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ABSTRACT
Recently, increasing attention has been paid to LLM-based recom-
mender systems, but their deployment is still under exploration in
the industry. Most deployments utilize LLMs as feature enhancers,
generating augmentation knowledge in the offline stage. However,
in recommendation scenarios, involving numerous users and items,
even offline generation with LLMs consumes considerable time and
resources. This generation inefficiency stems from the autoregres-
sive nature of LLMs, and a promising direction for acceleration is
speculative decoding, a Draft-then-Verify paradigm that increases
the number of generated tokens per decoding step. In this paper,
we first identify that recommendation knowledge generation is
suitable for retrieval-based speculative decoding. Then, we dis-
cern two characteristics: (1) extensive items and users in RSs bring
retrieval inefficiency, and (2) RSs exhibit high diversity toler-
ance for text generated by LLMs. Based on the above insights,
we propose a Decoding Acceleration Framework for LLM-based
Recommendation (dubbed DARE), with Customized Retrieval
Pool to improve retrieval efficiency, and Relaxed Verification to
increase the acceptance rate of draft tokens, respectively. Extensive
experiments demonstrate that DARE achieves a 3-5x speedup and
is compatible with various frameworks and backbone LLMs. DARE
has also been deployed to online advertising scenarios within a
large-scale commercial environment, achieving a 3.45x speedup
while maintaining the downstream performance.

1 INTRODUCTION
With the rapid evolution since 2020, large language models (LLMs)
are revolutionizing numerous domains through their extensive open
knowledge and powerful reasoning capabilities [4, 31, 47, 53]. In the
realm of recommender systems (RSs), the integration of LLMs and
RSs has emerged as a prominent research focus [10, 20, 23, 38, 45].
Commercial recommender systems typically need to process data
pertaining to billions of users and items, necessitating low response
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latency, often within 100 milliseconds [41]. However, LLMs’ enor-
mous parameters and considerable inference latency hinder their
deployment into the pipeline of commercial RSs that demand rapid
response. To handle this challenge, industrial solutions commonly
involve deploying LLMs offline as feature enhancers [26, 27, 32, 39].
First, LLMs leverage their reasoning capabilities and extensive
knowledge to generate augmented knowledge for recommendations
– such as user profiles or tags [19] and supplementary knowledge
or summaries for items [29]. This newly generated knowledge is
subsequently incorporated as additional features into traditional
recommendation models via text encoder [28, 39] or converting to
categorical features [3, 11]. This strategy capitalizes on the exten-
sive knowledge and sophisticated reasoning capabilities of LLMs
while satisfying the response latency demands of commercial RSs.

Even when leveraging LLMs offline for knowledge generation,
the recommendation scenarios, characterized by a vast number
of users and items, still face significant time and resource con-
straints. LLMs inherently have low inference efficiency coupled
with substantial resource demands. The numerous items and users
in RSs require frequent invocations of LLMs, leading to consider-
able resource and time consumption. Taking Qwen-7B-Chat [1]
as an example, it requires 4.88s to generate a piece of user prefer-
ence knowledge of 250 tokens on an NVIDIA V100, and generating
knowledge for an industrial-scale quantity of users, say 10 million,
would take roughly 565 GPU days. Furthermore, this knowledge
generation is a continual process since user preferences may vary
with their behaviors, necessitating knowledge updates. Moreover,
prolonged overall generation times can lead to delays in generating
knowledge for new items and user behaviors, thereby impairing
recommendation effectiveness. High resource consumption and
low inference efficiency have emerged as significant obstacles to
deploying LLMs in RSs. Thus, improving inference efficiency has
become critical for the effective deployment of LLMs in RSs.

One of the bottlenecks in LLM inference stems from autore-
gressive decoding, which demands forwarding through a billion-
parameter LLM to produce just a single token at each decoding
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Figure 1: Pipeline of retrieval-based speculative decoding for
RSs and speedup of autoregressive decoding (Vanilla), naive
retrieval-based speculative decoding (ReSD), and DARE.

step, and these steps cannot be parallelized. Recently, a promis-
ing direction for accelerating LLMs is speculative decoding, a
Draft-then-Verify paradigm that increases the number of generated
tokens per decoding step [15, 43]. At each decoding step, it first
efficiently drafts multiple future tokens via auxiliary models or
database retrieval and then verifies all these draft tokens in parallel
with target LLMs to speed up inference [43]. By allowing multiple
tokens to be generated in a single decoding step, speculative decod-
ing diminishes the total number of decoding steps, thus improving
inference efficiency with lossless generation accuracy.

The knowledge generation based on LLMs in RSs exhibits specific
properties that make it suitable for retrieval-based speculative de-
coding. Firstly, recommendation knowledge generation is a continual
process. As user behaviors evolve and new items are introduced, we
need to continuously generate new knowledge for new items and
users’ new behaviors, while we also possess much old knowledge
about users’ past behaviors and existing items. Secondly, there is
often reusable content between new and old knowledge. For instance,
old and new user profiles may overlap due to user preference conti-
nuity. Therefore, we can utilize old knowledge as a retrieval pool to
extract draft texts and then use LLMs to verify, thereby accelerating
the generation of new knowledge, as shown in Figure 1(a).

However, in practice, we find that this straightforward applica-
tion overlooks some traits of RSs, leading to sub-optimal accelera-
tion performance. Firstly, extensive items and users in RSs result in
retrieval inefficiency, which impairs acceleration. A retrieval pool
constructed with existing knowledge from all the users and items
would be exceedingly large, which would significantly extend re-
trieval times. Therefore, it is essential to maintain smaller retrieval
pools with similar knowledge, ensuring both low retrieval time
and a high acceptance rate of draft tokens. Secondly, RSs exhibit
high diversity tolerance for text generated by LLMs. Downstream
recommendation tasks can achieve similar outcomes with texts that
are not identical but have semantic proximity. In other words, RSs
do not require perfectly consistent texts, which provides speculative
decoding with further room for acceleration.

Based on the aforementioned insights, in this paper, we propose a
DecodingAcceleration Framework for LLM-based Recommendation
(dubbedDARE).We introduce two key enhancements to the retrieval-
based speculative decoding for recommendation. Firstly,Customized

Retrieval Pool is designed to enhance retrieval efficiency. We in-
troduce collaborative-based and attribute-based retrieval pool con-
struction schemes, with a binary router to assign the appropriate
retrieval pool to users and items. These personalized, compact re-
trieval pools maintain knowledge similarity, thereby guaranteeing
low retrieval time and high acceptance rates of draft tokens. Next,
Relaxed Verification is devised to further enhance the acceptance
rate of draft tokens. Traditional speculative decoding only accepts
the token with the highest probability. We relax this restriction to
top-𝑘 probable tokens, increasing the number of accepted tokens
while maintaining semantic proximity. Additionally, a probability
threshold is imposed to prevent divergence during generation. The
contributions of this work can be summarized as follows:

• We identify the inefficiency of knowledge generation during
deploying LLM-based recommendations and propose DARE. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to introduce
speculative decoding into LLM-based recommendations,
further promoting the deployment of LLMs in RSs.
• We discover two key traits of speculative decoding in recom-
mendations and implement two enhancements: Customized
Retrieval Pool to improve retrieval efficiency and Relaxed
Verification to increase the number of accepted draft tokens.
• Experiments on public datasets demonstrate that DARE achieves
3-5x speedup and is compatible with various frameworks and
backbone LLMs. It has been deployed to online advertising sce-
narios within a large-scale commercial environment, achieving a
3.45x speedup with similar downstream performance.

2 PRELIMINARY FINDINGS
2.1 Speculative Decoding for Recommendation
The mainstream Transformer-based LLMs typically adopt autore-
gressive decoding. With the input token sequence {𝑥1, . . . 𝑥𝑡 }, the
language modelM generate next token following:

𝑥𝑡+1 ∼ 𝑞𝑡+1 =M(𝑥 |𝑥≤𝑡 ), (1)

where 𝑞𝑡+1 denotes the conditional probability distribution fromM
and 𝑥𝑡+1 is the next token sampled from 𝑞𝑡+1. After this,M follows
the same process to generate the next token. Despite desirable
generation quality, autoregressive decoding only produces a single
token per decoding step, making it inefficient and time-consuming.

To this end, speculative decoding [5, 15, 48] have been proposed
to generate a sequence of tokens at each decoding step. It is a
Draft-then-Verify decoding paradigm in which, at each decoding
step, it first efficiently drafts multiple future tokens and then ver-
ifies all these tokens in parallel with the target LLM [43]. There
are many strategy for draft generation, e.g., employing a small
LM [18], retrieving from database [15, 48]. Our work mainly fo-
cuses on retrieval-based draft models, which retrieve drafts from a
given retrieval pool, since small LMs might lack recommendation
knowledge and recommendation knowledge generation can pro-
vide appropriate retrieval pools naturally. Here, we take it as an
example and delve into its two substeps – drafting and verification.

Drafting phase is responsible for efficiently drafting multiple
future tokens. Formally, given an input sequence {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑡 }, a
draft model M̃ is employed, (e.g., a retriever that retrieves relevant
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text from the database) to generate the next 𝐾 draft tokens:

𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝐾 = Draft(𝑥≤𝑡 , M̃), (2)

where 𝑥𝑖 , 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝐾 denotes the drafted token generated by M̃
and Draft(·) represents draft generation strategies.

Verification phase utilizes the target LLM to verify all these
draft tokens in parallel. With the input sequence {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑡 } and
the draft sequence {𝑥1, . . . , ˜𝑥𝐾 }, the target LLMM calculates 𝐾 + 1
probability distributions simultaneously,

𝑞𝑖 =M(𝑥≤𝑡 , 𝑥<𝑖 ), 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝐾 + 1. (3)

Then, each draft token 𝑥𝑖 is sequentially verified by a specific cri-
terion Verify(𝑥𝑖 , 𝑞𝑖 ). Typically, greedy verification is adopted for
retrieval-based speculative decoding via

𝑥𝑖 = argmax𝑞𝑖 . (4)

Only 𝑥𝑖 that meets the criterion in Eq (4) is selected as final output,
i.e., 𝑥𝑡+𝑖 = 𝑥𝑖 . If a drafted token 𝑥𝑐 at position 𝑐 fails the verification,
it will be corrected by distribution 𝑞𝑐 from target LLM, i.e., 𝑥𝑡+𝑐 ←
argmax𝑞𝑐 . All drafted tokens after position 𝑐 will be discarded,
ensuring quality consistent with the target LLM’s standards.

The characteristics of recommendation knowledge generation
make it highly suitable for applying retrieval-based speculative
decoding. Retrieval-based speculative decoding requires a retrieval
pool that overlaps with the currently generated text. As user behav-
iors evolve and new items are introduced, we need to continuously
generate new knowledge for new items and users’ new behaviors,
resulting in a constant stream of old knowledge about users’ past
behaviors and existing items. Furthermore, there are notable similar-
ities between this old knowledge and new knowledge. For instance,
parts of old and new user profiles may overlap. Consequently, we
can leverage old knowledge to construct retrieval pools and utilize
retrieval-based speculative decoding to accelerate the generation
of new knowledge.

2.2 Finding 1: Retrieval Inefficiency
According to the above approach, we conduct preliminary exper-
iments on the MovieLens-10M dataset, following the setting of
KAR [39], which first employs LLMs to generate recommendation
knowledge and then adapts the knowledge to the downstream
tasks. Here, vicuna-7b-v1.31 is leveraged to generate fine-grained
user preferences based on user behaviors. To implement retrieval-
based speculative decoding, we simulate users’ streaming behaviors
and divide the behaviors into multiple segments. For simplicity,
the user’s historical behavior {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛} is divided into two seg-
ments: old history 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚 and new history 𝑥𝑛−𝑚, . . . , 𝑥𝑛 , where
( 𝑛2 < 𝑚 < 𝑛). Then, vicuna-7b-v1.3 generates knowledge for all
the old history with autoregressive decoding, based on which a
retrieval pool is constructed. During knowledge generation for new
history, we adopt speculative decoding, which retrieves drafts from
the retrieval pool and uses vicuna-7b-v1.3 to validate.

Under the above conditions, we explore how the token genera-
tion speed (Gen. Speed) and the proportion of time spent retrieving
relevant text to the total time (Retrieval Time Ratio) change when
constructing the retrieval pool with different numbers of old knowl-
edge samples (ranging from 10 to the maximum number of users) in
1https://huggingface.co/lmsys/vicuna-7b-v1.3

Figure 2. In this figure, generation speed initially rises and then falls
as the number of knowledge entries in the retrieval pool increases.
When the retrieval pool is constructed with all users’ old knowl-
edge, the retrieval time ratio exceeds 20%, causing generation speed
to drop from its peak of 134.5 token/s to 94.8 token/s, significantly
affecting the acceleration. When faced with an industrial-scale num-
ber of users, such as 10 million, the retrieval pool becomes larger,
which will exacerbate the retrieval inefficiency.
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Figure 2: The impact of retrieval pool size.

Therefore, a large retrieval pool is not always advantageous.
Although a larger retrieval pool can provide a greater volume of
pertinent content, it also brings retrieval inefficiency, thereby im-
pairing acceleration. It is imperative to construct an optimal re-
trieval pool that maintains low retrieval time while encompassing
content similar to the text being generated.

2.3 Finding 2: Diversity Tolerance
Furthermore, we also investigate the impact of the diversity of
LLM-generated texts on downstream tasks. Similar to the previous
experiment, we leverage vicuna-7b-v1.3 to generate user preference
knowledge on MovieLens-10M. However, during generation, we
sample from the top-𝑘 most likely tokens to create approximate
but diverse texts. We then adapt the encoding of knowledge from
BERT to the CTR prediction task in RSs following [39]. Specifically,
we generate four different sets of user preference knowledge for
all the users in the dataset. The knowledge is then applied to two
well-known CTR models, DIN [50] and DCNv2 [37], with their per-
formance in terms of AUC and Logloss presented in Table 1. In the
table, "w/o augment" refers to results without knowledge augmen-
tation, while "knowledge 1" to "knowledge 4" denotes results
augmented with knowledge generated under different samplings.

Table 1: Performance comparison between CTR models aug-
mented by different knowledge.

Method DIN DCNv2

AUC LL AUC LL

w/o augment 0.8163 0.3619 0.8115 0.3663

knowledge 1 0.8351 0.3469 0.8319 0.3500
knowledge 2 0.8353 0.3465 0.8314 0.3503
knowledge 3 0.8347 0.3466 0.8319 0.3499
knowledge 4 0.8349 0.3470 0.8323 0.3501

The results in the table indicate that recommendation tasks ex-
hibit a high diversity tolerance for LLM-generated knowledge texts.

https://huggingface.co/lmsys/vicuna-7b-v1.3
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Compared to models without augmentation, knowledge augmen-
tation can result in a significant improvement, ranging from 1.5%
to 2%. However, the performance difference between the diverse
knowledge texts (knowledge 1-4) applied to downstream tasks is
less than 0.1%, showing that recommendation tasks are not sensitive
to the diversity of LLM-generated texts.

Previously, retrieval-based speculative decoding typically adopts
greedy verification, which only accepts the token with the highest
probability to ensure text consistency with autoregressive decoding.
However, this strict verification limits the acceptance rate of draft
tokens. Given that downstream tasks in RSs can tolerate diverse
LLM texts, we can consider relaxing the verification, allowing spec-
ulative decoding to accept more draft tokens and generate more
diverse texts, thereby further enhancing the acceleration.

3 METHODOLOGY
3.1 Overview
Based on the findings above, we have devised two enhancements
for retrieval-based speculative decoding in recommendation knowl-
edge generation. The Customized Retrieval Pool involves creat-
ing smaller retrieval pools tailored for similar items or users, thereby
achieving low retrieval time. Relaxed Verification loosens the
condition of greedy verification, which only accepts the highest
probability token, to include the top-𝑘 most likely tokens, thereby
increasing the acceptance rate of draft tokens.

The workflow of our proposed DARE, illustrated in Figure 3,
encompasses three stages: customized retrieval pool construction,
tree-based drafting, and relaxed verification. Before text generation,
customized retrieval pool construction stage uses previously
generated recommendation knowledge to build personalized re-
trieval pools in the form of trie tree [8]. We first divide the users and
items into different groups and then construct a retrieval pool for
each group. The subsequent stage, tree-based drafting, retrieves
relevant content from the designated retrieval pool when generat-
ing new knowledge for a specific user or item. This process yields
a pseudo-sequence from a trie subtree that encapsulates multiple
potential successor texts with an associated attention mask, subse-
quently validated in parallel by the target LLM. In the relaxed veri-
fication stage, we accept tokens from the top-𝑘 highest-probability
tokens that exceed a certain probability threshold 𝑝 . This allows
more draft tokens to be accepted and prevents divergence during
generation, further improving the generation speed.

3.2 Customized Retrieval Pool Construction
As mentioned in Section 2.3, a customized retrieval pool requires
moderate capacity and internal knowledge similarity. This necessi-
tates the partition of users and items, with distinct retrieval pools
assigned to different groups. To maintain knowledge similarity, we
can incorporate collaborative signals to group similar users and
items. A common method involves clustering items or users based
on their embeddings derived from recommendation models trained
on user-item interactions. However, newly introduced users and
items may have limited or no interaction records, making it chal-
lenging to obtain reliable embeddings. Considering that users or
items with similar attributes may be more alike, their attributes
can serve as a basis for constructing similar groups. Therefore, we

design two retrieval pool construction schemes: one based on col-
laborative signals and the other on attributes. A binary router is
devised to choose a retrieval pool for each user and item.

Collaborative-based retrieval pool groups items or users by
clustering their embeddings that reflect collaborative signals. Ini-
tially, a recommendation model is trained on user-item interactions
(e.g., LightGCN [14]) and subsequently provides related embeddings,
such as those of IDs and attributes. Given that RSs continuously
train models for recommendations, we can re-utilize these embed-
dings. Then clustering algorithms, such as K-means [17], are applied
to these embeddings to obtain distinct user or item groups. Users or
items within the same cluster exhibit similarities, thereby ensuring
that the knowledge generated by LLMs is more homogeneous. This,
in turn, increases the probability of retrieving relevant texts.

Attribute-based retrieval pool partitions items or users with-
out many interaction records by similar attributes. Although they
lack interaction records to obtain well-trained embedding, they
possess inherent attributes. Items or users with similar attributes
are more likely to exhibit higher similarity, resulting in more con-
sistent knowledge generation by LLMs. Thus, items or users with
analogous attributes, such as category, can be placed in the same
group. If the sizes of groups formed based on general attributes
like category exceed a certain threshold, we further subdivide them
with additional attributes, e.g., subcategory, which is selected by
manually crafted rules or decision trees.

Subsequently, for each item or user in a group, if there is pre-
viously generated knowledge from LLMs, this knowledge will be
used to construct a retrieval pool for this group in the form of a
trie tree [8]. Trie tree is a data structure widely used for efficient
retrieval and storage, as it efficiently handles prefix matching with
each node as individual characters or words. Each group maintains
its own trie tree, where each node represents a token and a path
from the root node to a leaf node constitutes a branch [48]. These
branches built with previously generated knowledge mentioned
above are all permanent branches that would not be eliminated.
During the generation of new knowledge, the current prompt and
newly generated text are also relevant to subsequent generations.
Therefore, we dynamically add the prompt and new content to
the trie tree as temporary branch for the generation of each
knowledge. As these additions may not necessarily enhance the
acceleration of other knowledge generation, the branch will be
eliminated once the generation is completed.

After constructing the collaborative-based and attribute-based
retrieval pools, a binary router is designed to select the appropriate
retrieval pool for users and items needing knowledge generation. It
is highly flexible and can support various selection schemes. Based
on our motivation, the default scheme is to select the collaborative-
based retrieval pool for items and users with extensive interaction
histories, while new users and items with few or no interactions
are assigned to the attribute-based retrieval pool.

3.3 Tree-based Drafting
Before generating new knowledge for a user or item, we identify
the corresponding retrieval pool𝐷 based on their binary router, IDs,
and attributes. During the knowledge generation, we first retrieve
the relevant sub-tree from 𝐷 based on the current input text, which
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Figure 3: Comparison between naive retrieval-based speculative decoding, ReSD, (above) and our proposed DARE (below). In
the illustration, we take users as examples, and the same process is applicable to items. Note that the retrieved tree-structured
draft is converted into a pseudo-sequence for parallel validation, which will be detailed in Section 3.3.

represents multiple potential successor sequences. Next, the pseudo-
sequence, attention mask matrix, and position IDs for this sub-tree
are generated to facilitate parallel validation by the target LLMwith
tree attention. Specifically, assuming the current input sequence is
{𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑡 }, the last 𝑛 tokens of the input sequence are adopted as
a prefix to extract a sub-tree 𝑇𝑡 from 𝐷 as follows

𝑇𝑡 = Retrieve(𝐷, {𝑥𝑡−𝑛, . . . , 𝑥𝑡 }, 𝐾) (5)

where Retrieve(·) denotes retrieving a sub-tree from the trie tree
with a prefix, and 𝐾 is the maximum length of draft tokens. The
sub-tree 𝑇𝑖 is also a prefix tree, with each branch representing a
potential successor draft sequence. Short prefixes yield a lot of
content but may not be highly relevant, while long prefixes ensure
high relevance but might fail to retrieve any content. Therefore, we
will dynamically adjust𝑛 during the retrieval process following [48].
Initially, a relatively large 𝑛, i.e., a long prefix, is used to guarantee
relevance. If the number of retrieved tokens is significantly fewer
than the maximum length 𝐾 , we decrease 𝑛 to retry the retrieval
process further until obtaining a substantial number of tokens.
Conversely, if the number of retrieved tokens exceeds 𝐾 , the tokens
with the highest frequency are selected as draft tokens.

User loves thriller films comedy films

0 1 2 3 2 3

Pseudo
Sequence 

Position
IDs 

Tree
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comedy

films

Sub Trie Tree 
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Figure 4: Tree attention.
To reduce the number of decoding steps and increase the possi-

bility of draft tokens being accepted, we aim to validate multiple
possible draft sequences from the token tree 𝑇𝑡 in a single forward

pass of the target LLM. Thus, we utilize the tree attention [30, 48]
commonly employed in speculative decoding to validate multiple
potential draft sequences in parallel, as illustrated in Figure 4. This
mechanism constructs a pseudo-sequence 𝑆𝑡 = {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝐾 } for
token tree 𝑇𝑡 with a depth-first search algorithm. Note that the
length of 𝑆𝑡 may not always reach the maximum length 𝐾 ; here,
we use 𝐾 for simplicity. Concurrently, it adjusts the attention mask
𝑀𝑡 and position IDs 𝑃𝑡 so that each node in the token tree can only
see the preceding nodes on the current branch, ensuring that draft
sequences from different branches do not interfere with each other.

3.4 Relaxed Verification
At this stage, the target LLM will input the original input sequence
{𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑡 }, the pseudo-sequence 𝑆𝑡 = {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝐾 }, tree attention
mask𝑀𝑡 , and position IDs 𝑃𝑡 obtained during the drafting phase.
It then performs a single forward for parallel validation of all the
draft sequences, yielding conditional probability at each position:

𝑞𝑖 =M(𝑥≤𝑡 , 𝑥<𝑖 , 𝑃𝑡 , 𝑀𝑡 ), 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝐾 + 1, (6)

where 𝑞𝑖 denotes the probability distribution of all the tokens in the
vocabulary, andM is the target LLM. In strict/greedy verification,
we start from the first position and check if the token 𝑥𝑖 at the
current position 𝑖 equals the token with the highest probability in
𝑞𝑖 following Eq (4). If they match, we accept the token 𝑥𝑖 ; otherwise,
we reject it. Similarly, if a predecessor node in the token tree 𝑇𝑡 is
rejected, all of its successor nodes will be skipped. We then proceed
to validate the next feasible branch, ultimately accepting the verified
branch with the maximum length.

Since we find that recommendation tasks exhibit a high diversity
tolerance of LLM-generated knowledge texts in Section 2.3, the
strict verification could be relaxed to further enhance the genera-
tion speed. Therefore, we expand the verification criteria from the
highest probability token to the top-𝑘 probable tokens, i.e.,

𝑥𝑖 ∈ TopK(𝑞𝑖 , 𝑘), (7)
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where the function TopK(·) selects the tokens with the top-𝑘 prob-
abilities in 𝑞𝑖 . However, our experiments in Section 4.3.1 indicate
that merely relaxing this constraint can lead to divergent genera-
tions, where the text generated in this way is significantly longer
than that with autoregressive decoding. This may occur because
tokens amongst top-𝑘 probabilities, e.g., 𝑒 ∈ TopK(𝑞𝑖 , 𝑘), might still
have very low actual probabilities 𝑞𝑖 (𝑒). Thus, we also impose a
probability threshold 𝑝 to the actual probability and obtain:{

𝑥𝑖 ∈ TopK(𝑞𝑖 , 𝑘),
𝑞𝑖 (𝑥𝑖 ) > 𝑝,

(8)

where 𝑞𝑖 (𝑥𝑖 ) represents the probability of 𝑥𝑖 in distribution 𝑞𝑖 and
the token 𝑥𝑖 is accepted only if it meets two conditions in Eq (8).
This relaxed verification enhances the acceptance rate of draft
tokens by relaxing the highest probability to the top-𝑘 probabilities
and effectively prevents divergent generations via the probability
threshold 𝑝 , which is validated in Section 4.3.1.

4 EXPERIMENT
To gain more insights into DARE, we tend to address the following
research questions (RQs) in this section.
• RQ1:How does DARE perform versus naive retrieval-based spec-
ulative decoding under various LLM-based RS frameworks?
• RQ2:What roles do DARE’s two modules, customized retrieval
pool and relaxed verification, play in its performance?
• RQ3: How compatible is DARE with different LLMs?
• RQ4: How does DARE perform in industrial scenarios?

4.1 Setup
4.1.1 Dataset. Our experiments are conducted on two public datasets,
MovieLens-10M2 (ML-10M for short) and Amazon-Books3. The
preprocessing of datasets, including the knowledge generation and
downstream task, mainly following [39]. Additionally, we simu-
late streaming behaviors and divide the user’s historical behaviors
into two segments, old and new histories, as mentioned in Sec-
tion 2.2. All items are randomly divided into two equally sized
groups: one group as existing items and the other as newly intro-
duced items. To construct retrieval pools, we first employ LLMs to
generate old knowledge for users’ old histories and existing items
with autoregressive decoding. Then, experiments on acceleration
and downstream tasks are conducted on the new history and new
items. More details about datasets can be found in Appendix A.

4.1.2 Backbone Framework and Baselines. As DARE is a model-
agnostic decoding strategy, it can accelerate a wide range of recom-
mendation knowledge generation tasks and frameworks. To vali-
date DARE’s acceleration performance across different frameworks,
we select several typical LLM-based recommendation frameworks,
including KAR [39], TRAWL [28], ONCE [26] and RLMRec [32].
These frameworks roughly encompass two major categories of
tasks: user and item knowledge generation, despite the specific
task instructions may vary, such as user and item profiling or knowl-
edge extraction. Besides, we implement the naive retrieval-based
speculative decoding (ReSD) as a baseline. This method uses all

2https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/10m/
3https://cseweb.ucsd.edu/~jmcauley/datasets/amazon_v2/

historical knowledge to construct a prefix tree as a global retrieval
pool and employs greedy verification to ensure that generated texts
are consistent with autoregressive decoding. It also adopts tree
attention to remove the impact of this mechanism on acceleration.

To validate our model’s performance on downstream tasks, we
select a crucial task in RSs, CTR prediction, as the downstream
task following [28, 39], and choose two representative CTR mod-
els, DIN [50] and DCNv2 [37]. The knowledge generated from
the four frameworks mentioned above is first encoded by BERT
and then adapted to these two models, and we also compare their
performance with different speedup strategies, DARE and ReSD.

4.1.3 Evaluation Metrics . For acceleration, we use Gen. Speed,
which measures the number of tokens generated per second, and
Speedup, the ratio of the generation speed of the acceleration scheme
to that of autoregressive decoding following [48]. During ablation,
we adapt AAL (average acceptance length), which indicates the
average number of draft tokens accepted per decoding step, and
ART (average retrieval time), representing the average time spent
retrieving drafts from retrieval pool for each piece of knowledge.
For the downstream task, we employed two commonly used metrics
in CTR prediction: AUC and Logloss (LL for short) [37, 39, 50].

4.1.4 Reproducibility. All the acceleration experiments on public
datasets are conducted on the same NVIDIA RTX 4090 with 24GB
memory and 64 CPU cores4. Unless specified, the LLMs employed
in these experiments refer to vicuna-7b-v1.3, whose generation
speed is 37.4 tokens/s with autoregressive decoding. Our binary
router assigns users to a collaborative-based retrieval pool and
items to an attribute-based retrieval pool. The collaborative-based
retrieval pool adopts K-means clustering with embeddings from
LightGCN [14]. The number of retrieval pools ranges from 3 to 10
for both approaches. As for verification, we typically set 𝑘 = 2 and
𝑝 = 0.1. More details can be found in Appendix A

4.2 Overall Performance (RQ1)
The acceleration and the downstream performance of DARE are
two key aspects we need to investigate. First, we compare DARE
with naive retrieval-based speculative decoding (ReSD) two tasks
(user and item knowledge generation) under four LLM-based rec-
ommendation frameworks. Next, we utilize DARE and ReSD to
generate knowledge for all new user histories and items, adapting
this knowledge to DIN and DCNv2 according to different frame-
works’ designs. The above results are presented in Table 2.

From the acceleration results, we draw the following observa-
tions: (i) DARE consistently outperforms ReSD in terms of accel-
eration across different frameworks and tasks. For instance, in the
user knowledge generation task of KAR on Amazon-Books, DARE
achieves an acceleration of 4.77× compared to ReSD’s 1.71×, show-
casing an improvement of 178%. This demonstrates that the two
optimizations of DARE significantly enhance speedup performance
in generating recommendation knowledge. (ii) The speedup for
user knowledge generation is more significant than that for item
knowledge generation, with DARE showing greater improvement
over ReSD on the user side. DARE achieves an acceleration of 3.86x-
4.92x for users, compared to 2.14x-3.28x for items. This may be

4Our code will be available at https://github.com/YunjiaXi/DARE_code.

https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/10m/
https://cseweb.ucsd.edu/~jmcauley/datasets/amazon_v2/
https://github.com/YunjiaXi/DARE_code
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Table 2: Speedup and downstream performance of naive retrieval-based speculative decoding (ReSD) and DARE.

Frame-
work

Speedup
Method

ML-10M Amazon-Books

Speedup Performance Downstream Performance Speedup Performance Downstream Performance

User Task Item Task DIN DCNv2 User Task Item Task DIN DCNv2

Gen. Speed Speedup Gen. Speed Speedup AUC LL AUC LL Gen. Speed Speedup Gen. Speed Speedup AUC LL AUC LL

base / / / / / 0.8163 0.3619 0.8115 0.3663 / / / / 0.8269 0.5041 0.8241 0.5075

KAR ReSD 94.8 2.53× 82.8 2.21× 0.8351 0.3469 0.8319 0.3500 64.3 1.71× 75.2 2.01× 0.8360 0.4962 0.8308 0.5000
DARE 171.3 4.58× 107.3 2.87× 0.8349 0.3474 0.8318 0.3500 178.9 4.77× 123.0 3.28× 0.8358 0.4965 0.8306 0.4996

TRAWL ReSD 70.9 1.90× 81.4 2.18× 0.8338 0.3485 0.8314 0.3506 82.2 2.19× 76.9 2.05× 0.8311 0.4997 0.8301 0.5005
DARE 164.9 4.41× 100.5 2.69× 0.8336 0.3485 0.8314 0.3506 144.6 3.86× 120.2 3.21× 0.8311 0.4998 0.8300 0.5005

ONCE ReSD 68.9 1.84× 66.3 1.77× 0.8321 0.3511 0.8283 0.3537 71.7 1.91× 60.1 1.60× 0.8337 0.4952 0.8289 0.5016
DARE 154.9 4.14× 80.2 2.14× 0.8319 0.3511 0.8286 0.3529 184.5 4.92× 100.1 2.67× 0.8332 0.4956 0.8285 0.5017

RLMRec ReSD 62.0 1.66× 85.2 2.28× 0.8301 0.3516 0.8281 0.3534 61.0 1.63× 56.3 1.50× 0.8378 0.4904 0.8325 0.4964
DARE 152.8 4.09× 113.7 3.04× 0.8301 0.3515 0.8282 0.3537 150.5 4.01× 116.8 3.11× 0.8380 0.4903 0.8327 0.4962

due to user preferences continuity, resulting in higher similarity
between old and new user knowledge.

From the downstream performance, we make the following ob-
servations: (i) Knowledge generated by LLMs significantly enhances
downstream task performance, with the extent of enhancement
varying across frameworks and datasets. For instance, on ML-10M,
knowledge from KAR provides a 2.3% improvement in AUC for DIN.
(ii) Across different frameworks, datasets, and backbone CTR mod-
els, the performance difference between knowledge generated by
DARE and ReSD on downstream tasks is negligible. This indicates
that DARE can maintain the performance of downstream tasks
while providing significant acceleration of knowledge generation.

4.3 In-depth Analysis
4.3.1 Ablation Study (RQ2). To validate the effectiveness of the
two modules we designed in DARE, Customized Retrieval Pool
and Relaxed Verification, we conduct ablation and further analy-
sis experiments on them. First, we create several variants for the
Customized Retrieval Pool: GRP utilizes all the old knowledge
to generate a global retrieval pool, CRP represents our designed
Customized Retrieval Pool, and RRP employs random grouping
to create retrieval pools with the same size of CRP. These vari-
ants are incorporated with greedy verification, whereas RV+GRP,
DARE, and RV+RRP are their respective versions enhanced by
Relaxed Verification (RV). We examine the performance of these
variants and our DARE on user knowledge generation task within
framework KAR, whose results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Ablation of DARE.

Variants ML-10M Amazon-Books

AAL ART Gen. Speed Speedup AAL ART Gen. Speed Speedup

GRP 6.2 1.019 94.8 2.53× 5.64 4.120 64.3 1.71×
RRP 5.41 0.383 128.6 3.44× 5.12 0.181 128.7 3.43×
CRP 5.51 0.121 136.3 3.64× 5.29 0.218 139.5 3.72×

RV+GRP 8.32 1.976 88.7 2.37× 7.25 7.235 57.4 1.53×
RV+RRP 7.41 0.215 162.2 4.34× 6.63 0.344 155.6 4.15×
DARE 7.54 0.064 171.3 4.58× 6.76 0.108 178.9 4.77×

Firstly, our designed Customized Retrieval Pool (CRP) signifi-
cantly enhances generation speed, attributed to CRP’s ability to
reduce Average Retrieval Time (ART) while maintaining a relatively
high Average Acceptance Length (AAL), average number of draft
tokens accepted per decoding step. Compared to the global retrieval

pool (GRP), CRP drastically reduces retrieval time from retrieval
pools, and it achieves higher AAL than random grouping retrieval
pools (RRP) of the same size. This demonstrates that CRP maintains
moderate capacity and content similarity. Secondly, Relaxed Verifi-
cation (RV) boosts token acceptance rates, leading to higher AAL
when combined with any retrieval pool. Although the global pool
combined with RV (GRP+RV) yields the highest AAL due to its com-
prehensive content, its large retrieval pool also extends retrieval
time, thus hindering overall generation speed. Finally, CRP and RV
complement each other; their combination results in reduced re-
trieval time and higher token acceptance rates. This synergy allows
our method, DARE, to achieve a faster generation speed.
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Figure 5: Ablation on Relaxed Verification.

Next, we delve deeper into relaxed verification by designing
several variants: top-1 employs greedy verification, top-k satisfies
only Eq (7) by accepting tokens with the highest top-𝑘 (𝑘 = 2)
probabilities, and top-p explores the effect of only meeting the
probability threshold, that is accepting tokens with highest proba-
bility or absolute probabilities greater than 𝑝 (𝑝 = 0.1). RV is our
designed Relaxed Verification that meets the condition in Eq (8)
with 𝑘 = 2 and 𝑝 = 0.1. We investigate the difference in the number
of generated tokens and generation speed on the user knowledge
generation task within the framework KAR, as shown in Figure 5.

The results show that compared to the original top-1, both top-k,
top-p, and RV significantly enhance generation speed. However,
top-k suffers from divergent generation issues, leading to a substan-
tial increase in the number of generated tokens. This ultimately
lengthens the total generation time, sometimes surpassing that of
top-1 (refer to Appendix C), thus failing to achieve practical accel-
eration. Top-p’s performance is inconsistent; it causes divergent
generation in Amazon-Books, whereas in ML-10M, the length of
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the generated text is notably shortened. By combining these ap-
proaches, RV achieves a similar length of text generated to that of
top-1 while maintaining a generation speed similar to top-k.

4.3.2 Compatibility Study (RQ3). Previous experiments involved
the compatibility of DARE across different datasets, frameworks,
and tasks. This section investigates the compatibility of DARE
with various backbone LLMs. We select some widely used LLMs,
e.g., Mistral-7B-instruct-v0.2, ChatGLM2-6B, vicuna-7B-v1.5,
Qwen-7B-Chat, and Qwen-1.8B-Chat, and present DARE’s ac-
celeration performance on user/item knowledge generation tasks
within the framework KAR in Table 7. Note that the autoregressive
generation speeds of different LLMs vary; we have included the
table with these generation speeds (Vanilla) in the Appendix B
due to page limitations. Firstly, across various backbone LLMs,
our proposed DARE consistently and significantly outperforms
ReSD, demonstrating DARE’s strong compatibility with different
backbone LLMs. Secondly, DARE usually exhibits better accelera-
tion effects on larger LLMs. For instance, on Amazon-Book, DARE
achieves accelerations of 5.10x and 4.69x for Qwen-7B-Chat, while
for Qwen-1.8B-Chat, the accelerations are 4.77x and 3.98x.

Table 4: Speedup comparison between naive retrieval-based
speculative decoding (ReSD) and DARE with various LLMs.

Backbone LLM Side Speedup
Method

ML-10M Amazon-Books

Gen. Speed Speedup Gen. Speed Speedup

Mistral-7B-Instruct
user ReSD 66.10 1.60 × 91.4 2.21×

DARE 179.00 4.33× 178.9 4.32×

item ReSD 80.60 1.95× 59.4 1.43×
DARE 95.30 2.31× 121.5 2.93×

ChatGLM2-6B
user ReSD 107.40 2.52× 89.1 2.10×

DARE 194.70 4.57× 165.0 3.88×

item ReSD 94.30 2.21× 71.1 1.67×
DARE 106.80 2.51× 117.7 2.77×

Vicuna-7B-v1.5
user ReSD 101.10 2.67× 62.4 1.70×

DARE 167.80 4.44× 173.3 4.72×

item ReSD 91.10 2.41× 83.3 2.27×
DARE 112.20 2.97× 123.9 3.38×

Qwen-7B-Chat
user ReSD 88.10 2.94× 69.60 2.33×

DARE 169.00 5.63× 152.40 5.10×

item ReSD 71.90 2.40× 68.70 2.30×
DARE 87.10 2.90× 140.10 4.69×

Qwen-1.8B-Chat
user ReSD 78.60 1.92× 105.90 2.58×

DARE 220.00 5.38× 196.20 4.77×

item ReSD 112.40 2.75× 76.20 1.85×
DARE 149.20 3.65× 163.60 3.98×

4.4 Industrial Application (RQ4)
Beyond public datasets, we also conduct experiments and deploy-
ment in industrial scenarios. We choose a large-scale commercial
advertising scenario where an existing LLMs-based knowledge
generation solution is deployed and significant improvements are
achieved. This solution invokes LLMs to analyze advertisements
from diverse aspects, e.g., their characteristics, potential target audi-
ence, competitive advantages, etc., and then applies the encoding of
generated text to a downstream CTR model. We integrate ReSD and

DARE into the LLMs generation task within this scenario and ob-
tain the results in Table 5. The results indicate that DARE achieves
a 3.45x speedup, with a 26% improvement over ReSD.

Table 5: Speedup comparison on industrial scenarios.

Method Vanilla ReSD DARE

Gen. Speed 27.3 74.6 94.2
Speedup 1.00× 2.73× 3.45×

Next, we explore whether the knowledge generated by DARE
impacts downstream tasks in industrial scenarios.We employ DARE
and ReSD to generate advertisement knowledge and compare their
performance applied to CTR model DFFM [13], as presented in
Table 6. "Base" indicates the absence of LLM-generated knowledge
enhancement, while "DARE" and "ReSD" means the CTR model
directly utilizes the generated knowledge. "DARE-cluster" and
"ReSD-cluster" refer to a commonly used optimization approach
in the industry, where the encoding of generated knowledge is
converted into categorical features through clustering prior to its
application in the CTR model. The results in the table reveal that
DARE achieves enhancements comparable to those of ReSD under
both direct utilization and clustering optimization, indicating that
DARE can sustain acceleration without compromising downstream
performance.

Table 6: Downstream performance on industrial scenarios.

Method Base ReSD DARE ReSD-cluster DARE-cluster

AUC 0.7374 0.7396 0.7393 0.7409 0.7405

Currently, DARE has been deployed in this scenario. We find
that DARE can reduce the overall generation time to approximately
one-third of the original while maintaining the original recom-
mendation performance. Besides, DARE only requires modifying
the decoding strategy of offline LLMs without affecting the online
serving, making it easy to extend to other scenarios.

5 RELATEDWORK
5.1 LLM-based Recommendation
The advent of LLMs has brought substantial transformations to
many fields, and in recent years, numerous studies have emerged ap-
plying LLMs to RSs. Based on how LLMs are utilized, LLM-based rec-
ommendations can be categorized into two types. One type involves
employing LLMs directly as recommenders to generate recommen-
dations. Generally, zero-shot LLMs underperform compared to tra-
ditional models in recommendation tasks [7, 12, 16, 22, 25, 36, 40].
However, LLMs fine-tuned on recommendation data often sur-
pass traditional models [2, 24, 46, 49, 52], such as TALLREC [2]
and ReLLa [24]. Despite these advancements, deploying LLMs as
recommenders poses significant challenges due to their high in-
ference latency, which is incompatible with the low-latency re-
quirements of RSs. The other line of work leverages LLMs of-
fline as feature enhancers for traditional recommendation mod-
els [9, 26, 28, 29, 32, 33, 39]. For example, KAR [39] designs fac-
torization prompting to elicit accurate reasoning on user and item
knowledge and employs a hybrid-expert adaptor to adapt the knowl-
edge to the recommendation tasks. This approach avoids the high
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online serving latency of LLMs, making it the mainstream method
for integrating LLMs into industrial recommender systems.

Our work focuses on the latter, a more deployable approach.
We aim to mitigate the high time and resource consumption when
using LLMs offline to generate knowledge for large-scale industrial
RSs, specifically by introducing speculative decoding.

5.2 Speculative Decoding
Although LLMs have achieved remarkable proficiency in many
fields, their inference latency is a significant obstacle to their wide-
spread application. This inefficiency primarily stems from the au-
toregressive nature of LLMs, where only one token is generated
per decoding step. To accelerate LLMs’ inference, speculative de-
coding has been proposed [18, 35, 42]. This method first efficiently
drafts multiple tokens and then utilizes the target LLM to ver-
ify parallelly, allowing multiple tokens to be generated in a sin-
gle decoding step [43]. Current research focuses on two main
areas: how to draft and how to verify. The former aims to de-
sign effective drafters to produce draft tokens meeting the target
LLMs’ requirements efficiently. This includes retrieving relevant
text from databases [15, 48], generating text with smaller mod-
els from the same series [6, 18], using the target LLM for self-
drafting [5, 34, 35, 44], and employing knowledge distillation to
align the target LLM with the drafter [5, 21, 35, 51]. The latter ex-
plores how to verify more draft sequences to improve the token
acceptance rate, such as token tree verification [5, 15, 21, 30, 48].

The above works are primarily focused on accelerating general
text generation tasks. We find that retrieval-based speculative de-
coding is particularly suitable for recommendations, and there is
potential for further improvement in the acceleration of recom-
mendations. To this end, we have designed two enhancements to
further improve the performance of speculative decoding.

6 CONCLUSION
In this work, we identify the issue of inference efficiency during
deploying LLM-based recommendations and introduce specula-
tive decoding to accelerate recommendation knowledge generation.
Based on characteristics of speculative decoding in recommenda-
tions, we design two key optimizations: Customized Retrieval Pool
to reduce retrieval time and Relaxed Verification to increase the
number of accepted tokens. Experiments demonstrate that DARE
achieves a 3-5x speedup, and it has been deployed to online adver-
tising scenarios within a large-scale commercial environment.
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A DATASET AND REPRODUCIBILITY
Our experiments are conducted on two public datasets,MovieLens-
10M and Amazon-Books.MovieLens-10M (ML-10M for short)
contains 10 million movie ratings applied to 10,000 movies by 72,000
users. The ratings are converted into binary labels by labeling rat-
ings 4 and 5 as positive and the rest as negative. Amazon-Books
refers to the “Books” category of the Amazon Review Dataset. We
filter out the less-interacted users and items, remaining 49,391 users
and 78,318 items with 5,002,043 interactions. In this dataset, ratings
of 5 are regarded as positive and the rest as negative. The prepro-
cessing of the two datasets, including the knowledge generation and
downstream recommendation task, mainly follows [39]. We first
employ LLMs to generate recommendation knowledge and then
adapt the knowledge to the downstream tasks. Vicuna-7b-v1.35 is
employed to generate fine-grained user and item knowledge with
the same prompt of KAR.

To implement speculative decoding, we simulate streaming be-
haviors and divide the user’s historical behavior into multiple seg-
ments. For simplicity, the user’s historical behavior {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛} is
divided into two segments to simulate changes in user behavior. We
fixed the length of user history used by the LLM to𝑚( 𝑛2 < 𝑚 < 𝑛),
designating 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑚 as the old history and 𝑥𝑛−𝑚, . . . , 𝑥𝑛 as the
new history. Then, we use vicuna-7b-v1.3 to generate user-side
preference knowledge for both new and old histories, with tradi-
tional autoregressive decoding for the old history and speculative
decoding for the new history following [48]. Before generating,
a retrieval pool, in the form of a prefix tree, is constructed with
the knowledge obtained from the old history. During knowledge
generation, we retrieve relevant text from the prefix tree as a draft
for the target LLM to validate.

As for acceleration experiments, we randomly sample 100 users
and 100 items as the test set, and all results are averaged over
these samples. Unless explicitly stated, all acceleration tests on the
same dataset are conducted on the same set of 100 users and items.
Regarding the retrieval pool, we construct collaborative-based re-
trieval pools for users, forming three groups in both ML-10M and
Amazon-Books. For items, we utilize attribute-based retrieval pools
with category as the attribute for partition, resulting in 9 groups
for ML-10M and 10 groups for Amazon-Books. Each group’s re-
trieval pool consists of the previously generated knowledge of the
items or users within the group, with the pool size potentially
controlled via random sampling. The optimal retrieval pool size
may vary across datasets and frameworks, and a grid search within
{500, 1000, 2000, 3000, 4000, 5000} is performed for optimal size.

B COMPATIBILITY STUDY
Previously, our experiments involved the compatibility of DARE
across different datasets, frameworks, and tasks. In this section,
we investigate the compatibility of DARE with various backbone
LLMs. We selected some widely used LLMs, such asMistral-7B-
instruct-v0.2, ChatGLM2-6B, vicuna-7B-v1.5, Qwen-7B-Chat,
and Qwen-1.8B-Chat, and compared DARE’s acceleration perfor-
mance on user/item knowledge generation tasks within the frame-
work KAR, whose results are presented in Table 7. Note that the
autoregressive generation speeds of different LLMs vary; we have
5https://huggingface.co/lmsys/vicuna-7b-v1.3

included the table with these generation speeds (Vanilla). Firstly,
across various backbone LLMs, our proposed DARE consistently
and significantly outperforms ReSD, demonstrating DARE’s strong
compatibility with different backbone LLMs. Secondly, DARE ex-
hibits better acceleration effects on larger LLMs. For instance, on
Amazon-Book, DARE achieves accelerations of 5.10x and 4.69x for
Qwen-7B-Chat, while for Qwen-1.8B-Chat, the accelerations are
4.77x and 3.98x.
Table 7: Speedup comparison between naive retrieval-based
speculative decoding (ReSD) and DARE with various LLMs.

Backbone
LLM Side Speedup

Method
ML-10M Amazon-Books

Gen. Speed Speedup Gen. Speed Speedup

Mistral-7B-instruct

Vanilla 41.30 1.00× 41.4 1.00×

user ReSD 66.10 1.60× 91.4 2.21×
DARE 179.00 4.33× 178.9 4.32×

item ReSD 80.60 1.95× 59.4 1.43×
DARE 95.30 2.31× 121.5 2.93×

ChatGLM2-6B

Vanilla 42.60 1.00× 42.5 1.00×

user ReSD 107.40 2.52× 89.1 2.10×
DARE 194.70 4.57× 165.0 3.88×

item ReSD 94.30 2.21× 71.1 1.67×
DARE 106.80 2.51× 117.7 2.77×

Vicuna-7B-v1.5

Vanilla 37.80 1.00× 36.7 1.00×

user ReSD 101.10 2.67× 62.4 1.70×
DARE 167.80 4.44× 173.3 4.72×

item ReSD 91.10 2.41× 83.3 2.27×
DARE 112.20 2.97× 123.9 3.38×

Qwen-7B-Chat

Vanilla 30.00 1.00× 29.90 1.00×

user ReSD 88.10 2.94× 69.60 2.33×
DARE 169.00 5.63× 152.40 5.10×

item ReSD 71.90 2.40× 68.70 2.30×
DARE 87.10 2.90× 140.10 4.69×

Qwen-1.8B-Chat

Vanilla 40.90 1.00× 41.10 1.00×

user ReSD 78.60 1.92× 105.90 2.58×
DARE 220.00 5.38× 196.20 4.77×

item ReSD 112.40 2.75× 76.20 1.85×
DARE 149.20 3.65× 163.60 3.98×

C ABLATION ON RELAXED VERIFICATION
Table 8: Ablation on Relaxed Verification.

Variants ML-10M Amazon-Books

AAL Gen. Speed # Token AT AAL Gen. Speed # Token AT

top-1 5.51 136.30 514.70 3.78 5.29 139.50 615.60 4.41
top-k 7.57 173.00 575.50 3.33 7.27 182.70 713.50 3.90
top-p 7.91 202.10 489.20 2.42 7.47 203.10 787.30 3.88
RV 7.54 171.30 508.20 2.93 6.76 178.90 633.10 3.67

We delve deeper into the relaxed verification mechanism by
designing several variants of verification: top-1 employs greedy
verification, top-k satisfies only Eq (7) by accepting tokens with
the highest top-𝑘 (𝑘=2) probabilities, and top-p explores the effect
of only meeting the probability threshold, that is accepting tokens
with highest probability or absolute probabilities greater than 𝛿
(𝛿=0.1). RV is our designed Relaxed Verification that meets the
condition in Eq (8) with𝑘=2 and 𝛿=0.1.We investigate the difference
in the number of generated tokens (# Token), generation speed (Gen.
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Speed), average acceptance length (AAL), and average generation
time per knowledge (AT) of these methods on the user knowledge
generation task within the framework KAR, as illustrated in Table 8.

The results show that compared to the original top-1, both top-k,
top-p, and RV significantly enhance generation speed. However, top-
k suffers from divergent generation issues, leading to a substantial
increase in the number of generated tokens. This ultimately length-
ens the total generation time, sometimes surpassing that of top-1,
thus failing to achieve practical acceleration. Top-p’s performance
is inconsistent; it causes divergent generation in Amazon-Books,
whereas in ML-10M, the length of the generated text is notably
shortened. By combining these approaches, RV achieves a simi-
lar length of text generated to that of top-1 while maintaining a
generation speed similar to top-k.

D CASE STUDY
To investigate which draft tokens DARE actually accepts, we ran-
domly select a user from the ML-10M dataset and employ vicuna-
7b-v1.3 to generate user preference knowledge with DARE. We
utilize the prompt of KAR [39] to generate user knowledge and
the results generated by DARE are as follows, where we use | to
separate the content generated at each decoding step:

Based | on the user’s movie viewing history and other relevant
factors | , their preferences can be analyzed as follows:
| 1. Genre: The user seems to enjoy a variety of | genres, including
action, comedy, drama, and | science fiction | .
2. Directors/Actors: They have a | preference for movies directed
by and starring famous directors and | actors such as Quentin
Tarantino | ,Kevin Spacey, and Morgan | Freeman.
3. Time Period/Country: The user | enjoys movies from various
time periods and countries, including | classics from the 1990s
and newer releases from | the 2000s and 2010s | .
4. Characters: The user | seems to appreciate movies with | strong,
memorable | characters, such as those | featuring Ace | Ventura,
Forrest Gump, and Leon | .
5. Plot/Theme: The user enjoys movies with | engaging plots and
themes, | such as those with | elements of mystery, | adventure,
and drama.
6 | . Mood/Tone: The user prefers movies | with a variety | of
moods and tones, including comedies, | dramas | , and thrillers.
7. Critical Acclaim/Award: The user seems to appreciate movies
that | have received critical acclaim and awards, such as | 12
Monkeys, The Shawshank Redemption, and | The Fugitive. |
8. Production Quality: The user enjoys movies with | high pro-
duction quality, as evidenced by their favorites like | Braveheart
and The Rock. |
9 | . Soundtrack: The user seems to appreciate movies with mem-
orable | soundtracks, such as Pulp Fiction | and Speed | .

It is evident that, in most cases, DARE can generate multiple
tokens within a single decoding step. Some of these received tokens
pertain to commonly used phrases, movie titles, and actor/director
names, while others involve the recombination of key preferences
related to user interests, e.g., genre and theme.
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