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Abstract

Reducing serving cost and latency is a fundamental concern for the deployment
of language models (LMs) in business applications. To address this, cascades
of LMs offer an effective solution that conditionally employ smaller models for
simpler queries. Cascaded systems are typically built with independently trained
models, neglecting the advantages of considering inference-time interactions of the
cascaded LMs during training. In this paper, we present cascade-aware training
(CAT), an approach to optimizing the overall quality-cost performance tradeoff of a
cascade of LMs. We achieve inference-time benefits by training the small LM with
awareness of its place in a cascade and downstream capabilities. We demonstrate
the value of the proposed method with over 60 LM tasks of the SuperGLUE,
WMT22, and FLAN2021 datasets.

1 Introduction

Dense neural networks, such as large language models (LLMs), incur significant computational cost
to train and serve. Conditional computation—where a strict subset of model parameters are activated
on some queries—is a manner of reducing cost. One general approach is to arrange a group of
models into a cascade of varying scales [Viola and Jones, 2001, Varshney and Baral, 2022], with the
smallest being least capable (but computationally cheapest) and largest being most capable (but most
expensive). A query is routed through the cascade, and uses the smallest model which is ‘confident’
(in some concrete sense) to compute the response. See Figure 1, Left.

Such a modular arrangement naturally admits physically distributed deployments: e.g., a low-latency
small model on a mobile device where queries originate, augmented by a high-latency larger model
on a server in a datacenter [Rawat et al., 2021, Kag et al., 2023]. Compared to sending all queries to
the highest-quality model at the server, the cascade saves on both computation cost (e.g., average
floating point operations or ‘FLOPs’ per query, a proxy for power usage) and average query latency.

Cascades have been extensively studied for image classification and segmentation [Viola and Jones,
2001, Trapeznikov and Saligrama, 2013, Bolukbasi et al., 2017, Huang et al., 2018, Wang et al.,
2018, Streeter, 2018, Rawat et al., 2021, Wang et al., 2022, Kag et al., 2023, Jitkrittum et al., 2023],
for classification-based natural language processing (NLP) [Rawat et al., 2021, Mamou et al., 2022,
Varshney and Baral, 2022, Khalili et al., 2022, Dohan et al., 2022], and recently for generative
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NLP [Chen et al., 2023, Gupta et al., 2024, Yue et al., 2024]. The latter’s central challenge is that it
involves variable-length sequence outputs, where a suitable confidence measure that can indicate the
quality of the response is non-obvious [Gupta et al., 2024].

Typically, neural network cascades leverage preexisting models, dropping them into place in the
cascade as is [Varshney and Baral, 2022]. Any considerations of the overall cascade’s performance
are post-hoc and concentrated on aspects apart from the constituent models, like the routing or
deferral logic (e.g., as in Narasimhan et al. [2022], Jitkrittum et al. [2023], Gupta et al. [2024], Chen
et al. [2023], Yue et al. [2024]). The models themselves remain fixed and cascade-oblivious. But
intuitively it would be preferable if the small model did not expend capacity attempting to handle
‘hard’ queries that will be routed onwards anyway. A few cascade-aware approaches have been
proposed in the literature for non-generative tasks. Kag et al. [2023] trains an entire cascaded system
for image classification end-to-end. Rawat et al. [2021] uses carefully tuned distillation-inspired
losses to isolate knowledge in a ‘lite’ (i.e., small) model while keeping their large model frozen. Both
show significant improvements, but are not immediately applicable to the generative LLM setting.

To the best of our knowledge, the present work is the first to consider how to perform cascade-aware
training for cascades of LLMs. Fine-tuning a constituent LLM in a cascade of LLMs requires
addressing several underlying technical challenges. First, LLMs in their generative capacity are
deployed in an autoregressive manner; inference routing decisions are made at the sequence level (as
noted by Gupta et al. [2024]). Training, however, takes place at the token level. Bridging this gap
between token-based training and sequence-level inference routing is not straightforward. Second,
and related, the notion of ‘easy’ or ‘hard’ training content is complex as it must be judged at the token
level. Finally, the larger model(s) may have several billions of parameters (with correspondingly
massive training costs).

In this paper, we describe how to significantly improve a cascade of language models (LMs) by
fine-tuning the smallest LM with ‘awareness’ of its place in the cascade and the capabilities of
the larger LMs that support it, in a scalable manner, while bridging the token-to-sequence training
to inference gap. Such cascade-aware training (as we refer to it) yields a significantly improved
quality-cost tradeoff relation compared to various baselines, at relatively small increased training cost.
Crucially, we only query the typical functional API of the larger model with respect to which we
train, analogous to that exposed by ChatGPT [OpenAI, 2022] or Gemini [Team et al., 2024]. We seek
a ‘sweet spot’ where we impact the deferral behavior enough to significantly reduce inference-time
computational cost, without dramatically increasing the computational cost of training, and while
leaving the capabilities of the large model unmodified.

The contributions of this paper are as follows:

(i) We present a practical, scalable, and general method to improve the quality-to-cost tradeoff curve
for a cascade of two language models (Section 3). This method functions by leveraging the
predictions of the large model to define a new loss function for the small model. Intuitively, the
small model is encouraged to focus its capacity on ‘easier’ examples, by selectively masking
certain tokens–those on which both models’ prediction was incorrect (see Figure 1, Right).

(ii) We observe that this altered loss function improves the cascade quality primarily by increasing
performance of the small model when asked to process a significant fraction of the queries, often
improving the performance of the small model when it processes all queries (Section 4). In this
sense, our methods can be understood as a a novel approach to token-wise data filtering without
sacrificing large amounts of data.

(iii) To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first to consider directly optimizing language
models for their position in cascades in a multi-task scenario encompassing both generation and
classification tasks, and the first to demonstrate that token-level loss adjustments can be translated
to sequence-level cascade gains.

We demonstrate all of the above with experiments on the SuperGLUE [Wang et al., 2019], WMT22
[Kocmi et al., 2022], and FLAN2021 [Wei et al., 2021] datasets encompassing over 60 LM tasks.

2 Setup

Language Models (LMs) Let x := (x1, . . . , xM ) ∈ X denote an input sequence (or ‘query’)
where each token xi is an element from a vocabulary V := [V ] := {1, . . . , V } of cardinality V ,
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Figure 1: Left: Cascade setup at inference time. The small model is deployed along side the large
model that guided its training. Right: Our proposed cascade-aware training (CAT). The small model
has access to a trained, fixed, large model during training. The proposed training objective (see (7))
is a generalization of the standard one-hot cross entropy and KL-divergence based distillation loss,
where losses are only accounted for on tokens that are predicted correctly by the small or the large
model (i.e., tokens that are not too difficult).

and X := V∗. Similarly, let y := (y1, . . . , yN ) ∈ Y := V∗ be an output sequence (or ‘response’)
where each output token yi ∈ V. A language model p is a parametric probability distribution that
computes the probability p(y|x) of an output sequence y given an input sequence x. This conditional
probability may be expressed as:

p(y|x) =
N∏
i=1

p(yi|x,y<i), (1)

where y<i := (y1, . . . , yi−1) and y<1 = ∅. Expressing the probability in this auto-regressive manner
allows one to parameterize a model to repeatedly predict one output token at a time. A common
modeling approach is to set p(·|x,y<i) = softmax (f(x,y<i)) where f(x,y<i) ∈ RV is a vector
of per-token logit scores. Common network architecture choices for modeling f are Recurrent Neural
Networks, such as Long Short-Term Memory [Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997], or Transformers
[Vaswani et al., 2017]. The latter are generally considered the state-of-the-art, and we will use them
in our experiments in Section 4.

LM Training Losses Suppose that we observe a training set {(x(j),y(j))}Sj=1 containing S query-
response pairs. With the auto-regressive representation in (1), a common way to use this training
set to fine-tune the LM is by minimizing the average over examples of (one-hot) cross-entropy loss,
which is the sum negative log likelihoods of the N output tokens of a particular example (x,y):

Lxent(x,y) = −
N∑
i=1

log p(yi|x,y<i). (2)

This can be augmented with distillation [Bucilǎ et al., 2006, Hinton et al., 2015] in some proportion
w ∈ [0, 1], if we have a well-trained (teacher) LM, pteach, available to ‘teach’ the (student) LM
undergoing training, p:

Ldist(x,y) = −
N∑
i=1

(
w · log p(yi|x,y<i) + (1− w) ·

V∑
y′=1

pteach(y
′|x,y<i) log p(y

′|x,y<i)
)
(3)

The latter involves token-level distillation [Sanh et al., 2020], as opposed to sequence-level distil-
lation [Kim and Rush, 2016, Gu et al., 2024, Wei et al., 2024]. Recent work has also explored the
utility of modifying the samples on which token-level distillation is performed [Agarwal et al., 2024].

3



The above standard approaches ((2) and (3)) consider all output tokens when calculating the loss.
This penalizes the LM equally for its prediction ability on all tokens. In Section 3, we will present an
alternative approach which selectively considers which tokens should count when calculating loss.

LM Cascades Let pS and pL be a small model and a large model, respectively. At test time, given
an input query x, we call a pre-determined deferral rule r : X → R to obtain a routing score (or
deferral score) r(x). The small model pS is used if r(x) < τ and the large model is used otherwise,
where τ ∈ R is a threshold to be specified. The cascade model may be written succinctly as:

pcas(y|x) := 1[r(x) < τ ] · pS(y|x) + 1[r(x) ≥ τ ] · pL(y|x). (4)

There are many design choices for the function r (see Gupta et al. [2024], Wang et al. [2022]).

In this work, we focus on a deferral arrangement where r depends on pS . That is, each input query x
always triggers a call to pS , and then r is used to decide whether to additionally invoke (or ‘defer’
to) pL. In particular, we use the confidence (as measured by normalized log-likelihood of the output
sequence) of pS to decide whether to use pS for prediction or use pL. Concretely, let yS ∼ pS(·|x)
be the output sequence consisting of N tokens. The deferral rule of interest is:

r(x) = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

log pS(yS,i|x,yS,<i). (5)

Cascade Cost The point of a model cascade is to reduce costs, like expected number of floating
point operations (FLOPs) per query or expected latency per query, via conditional activation of
parameters. If the cost to serve query x is CS(x) for the small model and CL(x) for the large model,
the cost to serve query x by the overall neural cascade is:

Ccas(x) = CS(x) + 1[r(x) ≥ τ ] · CL(x) (6)

3 Cascade-Aware Training (CAT)

Given the preliminaries in the previous section, we can describe the exact problem we will optimize.
We assume that pL has already been fine-tuned on desired tasks and is fixed. We are interested
in fine-tuning pS in a manner that, when deployed jointly alongside pL in an overall cascade pcas,
achieves the best expected quality of response from (4) for expected cost expended from (6).

Adjusting the parameters of pS can affect the quality-cost tradeoff in two ways: via changes to the
small model’s prediction accuracy, and via changes to the small model’s prediction confidence (which
affects routing decisions via (5)). Note that the routing threshold τ is a free parameter which controls
the operating location on the quality-cost tradeoff curve. Cascade-aware training should provide a
more desirable such tradeoff curve.

We now present our approach for training the small model pS in a cascade-aware manner. Given an
input-output training example (x,y), we define the cascade-aware training loss as:

Lcat−dist(x,y) := −
N∑
i=1

αi ·
(
w · log pS(yi|x,y<i) (7)

+ (1− w) ·
V∑

y′=1

pL(y
′|x,y<i) log pS(y

′|x,y<i)
)
,

αi = αi(x,y<i) := 1

[
yi = argmax

y′∈V
pS(y

′|x,y<i) ∨ yi = argmax
y′∈V

pL(y
′|x,y<i)

]
. (8)

This loss is nearly the same as Ldist in (3), with the large model leveraged as teacher (pteach = pL).
The difference is that we selectively ignore some tokens (those wrongly predicted by both the small
and large models), via the αi term (see Figure 1 Right for illustration). This focuses the small
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model to learn to predict learnable output tokens, where a token is considered learnable if it can be
predicted correctly by one of the two models. We can also consider a simplified version of cascade-
aware training loss when w = 1, i.e. a cascade-aware variant of just the one-hot cross-entropy loss:
Lcat−xent. Note that αi is non-differentiable, so it influences model updating only by selectively
ignoring certain tokens.

The token filtering criterion defined by αi serves to consider only tokens that are not too difficult,
i.e., those predicted correctly by at least one model. This approach allows the small model to
optimize its limited capacity by focusing on learnable tokens curated by the large model, which helps
improve both the small model’s overall accuracy and its output confidence measure. Intuitively, this
strategy leverages the large model’s capability to concentrate the small model on a learnable token
set (Figure 1, Right), thereby enhancing the small model’s confidence and accuracy. Simultaneously,
it maintains exploration by including tokens that the small model can correctly predict. This overall
confidence enhancement on the correctly predicted tokens increases the reliability of the score from
(5), serving as a robust deferral indicator. As shall be seen in Section 4.2, a CAT-trained model
exhibits improved accuracy on examples where it is confident.

Since αi acts token-wise, it can be easily applied to the training or fine-tuning of language models.
Rawat et al. [2021] demonstrated that filtering out the ‘hard’ sequence (the whole training example)
can also benefit the cascade, allowing the small model to learn more efficiently on ‘easy’ ones.
However, designing an appropriate criterion for ‘hard’ sequences (compared to ‘hard’ tokens) is
non-trivial. Additionally, even within difficult sequences, some tokens may not be inherently difficult
to predict. Discarding entire sequences could result in the loss of valuable training tokens.

The experiments in the next section will show the benefits to the cascade of fine-tuning the small
model in a cascade-aware manner.

4 Experiments

In this section, we present a series of experiments comparing the performance of small models trained
with cascade-aware training (CAT) against models trained with the more commonly used cross-
entropy loss and distillation loss. These experiments were conducted on three datasets encompassing
over 60 language model tasks. Additionally, we provide a case study, demonstrating that small models
trained with CAT loss exhibit improved accuracy on examples where they have high confidence.

4.1 CAT improves performance of the cascade

Datasets To verify our hypothesis that CAT could benefit the cascade with more robust deferral
indicator from the small model, we conducted fine-tuning experiments on the SuperGLUE [Wang
et al., 2019], WMT22 [Kocmi et al., 2022], and FLAN2021 [Wei et al., 2021] datasets, which
encompass over 60+ language model tasks commonly used for multi-task language model fine-tuning.
SuperGLUE and WMT22 datasets consist of classification and generation tasks, respectively. Given
the wide range of languages in WMT22, we randomly selected three language pairs (en ↔ zh, en ↔ ja,
and en ↔ ru), resulting in six translation tasks. The performance measurements for SuperGLUE and
WMT (accuracy and BLEU score) are well-accepted benchmarks for robust performance comparison.
FLAN2021 datasets include a large number of tasks covering both classification and generation task
types, allowing us to examine CAT’s influence on both when trained together.

Beyond fine-tuning, we also explored the benefits of CAT on the pretraining task using the C4 datasets
[Raffel et al., 2020], as detailed in Appendix E.

Models We employed PALM-2 language models [Anil et al., 2023] as our cascading LM candidates.
For all experiments, we used pretrained PALM-2 Gecko as the small LM and PALM-2 Otter as the
large LM. For each model-dataset pair, we conducted a round of fine-tuning to ensure they performed
reasonably well. Note that for WMT22, the large model was fine-tuned on the entire WMT22 dataset,
not just the three selected language pairs of interest. This make the gap between small and large
models clearer. Across all three datasets, the large model consistently outperformed the small model.
We used greedy decoding for all LMs. Detailed training configurations, including learning rate,
training steps, and batch size, are provided in Appendix A.
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(a) SuperGLUE (b) FLAN2021-Cls-Tasks

Figure 2: Quality-vs.-FLOPs curves for classification tasks on SuperGLUE, and FLAN2021 datasets.
We utilized two most commonly used training losses as comparison: cross-entropy (Xent) and
distillation with KL divergence (Dist). Results showed that CAT benefits the cascade dramatically on
both losses. On the SuperGLUE dataset as shown in (a), CAT-Xent reduces 50% FLOPs given fixed
86% accuracy requests (13% deferral request less). With the same 5 billion FLOPs budget, CAT-Xent
achieves 2% absolute accuracy improvement. Meanwhile, CAT does not clearly downgrade the small
model’s original capability (left end of the curves). When applying CAT with distillation, we can still
see benefits for the cascade majority of the time (CAT-Dist vs. Dist). Similar benefits are also seen
on FLAN2021 datasets in (b).

Evaluation We conducted evaluations on the benchmarks in a task-agnostic manner, wherein
queries from different tasks were input into the language models. This approach is more realistic for
language models with multi-task support. The results of task-specific comparisons are available in
Appendix D. We used deferral curves (Accuracy-vs.-FLOPs or BLEU score-vs.-FLOPs) to summarize
the models’ cascading performance, following the methodology from previous works [Gupta et al.,
2024, Jitkrittum et al., 2023, Kag et al., 2023]. FLOPs per token was used as the cost of interest
(x-axis in Figures 2 and 3). We consider the per-token FLOPs cost of calling either constituent LM
for inference as a constant (i.e., independent of query x); we approximated it as twice the number
of parameters in that LM (as in Kaplan et al. [2020] and Hoffmann et al. [2022]). Calculating the
FLOPs cost in this way makes it essentially the same as the "deferral ratio" used in [Gupta et al., 2024,
Jitkrittum et al., 2023, Kag et al., 2023]. We constructed the deferral curves by sweeping different
thresholds τ in (6) on the deferral score r(x) in (5).

The FLAN2021 datasets provided 15 different metrics for evaluation. Here, we present results from
39 tasks whose evaluation metric is accuracy, and 8 tasks that rely on BLEU scores.

Baselines As CAT is applied on losses in a token-wise manner, we can easily apply it to various
training paradigms for language models. We chose two loss functions for this study. One is the plain
cross-entropy loss Xent (Lxent in (2)), which is most commonly used in model fine-tuning. The other
is model distillation loss Dist (Ldist in (3)). For the distillation experiments, we set w = 0.5, which
has proven reliable based on our experience. We applied cascade-aware training to these two losses
and got our new design CAT-Xent and CAT-Dist (see Lcat−xent and Lcat−dist in (7) in Section 3).
We also explored four other loss designs which are similar to (7) but only based on either pS or pL;
see our ablation study in Appendix C.2. Kag et al. [2023], Gupta et al. [2024] are also compared with
some adjustment to adapt the multi-task LM cascade, but their performance is not on-par with the
other baselines. For the sake of clarity, we defer their presentation to Appendix B.

Comparison: classification tasks Figure 2 shows that CAT benefits the cascade dramatically on
the SuperGLUE dataset, especially when the model is trained with one-hot cross entropy (CAT-Xent).
Compared with the training with plain one-hot cross entropy (Xent), CAT-Xent reduces 13% FLOPs
(large model calls) given fixed 87% accuracy.

With fixed 2 billion total FLOPs budget (∼20% large model calls), CAT-Xent gets 2% accuracy
improvement. Meanwhile, CAT does not clearly downgrade the small model’s original capability
(left end of the curves). When applying CAT with distillation, we can still see benefits for the cascade
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(a) WMT22 (b) FLAN2021-Gen-Tasks

Figure 3: Quality-vs-FLOPs curves for generation tasks on WMT22, and FLAN2021 datasets. We
see benefits from CAT for the cascade in two aspects. One is the benefits to the small model’s quality
directly and the other one is to the cascade. On both WMT22 and FLAN2021 datasets, we see clear
higher BLEU scores from the small model trained with CAT and cross-entropy loss (see the starting
point of CAT-Xent vs. Xent in (a) and (b)). This even mitigates the improvements from distillation
(CAT-Xent vs. Dist). For cascade, we can also see the benefits, though not as significant as those on
classification tasks.

majority of the time (CAT-Dist vs. Dist). Similar trends can be seen on FLAN2021 datasets. It
is worth mentioning that on both SuperGLUE and FLAN2021 dataset, distillation improves the
small LM’s quality (Dist vs. Xent) compared to with one-hot cross entropy, CAT-Xent levels up
the cascade performance and out-performs the cascade with small LM fine-tuned with distillation,
especially in the low-FLOPS range.

Comparison: generation tasks Generation tasks commonly contain dozens to hundreds of tokens
in the responses. Though more challenging than classification tasks, we see from Figure 3 benefits
from CAT for the cascade. One obvious gain from CAT is that the small LMs could enjoy better
intrinsic quality with cross-entropy loss (higher BLEU scores see the starting points of CAT-Xent
versus Xent in Figure 3(a) and (b)) on WMT22 dataset. This improvement even mitigates the benefits
gained from distillation (CAT-Xent versus Dist). This is further confirmed on the FLAN2021
dataset. We hypothesize that this improvement partially comes from the lower ratio of noisy training
samples after token-wise filtering from CAT. In addtion, we can also see the benefits from CAT for
the cascade on the generation tasks (e.g. CAT-Xent versus Xent on FLAN2021 or WMT22 in the
low-to-intermediate deferral regime).

4.2 CAT improves accuracy on non-deferred examples

In this section, we show that the model trained with the proposed CAT objective of (7) has improved
accuracy on examples on which it is confident (compared to a standard trained model).

Let M be a task-specific metric function such that M(x,y, p) gives a quality score of a predicted
output sequence produced by a model p relative to the ground-truth output y. For instance, for
SuperGLUE, a common choice is to set M to be the 0-1 correctness indicator function. The mean
quality score Mcas(τ) of a cascade of pS and pL is given by

Mcas(τ) = E(x,y) [M(x,y, pS)1[r(x) < τ ]] + E(x,y) [M(x,y, pL)1[r(x) ≥ τ ]] (9)

:= A1(τ) +A2(τ),

where E may be replaced with an empirical expectation. We recall from (5) that r(x) =

− 1
N

∑N
i=1 log pS(yS,i|x,yS,<i), where yS ∼ pS(·|x) is the output generated from pS . In (9),

A1(τ) thus denotes the average (unnormalized) quality score on examples that invoke pS as a func-
tion of the deferral threshold τ . Similarly, A2(τ) denotes the average quality score on examples that
are deferred to pL. Note that the y-axis in Figure 3 shows A1(τ) +A2(τ) as τ varies.

Figure 4 shows A1(τ) and A2(τ) as we vary τ , which in turn varies the deferral rate (i.e., the fraction
of examples sent to pL). We compare two models fine-tuned on SuperGLUE: (i) CAT, and (ii) the
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Figure 4: Average quality scores on examples deferred to the small model (A1) and to the large model
(A2). Accuracy numbers weighted by deferral rate, so that the sum of the two curves represents the
accuracy of the cascaded system. We compare two models fine-tuned on SuperGLUE. CAT refers
to fine-tuning using cascade-aware training loss of (7) (setting w = 1), and XEnt refers to using the
standard cross-entropy loss of (2). We observe that the gains in accuracy is from A1. Note that curve
of A2-XEnt is fully covered by A2-CAT

model trained with the standard one-hot cross entropy. We observe that both models have roughly the
same A2 across all deferral rates, while the CAT-trained model has higher A1. This indicates that on
the set of examples each candidate model is confident, the CAT-trained model has higher accuracy.

We note that Figure 4 demonstrates two separate phenomena leading to improved performance of
CAT-trained models. On SuperGLUE Multi-RC, A1-CAT starts above A1-Xent when deferral rate is
0; this indicates that A1-CAT is simply a better model than A1-Xent–all the queries are routed to the
small model. Therefore A1-CAT must have learned to correctly process some examples which A1-
Xent cannot. In the case of SuperGLUE Record, on the other hand, the two models start effectively
overlapping on the left-hand side of the figure; it is only in the body of the deferral rate graph that
A1-CAT achieves separation from A1-Xent.

5 Related work

Having reviewed cascades and language models in Sections 1 and 2, and our novel contributions to
cascade-aware training of language models in Sections 3 and 4, we now describe a few other, more
tangentially-related research directions.

Conditional Compute The deep learning revolution has been dominated by those models which
most effectively leverage compute resources, a phenomenon famously characterized as the ‘bitter
lesson’ [Sutton, 2019]. One natural direction to better leverage compute resources (or, alternatively,
expand model capacity for fixed compute cost) is to introduce conditional computation into the
model architecture. Model cascades are one manner of doing this, making the inference computation
conditional/adaptive.

A closely related technique for adaptive inference is early-exiting, wherein a single model is par-
titioned into multiple sub-models (typically via attaching classification heads to intermediate lay-
ers) [Teerapittayanon et al., 2016, Huang et al., 2018, Schwartz et al., 2020, Xin et al., 2020, Jazbec
et al., 2023]. As with a cascade, these less compute-intensive, intermediate sub-models can be invoked
for ‘easy’ queries. Recent works have successfully extended this paradigm to generative language
models [Schuster et al., 2022, Kusupati et al., 2022, Devvrit et al., 2023]. As with cascade-aware
training, one can also aim to train each of the sub-models to be aware of their adaptive usage [Yu
et al., 2022, Regol et al., 2024].

An altogether different approach to conditional computation is via the paradigm of ‘experts as layers’–
that is, using a sparse layer consisting of distinct ‘experts’ to effectively replace each dense layer
in a model architecture which is otherwise unchanged. Pursuing conditional computation in this
form requires ‘baking’ sparsity into the model at a granular level (i.e., per layer), from the start of
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training. Notable examples of research on this approach are Mixture-of-Experts [Shazeer et al.,
2017] and Switch Transformers [Fedus et al., 2022b]). For an excellent overview of this family’s
history, see Fedus et al. [2022a], which we will not attempt to reproduce here.

Cascade Deferral Decision-Making Cascades involve orchestrating amongst a series of models
via a deferral rule, which decides which model is most appropriate for a given input. Classically,
for a probabilistic classifier, this is simply based on thresholding the model’s probability for the
predicted class, or the entropy of the model’s probability distribution [Viola and Jones, 2001, Wang
et al., 2018]. While it is possible to learn a deferral rule based on these probabilities (and other
features) [Trapeznikov and Saligrama, 2013, Narasimhan et al., 2022] — leveraging advances in the
literature on learning to defer to an expert [Madras et al., 2018, Mozannar and Sontag, 2020, Verma
and Nalisnick, 2022, Mao et al., 2024] — simple probability thresholding is often competitive [Jitkrit-
tum et al., 2023]. We note also that learned deferral rules can be seen as generalizing model routing,
wherein a model selector is learned based purely on the input example [Shnitzer et al., 2023, Lu et al.,
2023, Hari and Thomson, 2023, Wang et al., 2023, Lee et al., 2024, Sakota et al., 2024, Ding et al.,
2024, Hu et al., 2024].

Data Filtering Equation (7) can be seen as filtering out from the training objective certain ‘hard-
to-learn’ tokens, wherein neither the small nor the large model makes a correct prediction. The
value of filtering out ‘hard-to-learn’ samples has been demonstrated in conventional classification
problems [Mindermann et al., 2022], and more broadly, the question of what constitutes an ‘easy’,
‘hard’, or ‘important’ example to learn has been an active thread of research [Toneva et al., 2018, Ren
et al., 2018, Paul et al., 2021, Baldock et al., 2021, Agarwal et al., 2022]. A closely related line of
work has also demonstrated the value of filtering out samples with noisy labels [Jiang et al., 2018,
Song et al., 2019, Wei et al., 2022, Xia et al., 2023].

6 Conclusion

We have presented an approach to modifying the small model in a LM cascade, filtering tokens
used in training to make it ‘aware’ of the knowledge of a larger LM situated downstream in the
cascade. Experiments with a representative cascade of LLMs, on a variety of fine-tuning datasets of
classification and generative tasks, demonstrate the efficacy of this cascade-aware LM training for
improving the quality-cost tradeoff curve.

In this work, we have endeavored to understand empirically the relative contributions to cascade
improvements from two separate effects: (1) ‘zero-sum’ changes to the knowledge of the small model,
as it focuses its capacity on easier topics, and (2) non-‘zero-sum’ changes, where removing the ‘hard’
examples is tantamount to filtering out label noise in training data. But an even deeper understanding
of the two effects would be useful.

We applied our methodology to the most basic form of model cascade (namely, involving just two
LMs). A number of natural extensions come to mind. Applying cascade-aware training for a cascade
of three or more LMs, where perhaps both the small and medium models have their parameters
updated during fine-tuning, would be an interesting study. What should the criteria for filtering tokens
(i.e., the αi term of (7)) be in such a scenario?

Another interesting future direction of cascade-aware training would be in regards to the ‘flavor’ of
fine-tuning applied. We focused on supervised fine-tuning methods, but reinforcement learning (RL)
approaches to fine-tuning, like RLHF, have become of significant interest to the LLM field [Ouyang
et al., 2022].

As noted in the introduction, one of the major benefits of a model cascade is the capacity to host
the cascade’s models in different physical or logical locations. The techniques we present are
naturally amenable to deployment in a distributed system, where e.g. small models live on edge
devices and large models are deployed in a datacenter. In this vein, it would be interesting to explore
cascade-aware training further in a setting like federated learning (FL) [McMahan et al., 2017], where
the fine-tuning data is private and decentralized (residing at the edge e.g. on users’ phones), and a
global cascade-aware trained small model is learned over successive rounds of FL training. Recent
developments in distributed training over edge devices (e.g. Rush et al. [2023]) enable development
and training against much more flexible losses, including e.g. dynamic system costs. Overall, we
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expect the exploration of training cascaded models in and for distributed deployments to form a major
area of research going forward.
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Cascade-Aware Training of Language Models

Appendix

A Hyperparameters

In this section we provide details on fine tuning (batch size, which checkpoints, number of training
steps, LR, etc) in Table 1. For all fine-tuning experiments, we use PaLM-2 [Anil et al., 2023] Gecko
and Otter as our small and large LMs, respectively. We fine-tune them on one of SuperGLUE [Wang
et al., 2019], WMT22 [Kocmi et al., 2022] or FLAN2021 [Wei et al., 2021], before evaluation. For
Gecko fine tuning, we used 16xTPUv4 (HBM2 32GB), with the training time 6-9 hour on SuperGLUE
dataset, 2-4 hours on WMT22 dataset and 8-11 hours on FLAN2021 dataset. For Otter fine tuning,
we used 128xTPUv5e (HBM2 16GB) with training time roughly 3 days for SuperGLUE dataset and
64xTPUv4 with training time around 2 hours on WMT22 dataset and 3 days on FLAN2021 dataset.
For all fine-tuning tasks or models mentioned in this appendix, they follow the same setting as listed
in Table 1, unless otherwise indicated.

Table 1: Training configuration for the LMs tested.
Dataset Base Loss Train Steps LR Batch Sz Dropout Optimizer
SuperGLUE Gecko Xent 10000 5e-5 64 0.1 Adafactor
SuperGLUE Gecko CAT-Xent 10000 5e-5 64 0.1 Adafactor
SuperGLUE Gecko Dist 10000 5e-5 64 0.1 Adafactor
SuperGLUE Gecko CAT-Dist 10000 5e-5 64 0.1 Adafactor
SuperGLUE Otter Xent 5000 1e-5 512 0.1 Adafactor
WMT22 Gecko Xent 4000 5e-5 32 0.1 Adafactor
WMT22 Gecko CAT-Xent 4000 5e-5 32 0.1 Adafactor
WMT22 Gecko Dist 4000 5e-5 32 0.1 Adafactor
WMT22 Gecko CAT-Dist 4000 5e-5 32 0.1 Adafactor
WMT22 Otter Xent 1000 1e-5 1024 0.1 Adafactor
FLAN2021 Gecko Xent 10000 1e-3 64 0.1 Adafactor
FLAN2021 Gecko CAT-Xent 10000 1e-3 64 0.1 Adafactor
FLAN2021 Gecko Dist 10000 1e-3 64 0.1 Adafactor
FLAN2021 Gecko CAT-Dist 10000 1e-3 64 0.1 Adafactor
FLAN2021 Otter Xent 60000 3e-5 128 0.05 Adafactor

B Comparison with other baselines

In addition to the two baselines, Xent and Dist, mentioned in the paper, we compared CAT against
two other baselines: EdgeInference [Kag et al., 2023] and ChowQuantile [Gupta et al., 2024].
The EdgeInference method, a notable work exploring the benefits of model training in a cascade,
uses a router on the output logits or embeddings of the smaller model to determine deferral based
on the router’s scores. However, this approach was designed for classification tasks in the vision
field, where the model generates a single embedding and logits vector. This method is not directly
applicable to language model tasks, where outputs are sequences of tokens, whether for classification
or generation tasks. To adapt EdgeInference for our study, we modified the router’s input from the
vector of logits to the logits of each output token from the small language model:

[pS(yS,i|x,yS,<i)], i ∈ {0, 1, 2, ...N}, (10)

forming a feature vector. Since the output token length is not fixed, we padded it with zeros to a
fixed length of 2048. We fine-tuned the router while keeping both the small and large models frozen,
with one-hot cross-entropy loss. ChowQuantile [Gupta et al., 2024] explores different methods
to combine the small model’s logits into reliable deferral indicators. We used ChowQuantile-0,
which essentially uses the minimum of the logits from the small model as the deferral indicator, as
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(a) SuperGLUE (b) FLAN2021-Cls-Tasks

(c) WMT22 (d) FLAN2021-Gen-Tasks

Figure 5: Quality-vs-FLOPs curves for classification and generation tasks on SuperGLUE, WMT22
and FLAN2021 datasets.

one baseline. In the following section of ablation study, we will present results from other quantile
choices.

For EdgeInference, its performance is quite similar to the baseline Xent on the SuperGLUE
dataset and the classification tasks on the FLAN2021 dataset. This is because the response length
for classification tasks in language models generally consists of a limited number of tokens (mostly
just one token). However, when tested on generation tasks, the cascade quality dropped significantly,
especially for the WMT22 dataset, as shown in Figure 5 (c) and (d). Since ChowQuantile does not
fine-tune the model and relies solely on the model’s inherent capability, it uses the same small model
as the baseline Xent. The results of ChowQuantile are generally not on par with Xent, which uses
the average.

C Ablation study

In the ablation study, we aim to explore: 1) the best methods to derive deferral decisions from
token-level uncertainty, aside from the approach described in (5); and 2) two alternative loss designs
that are natural extensions of the current one.

C.1 Token-level uncertainty to deferral decision

This exploration is similar to Gupta et al. [2024]. The major difference is that we are exploring
deferral rules in a multi-task scenario, whereas Gupta et al. [2024] focused on single-task deferral.

As indicated in (5), we can use token-wise logits from the language model to measure its uncer-
tainty (or confidence) in its responses. We compared six different methods to combine logits from
tokens into a deferral indicator: ’average’, ’minimum’, ’maximum’, ’sum’, ’ChowQuantile04’, and
’ChowQuantile08’ [Gupta et al., 2024]. Note that ’minimum’ can be viewed as a special case of
’ChowQuantile’ as mentioned in [Gupta et al., 2024]. We tested each deferral rule with our small
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(a) SuperGLUE with CAT-Xent loss (b) SuperGLUE with CAT-Dist loss

(c) WMT22 with CAT-Xent loss (d) WMT22 with CAT-Dist loss

Figure 6: Quality-vs-FLOPs curves for different deferral rules on SuperGLUE, and WMT22 datasets.

language model trained with CAT-Xent loss and CAT-Dist loss (3) on the SuperGLUE and WMT22
datasets.

From Figure 6, we can clearly see that ’average’ works best for both classification and generation
tasks with both CAT-Xent and CAT-Dist loss designs. Similar to [Gupta et al., 2024], we observe that
’ChowQuantile04’ (CAT-Xent-quant04 and CAT-Dist-quant04) can be another comparable choice for
building the deferral indicator.

C.2 Four other CAT loss designs

As shown in (7), our loss function essentially filters out tokens that cannot be correctly predicted by
either the small or large language model. It is natural to question whether it is sufficient to use only
the small or large language model for this filtering. To investigate this, we conducted an ablation
study on the SuperGLUE and WMT22 datasets.

In this study, in addition to the CAT-Xent and CAT-Dist loss designs presented in the main paper,
we included four other loss designs.

CAT-Xent-L:

Lcat−xent−l(x,y) = −
N∑
i=1

αi · log pS(yi|x,y<i)

αi := 1

[
yi = argmax

y′∈V
pL(y

′|x,y<i)

]
(11)
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(a) Different loss designs on SuperGLUE (b) Different loss designs on WMT22

Figure 7: Ablation study on different cascade-aware loss designs.

CAT-Xent-S:

Lcat−xent−s(x,y) = −
N∑
i=1

αi · log pS(yi|x,y<i)

αi := 1

[
yi = argmax

y′∈V
pS(y

′|x,y<i)

]
(12)

CAT-Dist-L:

Lcat−dist−l(x,y) = −
N∑
i=1

αi

(
w · log pS(yi|x,y<i) + (1− w) ·

V∑
y′=1

pL(y
′|x,y<i) log p(y

′|x,y<i)
)

αi := 1

[
yi = argmax

y′∈V
pL(y

′|x,y<i)

]
(13)

CAT-Dist-S:

Lcat−dist−s(x,y) = −
N∑
i=1

αi

(
w · log pS(yi|x,y<i) + (1− w) ·

V∑
y′=1

pL(y
′|x,y<i) log p(y

′|x,y<i)
)

αi := 1

[
yi = argmax

y′∈V
pS(y

′|x,y<i)

]
(14)

From the results shown in Figure 7, we found that CAT-Xent-L and CAT-Dist-L both perform
quite competitively compared to our loss design in the main paper. This is reasonable because the
large language model should dominate the token filtering with higher accuracy, especially in the early
stages of training. Beyond the tokens that the large language model can correctly predict, our loss
design in (7) also includes those that the small language model can correctly predict. This allows
the small language model some extra space to explore, thus achieving the best overall performance
compared to other choices.

We also found that training is very slow if we filter out all the tokens that the small language model
cannot correctly predict (CAT-Xent-S and CAT-Dist-S) as shown in Figure 7. With the same
training time, the model will be far from convergence, leading to downgraded cascade performance.

D Task-specific Quality-FLOPs tradeoff

In the main paper, we presented the results of CAT on three datasets. For each dataset, we combined
all tasks, which is more realistic for multi-task LM deployment. In this section, we include the
Quality-FLOPs tradeoff in a task-specific manner to provide a better understanding of CAT for each
task.
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(a) BoolQ (3270) (b) CB (56) (c) Copa (100) (d) MultiRC (4847)

(e) Record (10000) (f) RTE (277) (g) WIC (638) (h) WSC (89)

Figure 8: Task-specific Quality-FLOPs tradeoff on SuperGLUE dataset.

(a) En→Ja (1000) (b) En→Ru (1002) (c) En→Zh (1002)

(d) Ja→En (1005) (e) Ru→En (1000) (f) Zh→En (1948)

Figure 9: Task-specific Quality-FLOPs tradeoff on WMT22 dataset.

Figures 8 and 9 show the task-specific comparisons for each task on the SuperGLUE and WMT22
datasets. Beyond benefits to the cascade, we observed that CAT can help the small model itself
perform better on some tasks, while for others, it may result in a downgrade. This aligns with our
expectation that CAT filters out tokens that are difficult to predict, benefiting ’easier’ tasks more. For
difficult tasks, since more tokens are filtered, the model’s intrinsic performance may be adversely
affected. This observation is also evident in the FLAN2021 dataset, as shown in Figures 10, 11, and
12. Note that the FLAN2021 dataset consists of 39 tasks evaluated by accuracy. We found that for 7
of these tasks (CoQA, DROP, Natural Questions, SAMSum, SQuAD v1, SQuAD v2, and TriviaQA),
the four methods in the comparison showed no clear differences. We did not include plots for these 7
tasks to maintain clarity in figure arrangement.

For each task-specific plot, we included the task name and the evaluation set size in the title.

E CAT on model pre-training

In the main body of the paper we presented CAT as a method for fine-tuning (small) language models
which will target a cascaded deployment topology. One may similarly inquire whether pretraining
tasks can benefit from a similar phenomenon, if it is known that the resulting models will also be
deployed in a cascade.
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(a) ParaCrawl-enes (162) (b) WMT14-enfr (181) (c) WMT16-csen (181) (d) WMT16-deen (181)

(e) WMT16-fien (181) (f) WMT16-roen (181) (g) WMT16-ruen (181) (h) WMT16-tren (181)

Figure 10: Task-specific Quality-FLOPs tradeoff on FLAN dataset with BLEU score as quality
measurement.

We performed some limited exploration of CAT for pre-training of language models and did indeed
see that training with CAT yielded similar benefits on next-token prediction accuracies during
pretraining. We used these early experiments on pretraining as effectively an iteration ground and
so were not as rigorous with our evaluations, considering the fine-tuning regime to be the more
promising area–therefore we evaluated only with teacher forcing, never using full decoding.

The results in Figure 13 served as essentially the starting point of the CAT workstream, demonstrating
that significant gains could be had by relatively simply modification of loss functions.
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(1) Ag News (200) (2) Anli (200) (3) Arc-challenge (200) (4) Arc-easy (180)

(5) BoolQ (200) (6) CB (40) (7) Cola (200) (8) Copa (40)

(9) Cosmos QA (200)
(10) Definite-pronoun-res
(200) (11) Glue mrpc (200) (12) Glue qqp (200)

(13) HellaSwag (200) (14) Imdb reviews (200) (15) Math Dataset (200) (16) Mnli matched (200)

Figure 11: Task-specific Quality-FLOPs tradeoff on FLAN dataset with accuracy as quality measure-
ment. Tasks 1-16 are listed here.
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(1) Mnli mismatched (200) (2) OpenBookQA (200) (3) PawsWiki (200) (4) PiQA (80)

(5) Qnli (200) (6) RTE (200) (7) Sentiment140 (200) (8) SNLI (160)

(9) SST2 (200) (10) Story-cloze (200) (11) Trec (200) (12) Anli R1 (200)

(13) Anli R2 (200) (14) WIC (200) (15) WSC (40)
(16) Yelp Polarity Reviews
(200)

Figure 12: Task-specific Quality-FLOPs tradeoff on FLAN dataset with accuracy as quality measure-
ment. Task 17-32 are listed here.

Figure 13: Next-token-prediction accuracy on C4, using T5-base and T5-large models [Raffel
et al., 2020] for pS and pL. Here accuracy is for the next-token prediction. Decoding performed with
teacher forcing.
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