani Risheek Garrepalli
Qualcomm Al Research Qualcomm Al Research
mgagrani@gti.qualcomm.com rgarrepalli@qgti.qualcomm.com
Mingu Lee Yizhou Sun
Qualcomm Al Research University of California, Los Angeles
mingul@qgti.gqualcomm.com yzsun@cs.ucla.edu

ABSTRACT

Speculative decoding has emerged as a powerful approach to accelerate large
language model (LLM) inference by employing lightweight draft models to pro-
pose candidate tokens that are subsequently verified by the target model. The
effectiveness of this paradigm critically depends on the quality of the draft model.
While recent advances such as the EAGLE series achieve state-of-the-art speedup,
existing draft models remain limited by error accumulation: they condition only on
the current prefix, causing their predictions to drift from the target model over steps.
In this work, we propose ConFu (Contemplate the Future), a novel speculative
decoding framework that enables draft models to anticipate the future generation
direction. ConFu introduces (i) contemplate tokens and soft prompts that allow the
draft model to leverage future-oriented signals from the target model at negligible
cost, (ii) a dynamic contemplate token mechanism with MoE to enable context-
aware future prediction, and (iii) a training framework with anchor token sampling
and future prediction replication that learns robust future prediction. Experiments
demonstrate that ConFu improves accept length and generation speed over EAGLE-
3 by 8-11%, across various downstream tasks with Llama-3 3B and 8B models.
We believe our work is the first to bridge speculative decoding with continuous
reasoning tokens, offering a new direction for accelerating LLM inference.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large language models (LLMs) have achieved remarkable performance across a wide range of
natural language processing tasks, yet their inference remains prohibitively expensive due to the
autoregressive nature of text generation. Each decoding step requires a forward pass through the
full model, resulting in high latency and computational cost. To mitigate this issue, a growing body
of work has explored speculative decoding (Leviathan et al., 2023 [Miao et al., [2024; Qin et al.,
2024;12025; |Li et al., |2024ajb; 2025)), an inference paradigm that employs a lightweight draft model
to propose candidate tokens which are subsequently verified by the target model. By amortizing
multiple draft tokens within a single verification pass of the target model, speculative decoding can
accelerate generation without compromising the quality of outputs.

A central factor determining the effectiveness of speculative decoding is the quality of the draft model.
Recent advances have led to a series of draft models with increasingly strong predictive capabilities.
Notably, the EAGLE family (L1 et al.| 2024alb; 2025) represents the state of the art in speculative
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decoding. EAGLE-1 (Li et al.,|2024a) first demonstrated the effectiveness of training a single-layer
transformer that exploits the hidden states of the target model to generate draft tokens autoregressively.
EAGLE-2 (Li et al.| |2024b)) introduced a new technique of context-aware dynamic draft tree into
drafting modeling. EAGLE-3 further enhanced both architecture and training framework, setting
new benchmarks in speculative decoding speed. Across diverse benchmarks, the EAGLE models
consistently deliver superior speedups compared to prior draft models (Cai et al.} 2024} Zhang et al.|
2024), and are recognized as the current best-in-class approach.

Despite these successes, existing draft models, including the EAGLE series, have a shared drawback:
they generate draft tokens by conditioning solely on the current prefix. This design is prone to error
accumulation. As shown in Figure[Ia] at first the hidden representations of the draft model align well
with those of the target model, yielding accurate predictions. However, as the decoding proceeds,
small errors accumulate, the draft distribution drifts from the target distribution, and token acceptance
rates decline. This misalignment undermines the potential efficiency gains of speculative decoding.

In this work, we argue that draft models should not
merely focus on predicting the immediate next to-

ken, but should also anticipate the future direction of
generation. Intuitively, before committing to specific
token choices, a draft model can benefit from under-
standing what the target model is planning to generate
next at a higher level, namely, the target model’s cur-
rent “thought”. As illustrated in Figure[Ib} if the draft
model is provided with information about the target
model’s current “thought” and is encouraged to draft
tokens that follow this direction, it becomes more
likely to propose candidates that stay on the same
semantic trajectory as planned by the target model.
As a result, the draft tokens are more accurate, and
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thus less likely to be rejected during verification.
Figure 1: Illustration of the purpose of future

We instantiate this idea in ConFu (Contemplate the generation direction prediction

Future), a novel speculative decoding framework.

ConFu introduces three key innovations. First, we

introduce contemplate tokens and soft prompts that encourage the target model to expose signals of
its intermediate reasoning with minimal additional inference cost. These signals are then provided
to the draft model as auxiliary inputs, enabling more accurate and reliable token drafting. Second,
we propose a dynamic contemplate token mechanism based on Mixture-of-Experts (MoE), which
allows contemplate tokens to adapt to diverse contexts and achieve greater expressive capacity. Third,
we develop a training framework based on anchor token sampling and future prediction replication,
which efficiently and effectively trains the model to learn robust future predictions.

Experiments on SpecBench (Xia et al.,[2024) demonstrate that ConFu consistently improves both
token acceptance rates and decoding speed over the state-of-the-art speculative decoding baseline,
EAGLE-3 (Li et al.} 2025). Across a wide range of downstream tasks, including writing, question
answering, summarization, translation, coding, and mathematical reasoning, ConFu achieves substan-
tial gains under diverse decoding conditions. On average, ConFu improves token acceptance rates
and generation speed by 8-11% with Llama-3 3B and 8B models. These improvements are consistent
across all task categories, sampling temperatures, and computation budgets.

More broadly, our results suggest that speculative decoding can be significantly strengthened by
equipping draft models with the ability to contemplate the future. By conditioning draft generation on
the target model’s predicted semantic trajectory, ConFu produces draft tokens that align more closely
with the target distribution, thereby reducing rejection rates during verification and improving overall
throughput. At high-level glance, EAGLE (Li et al.||2024a) introduced a method for adding target-
biased guidance to draft model and subsequent works have been to mitigate training and inference
mismatch (Li et al., 2025} Zhang et al.,[2024; [Hu et al.,|2025). In this work, we provide a new direction
for improving draft generation by additionally conditioning the draft model with contemplate token
and future token. We view ConFu as an important step toward integrating speculative decoding with
latent reasoning paradigms (Hao et al., 2024; |Cheng & Van Durme, [2024; |Shen et al., [2025). To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first work to explicitly bridge speculative decoding with continuous
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latent “thought” representations, opening a new direction for accelerating LLM inference through
future-aware generation.

2 PRELIMINARIES

Speculative decoding utilizes a small, fast draft model (M) to generate a sequence of candidate
tokens, which are then verified in a single, parallel forward pass by the large, powerful target model
(My) (Leviathan et al., 2023; Miao et al., |2024)). In its standard form, the process works as follows:

1. Drafting: Given a prompt or a previously generated sequence x.,, the draft model M,
autoregressively generates a short sequence of K draft tokens, Zy,+1,...,Tnt+K-

2. Verification: The target model M, takes the combined sequence x1.,,, Tpy1,- - - s Tnt K aS
input and performs a single forward pass to compute the probability distributions for the
next token at each position.

3. Acceptance/Rejection: The draft tokens are checked sequentially. For each position
1t =1,---, K, the draft token x,,; is accepted if it matches the token sampled from the
target model’s distribution p; (+|Z1.n, Tnt1, - - -, Enti—1)- If a token is accepted, the process
continues. If a token is rejected, it and all subsequent draft tokens are discarded.

4. Correction: The first token that was rejected is replaced by a new token sampled from the
target model’s corrected distribution at that position. The final accepted sequence becomes
the input for the next drafting step.

The speedup comes from the number of tokens accepted in a single verification step, effectively
replacing multiple sequential forward passes of the target model with one.

To improve the acceptance rate, the drafting process can be extended to generate a tree of candidate
tokens instead of a single linear sequence (Miao et al., 2024} |Sun et al.| [2023). The draft model
proposes multiple potential tokens at each step, creating a tree of draft tokens. The target model then
validates all paths in this tree in parallel using a tree attention mechanism. The longest path that is
consistent with the target model’s predictions is accepted. This approach increases the likelihood that
at least one drafted sequence will be correct, leading to a higher average number of accepted tokens
per step.

EAGLE (Li et al.| [2024ajb; [2025)) is an advanced speculative decoding framework that addresses the
core challenge of low acceptance rates by eliminating the need for a separate, misaligned draft model.
Instead, it integrates the drafting mechanism directly into the target model itself.

The key innovation in EAGLE is the use of lightweight draft heads. The draft model can be seen as
a single-layer transformer model that exploits the hidden states of the target model. By exploiting
the target model’s hidden representations, the EAGLE draft model achieves high acceptance rate
for the draft tokens. And due to its lightweight architecture, the cost of generating draft tokens is
much smaller than running an independent draft model. EAGLE-3 further improves the architecture
of EAGLE by utilizing the hidden states of the target model from multiple layers. Specifically,
EAGLE-3 concatenates target hidden-states from initial, middle, and final layer as hi\/[ veat o R3d
which is then down-projected to obtain, hi\ fa — Woroj h,fw ¢ ¢ R4, The draft model then utilizes

the hidden state hiw ¢ to generate draft tokens autoregressively.

3 CoNFu: THE METHODOLOGY

In this section, we introduce our model architecture design and how the draft model is trained.
Specifically, Section [3.T]introduces the overall architecture of ConFu and the inference framework
with contemplate tokens. Then Section illustrates how we utilize MoE to achieve dynamic
contemplate tokens. Finally, Section [3.3|illustrates how ConFu is trained.

3.1 CAPTURE FUTURE WITH CONTEMPLATE TOKENS

The goal of future prediction is to generate a continuous embedding that captures the current “thought”
of the target model, which can then guide the draft model in sampling more accurate future tokens.
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Two key requirements must be satisfied: (1) the future prediction module must have sufficient capacity
to approximate the target model’s internal reasoning, and (2) it should incur minimal additional cost
during inference.
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Figure 2: Overview of ConFu’s inference pipeline. Given the input tokens, the target model first
produces the next output token along with a future prediction vector f, using both prompt tokens
and contemplate tokens. The draft model then conditions on f as an additional future token to
autoregressively generate draft tokens. Throughout the drafting process, the future token f remains
fixed and is always appended to the end of the input sequence.

Recent studies on latent reasoning demonstrate that LLMs can generate continuous “thought to-
kens”, after post-training, which serve as intermediate reasoning states (Hao et al 2024} [Cheng &
[Van Durme], 2024 [Shen et al.| 2025). While effective, generating such tokens requires an autore-
gressive process with multiple forward passes of the target model, which is prohibitively expensive.
Instead, we propose to exploit contemplate tokens, also known as pause tokemﬂ (Goyal et al. 2023).
A pause token is a special token appended to the input prefix that causes the LLM to perform addi-
tional computation before producing the next output. |Goyal et al.| (2023)) observed that introducing
pause tokens improves reasoning accuracy, and attributed this effect to the fact that adding pause
tokens can be viewed as increasing the hidden representations of the model when compute the next
token. From another perspective, the hidden representations of pause tokens encode the model’s
intermediate “thoughts”. More importantly, pause tokens can be processed in parallel with other
input tokens, resulting in negligible extra inference cost. This makes them a promising mechanism
for future prediction.

A challenge, however, is that speculative decoding
does not permit fine-tuning the target model, as doing
so would alter model behavior. Simply learning an
embedding for the contemplate token may also be
insufficient to capture meaningful future predictions.
To address this, we draw inspiration from BiTA
[2025)) and utilize learnable soft prompt tokens
as auxiliary parameters that instruct the target model c3
to produce future prediction.
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Figure 3: Verification with contemplate to-
kens in ConFu. Let t1, to, t3 denote draft to-
kens in the speculative tree. We insert one
contemplate token after each draft token so
that the target model can simultaneously ver-
ify draft candidates and generate the corre-

As illustrated in Figure 2] we prepend a set of prompt
tokens to the target model’s KV cache and append
a contemplate token to the current input prefix. For-
mally, the prompt tokens are learnable embeddings
with the same dimensionality as the target model’s
KV cache. The contemplate tokens can similarly be . L

. . sponding future predictions. The tree atten-
implemented as learnable token embeddings, follow- tion mask is adjusted accordingly to ensure
ing prior work on pause tokens (Goyal et al.} 2023, correct verification and alignment of future
20235). In ConFu, however, we further ex-

tend contemplate tokens beyond static embeddings by

predictions with accepted tokens.

'In this paper, we use these two terms interchangeably.
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allowing them to become dynamic during inference.
We will describe this mechanism in the next subsection.

During training, the target model is frozen, while both the soft prompt tokens and the contemplate
token embedding are optimized. Notably, the attention mask is modified such that only contemplate
tokens can attend to the soft prompt tokens, ensuring that the input prefix representations remain
unaffected.

Inference with Contemplate Tokens Figure [2| summarizes the overall inference procedure of
ConFu. Unlike BiTA, which directly decodes future tokens from the hidden representations of
contemplate tokens, ConFu instead uses these representations to guide draft generation. Specifically,
the hidden state of the contemplate token is provided as an additional token to a lightweight draft
model (implemented as a single-layer Transformer, similar to EAGLE). Conditioned on a shared
f, the draft model can generate multiple steps of candidate tokens that better anticipate the target
model’s future trajectory, thereby improving the effectiveness of speculative sampling.

For the draft model, incorporating future information is lightweight: it only requires appending a
single auxiliary token f, which can be processed efficiently alongside the existing tokens. However,
for the target model, each speculative iteration must perform two tasks simultaneously: (i) verify the
proposed draft tokens, and (ii) produce the future prediction for the next iteration.

A key challenge is that the future prediction must correspond to the final accepted draft token, which
is not known in advance. To address this, we augment the draft token tree with 7" contemplate tokens,
inserting one contemplate token for each draft node and modifying the tree attention accordingly, as
illustrated in Figure|3| This allows the target model to generate a distinct future prediction for every
draft candidate in parallel. After verification, the future prediction associated with the last accepted
token is selected and passed to the draft model in the next iteration.

We emphasize that the additional overhead introduced by contemplate tokens is modest. Let ¢ denote
the prefix length, s the number of soft prompt tokens (typically small, e.g., s = 16), and T" the number
of draft nodes in the speculative tree. During the first iteration (target-model prefill), only a single
contemplate token is appended, yielding a context length of ¢ + s + 1. In later iterations, the target
model verifies the speculative draft tree of size T'. Because each draft node is paired with an inserted
contemplate token, the target model processes a total of 27" tokens in parallel during verification.
Since T is typically moderate (e.g., T' = 30), the resulting increase in computation remains small
compared to the overall cost of target-model decoding.

3.2 DyNAMIC CONTEMPLATE TOKENS WITH MOE
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Figure 4: INlustration of Dynamic Contemplate Tokens with MoE. The input tokens contain both
accepted tokens and the draft tokens of the current iteration. The MoE module only takes the hidden
representation of the last accepted token as inputs. Then it computes the expert weights with a
linear layer (router) and outputs the weighted sum of the selected learnable embeddings as the final
contemplate token embedding. For simplicity a single [con] token is shown instead of 3 (1 for ’like’
and 2 for draft tokens)

The soft prompt tokens and the contemplate token can be interpreted as specialized instructions that
prompt the target model to summarize its current thought. However, due to the diversity of contexts
encountered during generation, a single fixed instruction is often insufficient to elicit an accurate and
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faithful summarization. For instance, in mathematical reasoning, an instruction such as “my next
equation is:” may be more appropriate, whereas in long-form writing tasks, an instruction like “this
paragraph is about:” can better capture the underlying intent. Therefore, a fixed contemplate token
embedding might not be sufficient to capture the thought of the target model accurately across diverse
tasks.

To address this limitation, we depart from prior work (Goyal et al., [2023} |Lin et al.| 2025)), which
models the contemplate token as a single learnable embedding. Instead, we parameterize the
contemplate token using a Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) architecture, conditioned on the hidden state of
the most recently accepted token.

Specifically, both the contemplate token embedding [con] (fed as input to the target model) and
the future token embedding [£] (fed as input to the draft model) in Figure|2|are produced by two
separate Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) modules. The [con] token is processed during draft token
verification by target model, and therefore uses concatenated hidden-state of last accepted token
(hMz-cat defined in Section . The [£] is processed during draft model generation and uses the
latest accepted draft token’s hidden state in the draft model (bM< in Section . Figure |4| shows
the exact MoE modules for both [con] and [£]. The embedding MoE maintains a set of 7expert
learnable token embeddings, which serve as the experts. During inference, the MoE module takes as
input the hidden state of the most recently accepted (or generated) token. A linear layer maps this
hidden state to a set of logits over the experts, which are then normalized using a Softmax function.
The top- Kexpere €xperts are selected, and the final token embedding is computed as a weighted linear
combination of their embeddings, where the weights are given by the normalized gating scores.

This design allows the contemplate token to adaptively select among multiple expert instructions
based on the current context, enabling more accurate and context-aware future direction prediction.
We believe this is the first instance of enabling dynamic-ness in the pause token setup.

3.3 TRAINING PIPELINE

Our draft model head is architecturally similar to the drafting head in EAGLE-3 (Li et al., [2025)),
with the key difference that we incorporate future prediction as an additional token. As a result, we
adopt the same training objective as prior work. Given input tokens z ., the draft model is trained to
predict the next L tokens under the train-time testing framework (Zhang et al., 2024; Li et al., 2025).
Formally, the loss is defined as

N L
ZZKL [PM,, (@e4i | Trt4i—1), Py (Tets | I1:t+1:—1,hﬁd,ht+1:t+z’—1)} (1

t=1 i=1
where K L is the KL-divergence, Py, and Py, denote the output distributions of the target and draft
models, respectively; x1.¢4, is the training sequence; hfft‘i are the down-projection of the target
model’s concatenated hidden representations used by draft model for x;.; as mentioned in Section @
and i'ft+1:t+i71 are the draft model’s hidden representations for xyy1.4+;—1-

Efficient Training with Anchor Token Sampling During training, a contemplate token must be
inserted for each token position, which would double the sequence length and substantially increase
memory consumption. To mitigate this issue, we adopt a memory-efficient training strategy based
on anchor token sampling. Specifically, from a training sequence ., we randomly sample Ky
tokens as a set of anchor tokens Tycnor- We only insert contemplate tokens for anchor tokens, and
compute the loss over the next L tokens following each anchor token. The resulting loss is

L
M T
Z ZKL {PMt(-TtJri | Trevio1);  Puy(Teri | 2repion, (16, R0 Reprrio1, fi) | ()
L€ Tunchor t=1
where, f; is last layer-hidden state of contemplate token at position ¢ conditioned on target input and
prompt tokens. With this strategy, the sequence length increases from N to N + Ky, instead of
2N, substantially reducing memory overhead.

Robust Training with Future Prediction Replication Intuitively, since the future prediction
f captures high-level intent or latent reasoning of the target model, it should be robust to small
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positional perturbations. That is, nearby tokens are expected to share similar future predictions. To
encourage this robustness, we introduce a robust training strategy.

Let f; denote the future prediction associated with an anchor token z;. For a window of nearby
tokens {z; }§'=1 that are not selected as anchor tokens, where [ is a hyperparameter, we reuse f;
as their future prediction. The draft model is then trained to predict the next L tokens for each xy ;
using the same future prediction. The resulting training objective is

I L
Z ZZKL {PMt (Terjri | Trtagriot),

€ Tanchor 7=0 i=1 3)

My %
Prry (Tegjti | Tregjtiot, [f]tah1;£ﬂrj7ht+j+1:t+j+i—17ft)}

This loss implicitly encourages the soft prompt tokens and contemplate tokens to produce informative
and robust future predictions that improve draft accuracy. Thus, no additional auxiliary losses are
required to train the draft model.

4 EXPERIMENT

In this section, we evaluate the performance of ConFu and compare it against EAGLE-3 (Li et al.,
2025)), a state-of-the-art draft model that consistently outperforms prior speculative decoding ap-
proaches such as Medusa (Cai et al.| | 2024) and HASS (Zhang et al.,[2024). We conduct experiments
with Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct and Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct (Grattafiori et al., 2024)) as target models.

Training Setup For the 8B target model, we use the official EAGLE-3 draft checkpoin For
the 3B target model, since no public EAGLE-3 checkpoint is available, we train it from scratch
using the official implementatiorﬂ Following |Li et al.| (2025)), we train on the ShareGPT and
UltraChat-200K (Ding et al.| 2023)) instruction datasets.

Since ConFu builds directly on the EAGLE-3 draft architecture, to save training time, we initialize
ConFu from the corresponding trained EAGLE-3 checkpoints and further train it on the same data
under identical optimization settings. We also experimented with continuing to train the EAGLE-3
baseline for the same number of additional steps, but observed no measurable improvement, ensuring
that our gains are not due to longer training. Overall, this setup provides a fair and controlled
comparison between ConFu and EAGLE-3. All the training are conducted with 8 NVIDIA-H100
GPUs.

Evaluation Setup We evaluate ConFu and EAGLE-3 on SpecBench (Xia et al., [2024), a compre-
hensive benchmark designed to assess speculative decoding performance across diverse instruction-
following tasks, including writing, question answering, summarization, translation, coding, mathe-
matical reasoning and other tasks.

All experiments are conducted on a single NVIDIA H100 GPU with batch size 1. For each method,
we report two standard efficiency metrics: (i) the average accepted draft length (7), which measures
how many draft tokens are accepted per verification step, and (ii) the speed-up ratio (SR) relative to
standard autoregressive decoding, which captures end-to-end decoding speed improvements. Unless
otherwise specified, both methods use the same decoding configurations (e.g., draft budget, sampling
temperature) to ensure comparability.

4.1 MAIN RESULTS

The comparison results are reported in Tables |I{and [2] We vary the sampling temperature (T €
0,0.7,1.0) and the number of draft nodes (30, 60). Across both target models, ConFu consistently
outperforms EAGLE-3 under all evaluated decoding configurations, achieving higher accept length
and speed-up ratio (SR).

Zhttps://huggingface.co/yuhuili/EAGLE-LLaMA3-Instruct—8B
*https://github.com/SafeAILab/EAGLE
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Table 1: Llama3.2-3B-Instruct comparison on SpecBench tasks across
temperature={0.0,0.7,1.0} and draft nodes={30,60}. WRIT=writing, QA=question-answer,
SUMMAR=summarization, TRANS=translation, CODE=coding, M/R=math/reasoning. Both
metrics are higher the better.

Method Nodes T WRIT RP CODE EXT STEM HUM SUMM TRAN QA RAG M/R AVG

7 SR 7T SR T SR 7 SR 7 SR 7 SR 7 SR 7 SR 7 SR T SR 7 SR 7 SR
Eagle3 30 00 400 197 354 173 513 254 438 207 426 210 404 197 350 171 364 179 358 172 407 137 459 206 400 183
ConFu 30 00 455 218 418 196 572 275 496 227 485 233 459 218 395 188 416 198 391 1.83 452 2.00 521 245 441 211
Eagle3 30 0.7 378 178 341 160 486 230 4.17 190 400 189 375 1.75 344 1.60 340 1.60 343 1.60 390 129 432 201 381 170
ConFu 30 07 423 197 382 178 539 254 463 2.09 458 215 409 193 388 180 383 180 3.68 170 421 1.86 486 224 429 195
Eagle3 30 1.0 323 151 290 137 447 212 408 185 324 154 319 152 322 151 303 143 309 143 344 152 397 185 358 159
ConFu 30 1.0 362 172 338 159 511 244 417 189 349 1.67 345 1.63 355 1.66 3.54 168 339 158 383 173 441 2.06 382 178
Eagle3 60 00 430 211 386 1.88 541 2.68 461 218 453 224 434 213 3.69 180 3.8 189 381 1.83 429 195 488 237 425 205
ConFu 60 00 490 229 442 2.09 596 2.88 513 237 516 249 483 231 418 199 440 210 417 196 475 2.10 548 259 476 2.24
Eagle3 60 0.7 405 189 377 175 501 235 458 206 420 197 391 183 356 1.65 365 1.69 369 1.68 416 181 463 213 406 1.86
ConFu 60 07 464 211 425 190 545 248 501 218 478 218 449 2.03 403 180 418 189 405 180 457 196 520 232 454 2.02
Eagle3 60 1.0 347 167 3.08 148 437 211 426 197 336 1.62 3.15 151 337 160 328 156 334 157 3.62 165 412 195 360 1.70
ConFu 60 1.0 386 173 356 159 509 229 449 194 418 1.88 342 152 381 1.69 374 167 3.63 159 4.08 173 476 2.10 4.08 1.80

Table 2: Llama3.1-8B-Instruct comparison on SpecBench tasks across
temperature={0.0, 0.7, 1.0} and draft nodes={30, 60}. Both metrics are higher the better.

Method Nodes T WRIT RP CODE EXT STEM HUM SUMM TRAN QA RAG M/R AVG

T SR 7 SR 7 SR T SR 7 SR 7 SR T SR 7 SR T SR 7 SR 7 SR T SR
Eagle3 30 00 439 243 426 231 565 3.5 489 259 502 280 4.60 259 376 204 428 235 435 232 478 159 516 282 459 236
ConFu 30 00 503 274 464 250 6.00 332 519 275 547 3.03 518 289 407 220 487 266 4.63 246 519 260 565 3.08 501 2.69
Eagle3 30 07 409 223 391 214 536 295 472 248 445 245 427 234 364 196 4.03 219 399 212 449 227 488 2.63 431 23]
ConFu 30 0.7 457 242 433 225 574 3.07 507 259 499 267 477 257 399 208 453 239 416 2.15 484 236 534 281 470 244
Eagle3 30 1.0 335 181 334 180 4.84 263 442 229 401 219 3.02 165 330 175 3.64 195 357 188 396 199 448 241 385 204
ConFu 30 1.0 418 216 3.69 196 5.05 271 454 231 391 211 3.65 197 3.60 188 4.09 217 346 1.81 432 213 471 249 411 215
Eagle3 60 00 474 259 450 243 591 327 504 265 529 294 492 275 396 214 458 250 4.69 248 503 252 549 299 487 261
ConFu 60 00 531 279 492 259 618 332 534 273 572 309 545 295 424 223 515 273 491 253 537 260 589 3.11 525 273
Eagle3 60 07 446 231 423 219 551 290 491 245 481 252 467 246 378 194 433 224 433 221 479 228 526 270 461 234
ConFu 60 07 516 262 4.65 237 590 3.04 513 253 535 275 511 265 4.05 203 485 246 449 224 507 238 561 283 496 248
Eagle3 60 1.0 387 203 349 182 4.68 248 441 220 4.00 212 3.60 192 357 183 397 207 375 191 413 201 473 246 407 2.09
ConFu 60 1.0 448 226 4.00 2.02 534 273 485 236 418 214 401 205 379 189 434 219 377 1.88 440 2.09 5.04 254 437 218

Effect of Temperature. The advantage of ConFu is most pronounced at lower sampling tem-
peratures. For example, under greedy decoding (I' = 0) with 30 draft nodes, ConFu improves
the speed-up ratio by approximately 1.14x and 1.15x, and increases accept length by 9.2% and
12.8% for the 8B and 3B target models, respectively. We attribute this trend to the fact that lower
temperatures induce a sharper and more deterministic target distribution, making the future generation
direction easier to anticipate and exploit through contemplate signals.

Effect of Draft Tree Budget. We further observe that ConFu provides consistent improvements
under both 30-node and 60-node draft trees, representing different budgets for speculative decoding.
At the same time, inserting contemplate tokens introduces additional computation proportional to the
number of draft nodes. This motivates future work on leveraging the robustness of future prediction to
reduce the number of contemplation tokens required during inference, further improving scalability.

Overall, ConFu yields efficiency improvements over EAGLE-3 across model scales and decoding
settings. For Llama3.1-3B-Instruct, ConFu increases average acceptance length by approximately by
an average of 1.11x and improves SR by roughly 8.2% across temperatures and node configurations.
Similar trends hold for Llama3.2-8B-Instruct, where ConFu consistently achieves higher accept
length and speedups. These results demonstrate that incorporating future-aware contemplate signals
effectively mitigates error accumulation in draft models and pushes speculative decoding closer to its
full efficiency potential.

4.2 ABLATION STUDIES

In this section, we report the ablation studies of ConFu. We evaluate the benefits of using dynamic
contemplate tokens with MoE (Section and future prediction replication (Section [3.3). We
compare ConFu with two of its variants: ConFu without MoE and ConFu without MoE or replication.
The results are shown in Table Bl

Effect of Dynamic Contemplate Tokens with MoE Comparing the performance of ConFu without
MOoE or replication, we observe that by adding the future prediction replication, the average accept
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Table 3: Llama3.1-8B-Instruct ablation comparison on SpecBench tasks across
temperature={0.0,0.7} and draft nodes={30}. WRIT=writing, QA=question-answer, SUM-
MAR=summarization, TRANS=translation, CODE=coding, M/R=math/reasoning. Both metrics are
higher the better. Bold numbers indicate best performance under that temperature.

Method T WRIT RP CODE EXT STEM HUM SUMM TRAN QA RAG M/R AVG
T SR T SR T SR T SR T SR T SR T SR T SR T SR T SR T SR T SR
Eagle3 00 439 243 426 231 565 3.15 489 259 502 280 460 259 376 2.04 428 235 435 232 478 159 5.16 282 459 236
ConFu 0.0 503 274 464 250 6.00 332 519 275 547 3.03 518 289 4.07 220 487 2.66 4.63 246 519 2.60 565 3.08 501 2.69
—MoE 0.0 497 273 450 244 594 330 523 276 546 3.04 506 284 404 219 483 265 460 246 512 257 559 305 497 267
MOE & Replicate 0.0 4.77 259 437 236 582 322 507 269 519 288 481 269 396 213 459 25 449 238 490 222 549 298 481 255
Eagle3 07 409 223 391 214 536 295 472 248 445 245 427 234 364 196 403 219 399 212 449 227 488 263 431 231
ConFu 0.7 457 242 433 225 574 3.07 507 259 499 267 470 257 399 208 453 239 416 215 484 236 534 281 470 244
—MoE 0.7 455 237 419 219 553 291 493 247 501 264 473 251 3.8 199 445 231 418 212 483 232 527 272 464 237

— MoE & Replicate 0.7 437 232 405 216 550 294 493 252 464 250 449 243 382 200 425 225 405 211 464 228 523 276 451 236

length increases about 0.17. It suggests that the robust training strategy improves the effectiveness of
future prediction as designed.

Effect of Robust Training with Future Prediction Replication Additionally, comparing the
results of ConFu and ConFu with MoE, we observe that, by making the contemplate tokens dynamic
with MoE, the accept length increases by 0.05 and the speed-up ratio increases by 0.02. It demonstrates
the advantage of our proposed dynamic contemplate token mechanism.

5 RELATED WORK

There is a large body of work on accelerating large language model (LLM) inference. Representative
directions include model-wise optimizations such as quantization (Lin et al.| 2024; [Liu et al., 2024),
pruning (Ma et al.|[2023)), and distillation (Hinton et al., 2015), as well as input-wise techniques such
as KV cache compression and pruning (Park et al.| 2025; |X1ao et al.,2023)). Other approaches explore
alternative architectures beyond standard Transformers. While these methods can substantially reduce
inference latency or memory usage, they typically incur a degradation in downstream task performance
or require additional retraining and careful hyperparameter tuning. In contrast, speculative decoding
offers a unique advantage: it can accelerate inference while provably preserving the original sampling
distribution of the target model, thereby avoiding any compromise in downstream performance.

Early speculative decoding methods (Leviathan et al.,2023) adopt a linear verification scheme, where
a draft model proposes a sequence of tokens and the target model verifies them in parallel, accepting
the draft prefix until the first rejection. Subsequent work has focused on improving the efficiency of
speculative decoding by refining the drafting and verification procedures. In particular, tree-structured
speculative decoding methods (Miao et al.l [2024} |Sun et al., |2023}; |Chen et al.| [2024) expand the
draft space into a tree and verify multiple candidate continuations simultaneously, thereby increasing
the expected accepted length per iteration. More recently, (Qin et al.l 2024} |2025) demonstrate that
speculative decoding can be leveraged not only to improve efficiency, but also to enhance output
quality. Importantly, these methods primarily operate at the algorithmic level, modifying the drafting
and verification strategy while remaining agnostic to the specific architectures of the draft and target
models. As a result, they are orthogonal to approaches that focus on improving the draft model itself.

Since the effectiveness of speculative decoding strongly depends on the quality of the draft model, a
parallel line of work investigates more powerful drafting architectures. Early speculative decoding
frameworks rely on standalone small models as drafters. Medusa (Cai et al.,2024) improves upon
this paradigm by attaching multiple lightweight prediction heads to the target model, enabling
the parallel generation of future tokens. Notably, the EAGLE family (Li et al.| [2024ajb; 2025)
represents the current state of the art in draft-model design for speculative decoding. EAGLE-1 (Li
et al.}2024a) introduces a single-layer Transformer that reuses the target model’s key—value cache
to autoregressively predict future tokens at the feature level. EAGLE-2 (Li et al.| [2024b) further
incorporates context-aware dynamic draft trees to adaptively balance exploration and verification.
HASS (Zhang et al., |2024) and Griffin (Hu et al.| |2025) aims to address the mismatch between
training and inference of EAGLE by modifying its training strategy. EAGLE-3 (Li et al., [2025)
significantly advances both model architecture and training methodology, achieving new records
in speculative decoding throughput. Across a wide range of benchmarks, the EAGLE models
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consistently outperform prior draft models (Cai et al.| 2024} [Zhang et al., 2024), and are widely
regarded as the strongest draft-model-based speculative decoding approach to date.

6 CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced ConFu, a new speculative decoding framework that improves draft
model quality by capturing target model’s current “thought”. Extensive experiments on SpecBench
demonstrate that ConFu consistently improves token acceptance rates and inference efficiency over
the state-of-the-art EAGLE-3 baseline across a wide range of tasks and decoding configurations.
These results suggest that equipping draft models with future-aware signals is an effective way to
mitigate error accumulation and improves speculative decoding’s effectiveness. More broadly, ConFu
highlights the importance of modeling high-level generation intent in speculative decoding. We
believe this perspective opens new avenues for improving inference efficiency by bridging latent
reasoning with speculative decoding.
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