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ABSTRACT

Auto-Regressive (AR) models have recently gained prominence in image gener-
ation, often matching or even surpassing the performance of diffusion models.
However, one major limitation of AR models is their sequential nature, which
processes tokens one at a time, slowing down generation compared to models like
GANs or diffusion-based methods that operate more efficiently. While speculative
decoding has proven effective for accelerating LLMs by generating multiple tokens
in a single forward, its application in visual AR models remains largely unexplored.
In this work, we identify a challenge in this setting, which we term token selection
ambiguity, wherein visual AR models frequently assign uniformly low probabilities
to tokens, hampering the performance of speculative decoding. To overcome this
challenge, we propose a relaxed acceptance condition referred to as LANTERN
that leverages the interchangeability of tokens in latent space. This relaxation re-
stores the effectiveness of speculative decoding in visual AR models by enabling
more flexible use of candidate tokens that would otherwise be prematurely rejected.
Furthermore, by incorporating a total variation distance bound, we ensure that these
speed gains are achieved without significantly compromising image quality or se-
mantic coherence. Experimental results demonstrate the efficacy of our method in
providing a substantial speed-up over speculative decoding. In specific, compared
to a naïve application of the state-of-the-art speculative decoding, LANTERN
increases speed-ups by 1.75× and 1.76×, as compared to greedy decoding and
random sampling, respectively, when applied to LlamaGen, a contemporary visual
AR model.

1 INTRODUCTION

Auto-Regressive (AR) models have recently gained significant traction in image generation (Ramesh
et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2020; Tian et al., 2024; Sun et al., 2024) due to their competitive performance,
often matching or even surpassing diffusion models (Ho et al., 2020; Rombach et al., 2022). Notable
examples include iGPT (Chen et al., 2020), DALL-E (Ramesh et al., 2021), VAR (Tian et al., 2024),
and LlamaGen (Sun et al., 2024), which showcase the potential of AR models in image generation.
Moreover, recent studies like Team (2024); Lu et al. (2023) have demonstrated that AR modeling can
handle multi-modal data, including language and images, within a single unified framework. Given
the remarkable success of AR models in language modeling, leading to the era of large language
models (LLMs) (Brown et al., 2020; Touvron et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2023), it is anticipated that AR
modeling will emerge as a dominant paradigm for unifying multiple modalities into a single model in
the near future.
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A furry, black bear standing 

in a rocky, weedy, area in 

the wild

A boy sitting on a black 

couch with teddy bears

A bus parked in a 

large parking lot 
A man sitting on top of a 

bench near some pigeons

A table with wine glasses 

and bottles of wine

Figure 1: Images generated by vanilla decoding (top) and lossy speculative decoding with our relaxed
acceptance condition (with mean accepted length 2.40) (bottom) on the text-conditioned LlamaGen
Stage II (Sun et al., 2024).

Despite the promising potential of AR models, their sequential nature poses a significant bottleneck
for both efficiency and scalability since they generate a single token per forward pass. In contrast,
GANs (Goodfellow et al., 2014; Karras et al., 2019), which generate images in a single forward
pass, naturally avoid this issue, and diffusion models have benefited from extensive research aimed at
improving their speed (Song et al., 2022; Sauer et al., 2023; Heek et al., 2024). However, transferring
these acceleration techniques to visual AR models is far from straightforward due to fundamental
differences in the underlying mechanisms of these models.

One notable acceleration technique for AR models is speculative decoding (Leviathan et al., 2023;
Chen et al., 2023; Cai et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024b), which has demonstrated its effectiveness in
LLMs. Initially introduced by Leviathan et al. (2023), speculative decoding addresses the sequential
bottleneck of AR models by introducing a draft and verify mechanism. In this framework, a smaller
model (the drafter) predicts the next few tokens, which are then verified by the larger target model. If
the drafter’s predictions are accurate, multiple tokens can be generated from a single forward pass,
resulting in a substantial inference speed-up. This method has proven highly effective in accelerating
LLM inference, making it a leading option for reducing the latency associated with AR models.

While speculative decoding shows great promise for accelerating AR models, its application to
visual AR models remains largely unexplored. Therefore, in this paper, we take the first step toward
addressing this gap by migrating speculative decoding to visual AR models. Interestingly, our findings
reveal that the naïve application of existing speculative decoding methods falls short in visual AR
models. Specifically, we identify a key problem, namely the token selection ambiguity, that hampers
the effective migration of speculative decoding to visual AR models.

To mitigate such an obstacle in speculative decoding, we propose a solution dubbed as LANTERN
(Latent Neighbor Token Acceptance Relaxation) that leverages the interchangeability of image
tokens in latent space for the relaxation of acceptance condition. By relaxing the acceptance in
speculative decoding, we allow for more effective utilization of draft (candidate) tokens that would
otherwise be frequently rejected despite their potential usefulness. However, our relaxation introduces
some distortion to the target model’s distribution, which may cause the generated images to deviate
from the original target output. To mitigate this, we further incorporate a total variation distance
bound which ensures that the deviation remains controlled.

Our main contributions are summarized as below:

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to thoroughly investigate speculative decoding
in visual AR models, identifying the token selection ambiguity problem, where near-uniform
token probability distributions hinder token prioritization, causing existing methods to fail
in improving speed.
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Table 1: Mean accepted length of naïve application of existing speculative decoding methods on
the greedy decoding regime. LlamaGen-L is used as a drafter for Speculative Decoding (Leviathan
et al., 2023). Numbers in parentheses present the mean accepted length on MT-Bench (Zheng et al.,
2023) with Vicuna-7B (Zheng et al., 2023). Results on Vicuna-7B are taken from EAGLE-2 (Li et al.,
2024a).

Methods
Mean Accepted Length

LlamaGen-3B Vicuna-7B
(Sun et al., 2024) (Zheng et al., 2023)

Speculative Decoding (Leviathan et al., 2023) 1.40 (-40.6%) 2.36
Medusa (Cai et al., 2024) 1.38 (-45.2%) 2.52
EAGLE-2 (Li et al., 2024a) 2.11 (-57.6%) 4.98

• Based on our insights, we then propose LANTERN, a novel relaxation of acceptance
condition for the speculative decoding that addresses the token selection ambiguity problem,
successfully enabling the effective application of speculative decoding to visual AR models.

• Our experiments using LlamaGen (Sun et al., 2024) as the target and EAGLE-2 (Li et al.,
2024a) as the drafter demonstrate significant speed-ups, improving from 1.28× to 2.25×
in greedy decoding and from 0.93× to 1.64× in random sampling, compared to the naive
application of EAGLE-2, without substantial performance drop in terms of image quality.

2 TOKEN SELECTION AMBIGUITY IN VISUAL AUTOREGRESSIVE MODELS

In this section, we introduce a novel problem, termed token selection ambiguity, which imposes
a major challenge for applying speculative decoding into visual AR models. In Section 2.1, we
provide empirical results on naïve application of existing speculative decoding methods into visual
AR models. Section 2.2 presents the token selection ambiguity problem and how this problem causes
the failure of speculative decoding in visual AR models.

2.1 NAÏVE SPECULATIVE DECODING FAILS IN VISUAL AR MODELS

While speculative decoding has been successful in LLMs (Leviathan et al., 2023; Cai et al., 2024; Li
et al., 2024a), we observe that its naïve application to visual AR models fails to provide noticeable
speed-up. As shown in Table 1, the naïve application results in limited efficacy compared to its
performance in LLMs, with a significant reduction in the mean accepted length, dropping between
41% to 58% across methods. To better understand this limitation, we conduct a comparative analysis
of the next-token probability distributions in both LLMs and vision AR models, using Vicuna-
7B (Zheng et al., 2023) on the MT-Bench dataset (Zheng et al., 2023) and LlamaGen models (Sun
et al., 2024) on MS-COCO captions (Lin et al., 2014b), respectively.

Our analysis reveals that the drafter in the visual AR models often struggles to accurately predict
the target model’s output, leading to frequent misalignment between token predictions from the
drafter and target model. Specifically, Figure 2(a) demonstrates that the drafter model fails to achieve
high accuracy in predicting the target model’s output even in top-3 predictions, whereas its LLM
counterpart shows considerably higher accuracy. Consequently, Figure 2(b) clearly illustrates the
significant misalignment in token prediction distributions between the drafter and target model in
visual AR models.

2.2 TOKEN SELECTION AMBIGUITY PROBLEM

To understand the reason for the failure of speculative decoding in visual AR models, we identify
a unique problem that we term as the token selection ambiguity. This problem stems from the
fundamental differences between language and image data, as well as the distinct tokenization
strategies employed in their respective AR models.
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Figure 2: (a) Top-1 and top-3 accuracy of learned drafter model on Vicuna-13B, LlamaGen-XL
(text-conditioned, stage I), and LlamaGen-3B (class-conditioned) for predicting the target model’s
outputs. (b) Heat map of the drafter and target model’s probability distribution during inference on
text-conditioned LlamaGen-XL Stage I model. For simplicity, we only visualize the union of the
top-20 probable tokens for each model. (c) An average top-1 and top-10 probabilities on Vicuna-7B
and LlamaGen-XL (text-conditioned, stage I)

In language models, tokens represent discrete units such as words or subwords, which follow
structured and predictable sequences governed by grammar and syntax (Zipf, 1935). This results
in a concentrated next token probability distribution, where the model assigns high confidence to
the most likely token. In contrast, visual AR models process pixels or patches as tokens, leading to
spatially continuous and highly complex sequences. Consequently, these models often exhibit broad
and dispersed next-token probability distributions, reflecting greater uncertainty and ambiguity in
predicting the next token. We define this phenomenon as the token selection ambiguity problem.

To empirically validate this, we compare the next token probability distributions of Vicuna-7B, a
language model, and text-conditioned LlamaGen, a visual AR model. Using 80 responses from Vicuna-
7B on the MT-Bench dataset and 1,000 images from LlamaGen based on MS-COCO validation
captions, we observe a stark contrast in how the models assign probabilities. As shown in Figure 2(c),
LlamaGen has significantly lower top-1 and top-10 probabilities on average compared to Vicuna-7B.
This highlights the greater ambiguity in selecting the next token in visual AR models, where the
model struggles to confidently prioritize one token over others.

The implication of this problem is critical for speculative decoding since speculative decoding relies
on concentrated next-token distributions which enables a simpler drafter to predict and align with
the target model. Therefore, the dispersed token distributions in visual AR models make it difficult
for the drafter to accurately approximate the target model’s token probabilities. This misalignment
leads to a lower acceptance rate of drafter tokens during speculative decoding, ultimately reducing its
effectiveness.

3 DETOURING TOKEN SELECTION AMBIGUITY THROUGH LATENT SPACE

In this section, we propose LANTERN, a simple yet effective method that permits detouring the failure
of speculative decoding caused by the token selection ambiguity problem by relaxing acceptance
condition in Speculative Decoding (Leviathan et al., 2023). In Section 3.1, we introduce a concept
of latent proximity which asserts close image tokens in the latent space are interchangeable and
examines its validity on the generated images. Section 3.2 describes how we relax the acceptance
condition based on the interchangeability. In Section 3.3, we present another component to ensure that
the distribution of generated images does not catastrophically deviate from the original distribution.

3.1 LATENT PROXIMITY PERMITS TOKEN INTERCHANGEABILITY

We introduce latent proximity, a property in visual AR models that asserts tokens close to one another
in latent space are interchangeable without significantly affecting the visual semantics or overall
image quality. This means that replacing a token with another nearby token in latent space results in
minimal changes to the generated image.

This property arises from the tokenization process unique to visual AR models. Unlike text to-
kenization, which is straightforward due to its discrete nature, images are spatially continuous,
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Bedroom scene with a bookcase, 

blue comforter and window

Large factory smoke towers 

shadowed by a large building 

behind them

A person riding on the back of a 

brown horse on a rocky hillside

An inlet filled with boats of 

all kinds
A small room with a bed and 

window letting in light

Figure 3: Image generated by text-conditioned LlamaGen Stage II model (Sun et al., 2024) with
five captions from MS-COCO (Lin et al., 2014b) validation set. The images are generated by either
standard sampling method (top) or sampling with random replacement within 100-closest tokens in
the latent space (bottom).

making tokenization more complex (Esser et al., 2021). To handle this, models like vector-quantized
variational auto-encoders (VQVAE) (Van Den Oord et al., 2017) and vector-quantized generative
adversarial networks (VQGAN) (Esser et al., 2021) are used to discretize the latent embeddings of
images. These embeddings maintain a continuous mapping between changes in latent space and the
visual semantics of the generated images (Kingma & Welling, 2022; Goodfellow et al., 2014; Karras
et al., 2019). As a result, small shifts in latent space lead to minor shifts in the image, supporting the
idea that tokens close in the latent space are effectively interchangeable.

To demonstrate this concept empirically, we perform an experiment in which, after each token is
sampled, it is re-sampled uniformly from the 100 closest tokens in latent space. Figure 3 reveals that
the images generated by this procedure closely resemble those produced using the original sampling
method. This confirms that tokens close in latent space can be treated as interchangeable, allowing
for flexible token replacement without significantly compromising the visual semantics or overall
image quality.

3.2 LANTERN: RELAXATION OF ACCEPTANCE CONDITION

Building on our findings about latent proximity, we introduce LANTERN, a simple yet effective
solution that leverages the interchangeability of proximate tokens in latent space. By treating neigh-
boring tokens as commutable, LANTERN effectively resolves the token selection ambiguity problem,
significantly boosting the acceptance probability of candidate tokens and enabling the successful
application of speculative decoding.

We start with revisiting the original acceptance condition from Leviathan et al. (2023). The drafter
model with distribution p(x) samples a candidate token x̃ ∼ p(x|s) given a preceding sequence
s = (x1, . . . , xn). The candidate is accepted with probability

min

(
1,

q(x̃|s)
p(x̃|s)

)
(1)

where q(x) is the target model’s distribution. If rejected, the next token is re-sampled from [q(·|s)−
p(·|s)]+ where [·]+ denotes normalization. Acceptance depends on the alignment of probabilities
between the drafter and target models.

However, this acceptance condition results in a sharp decline in accept probability when encountering
the token selection ambiguity problem. As mentioned in Table 2, the EAGLE-2 drafter exhibits an
average accept probability of 0.0402, meaning only 4% of drafts are accepted when applied to visual
AR models. This issue arises because the target model assigns low probabilities to individual tokens
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Table 2: Average accept probabilities of LANTERN. The accept probabilities are averaged on 100
image generations using text-conditioned LlamaGen Stage I model (Sun et al., 2024) and MS-COCO
validation captions (Lin et al., 2014a). We only use accept probability of the first draft token. An
average accept probability of EAGLE-2 (Li et al., 2024a) is 0.0402.

Average Accept Probability
k δ = 0.05 δ = 0.1 δ = 0.2 δ = 0.4

100 0.0725 0.1096 0.1703 0.2595
300 0.0759 0.1166 0.1892 0.3267
1000 0.0786 0.1186 0.2000 0.3657

and frequently misaligns with the drafter’s distribution, leading to frequent rejections of candidate
tokens and reducing the overall effectiveness of speculative decoding.

To alleviate this problem, we exploit the latent proximity by aggregating the probabilities of a
candidate token’s nearest neighbors, treating them as proxies. This approach effectively increases the
acceptance probability by utilizing the combined likelihood of similar tokens, mitigating the impact
of the token selection ambiguity problem and reducing unnecessary rejections.

Specifically, we define the neighborhood Bk(x̃) as the set of k-nearest tokens to x̃ in latent space,
including x̃ itself. The accept probability is then adjusted to

min

(
1,

∑
x∈Bk(x̃)

q(x|s)
p(x̃|s)

)
. (2)

Because x̃ is always included in Bk(x̃), this new accept probability is guaranteed to be equal to or
higher than the original acceptance condition (1). As demonstrated in Table 2, applying LANTERN
significantly increases the average acceptance probability, reaching values as high as 0.37. This
improvement allows us to recover candidate tokens that would have otherwise been unjustifiably
rejected.

3.3 WITH LIMITED DISTRIBUTIONAL DIVERGENCE

Although the relaxed acceptance condition (2) effectively permits speculative decoding in visual AR
models by significantly raising the accept probability, it inevitably distorts the target distribution. In
particular, when we condition the target distribution on the candidate token x̃, it becomes:

qk(x|s,D = x̃) =


∑

x∈Bk(x̃)
q(x|s) if x = x̃

0 if x ∈ Bk(x̃), x ̸= x̃

q(x|s) otherwise

where D is a random variable representing the candidate token and qk denotes the distorted target
distribution. In contrast, under the original acceptance condition, the target distribution remains
unchanged regardless of the candidate token. For this reason, (2) may excessively distort the target
distribution, leading to generating images that diverge significantly from those generated by the target
model.

To mitigate this distortion, we impose an upper bound on the distributional divergence using total
variation distance (TVD). Since the distortion results from redistributing probability mass, TVD
effectively measures the extent of this shift, allowing us to control the magnitude of the divergence.
This can be achieved by adjusting the neighborhood Bk(x̃) used in the relaxation as follows.

Since the relaxation can be analogously derived using any neighborhood of x̃, we can find a neigh-
borhood that ensures the TVD between the target distribution and the distorted target distribution
induced by the neighborhood is below a specific threshold. To formulate this approach, we define
the neighborhood Ak,δ(x̃) of x̃ for a given TVD bound δ > 0 and k ∈ Z+ as Ak,δ(x̃) is the largest
subset of Bk(x̃) such that for the total variation distance DTV ,

DTV (qk,δ(x|s,D = x̃) , q(x|s,D = x̃)) = DTV (qk,δ(x|s,D = x̃), q(x|s)) < δ

where qk,δ denotes the distorted target distribution induced by Ak,δ(x̃).
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We construct Ak,δ(x̃) by incrementally adding tokens from Bk(x̃) to Ak,δ(x̃), starting with the
closest ones to x̃, and stopping when adding another token would exceed the TVD threshold δ. This
procedure allows us to relax the acceptance condition by incorporating probabilities of similar tokens
while keeping the divergence within a predefined boundary.

By integrating the TVD constraint into the acceptance condition (2), we arrive at the final relaxed
acceptance condition of LANTERN:

Accept x̃ with probability min

(
1,

∑
x∈Ak,δ(x̃)

q(x|s)
p(x̃|s)

)
Else re-sample x ∼ [qk,δ(x|s,D = x̃)− p(x|s)]+

For greedy decoding, LANTERN can be simply reduced to accept x̃ if x̃ = argmaxx qk,δ(x|s,D =
x̃). Full algorithm can be found in Appendix B.

4 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our method, LANTERN. In section 4.1, we report the
experimental setup for our experiments. Section 4.2 evaluates LANTERN with other baselines in
perspective of image quality and acceleration. In Section 4.3, we conduct an ablation study to clarify
the effectiveness of each component in our method.

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

To validate our method LANTERN, we conduct experiments on LlamaGen-XL (Sun et al., 2024) for
the text-conditional image generation as target model that demonstrate the best performance among
autoregressive models without vision-specific modifications. We utilize the MS-COCO validation
captions (Lin et al., 2014a) to generate images and evaluate the image quality with the ground-truth
images. For the drafter model, we employ EAGLE-2 (Li et al., 2024a), which has demonstrated
state-of-the-art performance in speculative decoding in the language domain. We employ the ℓ2
distance to quantify latent proximity, and utilize the TVD as a metric for divergence bound.

To assess the improvement of speed, we use 100 MS-COCO validation captions to evaluate actual
speedup and mean accepted length. Since measuring speedup with more than 100 samples shows
no significant difference, we use 100 captions for efficiency. Actual speedup is measured by the
inference time ratio between each method and vanilla auto-regressive decoding. Mean accepted length
is determined by the average number of tokens accepted in each forward step of the target model. We
evaluate each method in both the greedy decoding setting with τ = 0 and the sampling with τ = 1.

Since LANTERN can impact the quality of generated images, we evaluate image quality with FID
(Heusel et al., 2017) and CLIP score (Hessel et al., 2021) with 30k samples. For each evaluation, Note
that existing speculative decoding theoretically guarantees exact distribution matching with the target
model, we do not evaluate image quality on EAGLE-2. Further details can be found in Appendix C.

4.2 MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we demonstrate qualitative and quantitative results of speculative decoding with our
relaxed acceptance condition. First of all, Section 4.2.1 demonstrates how much speed-up can be
achieved through our method. Next, Section 4.2.2 showcases that our method retains image quality
within a similar level by showing qualitative samples. Afterward, Section 4.2.3 presents the trade-off
between performance and efficiency in our method.

4.2.1 SPEED UP COMPARISON

To confirm that LANTERN provides notable speed improvements over the baseline while maintaining
image quality, we compare our method with baselines under both greedy decoding and random
sampling situations. Table 3 demonstrates the speedup and image quality across different methods.
LANTERN shows a significant acceleration, even with some degradation in image quality, when
compared to vanilla autoregressive decoding and EAGLE-2 (Li et al., 2024a).
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Table 3: Actual speed-up, mean accepted length, FID, and CLIP score for each method. τ refers to
the temperature for a generation. The actual speed-up is measured on a single A100 80GB SXM.

Method τ = 0

Speedup Mean Accepted Length FID CLIP score
Vanilla AR (Sun et al., 2024) 1.00× 1.00 28.63 0.3169
EAGLE-2 (Li et al., 2024a) 1.28× 1.60 - -
LANTERN (δ = 0.05, k = 1000) 1.68× 2.02 29.77 0.3164
LANTERN (δ = 0.20, k = 1000) 2.25× 2.89 30.78 0.3154

Method τ = 1

Speedup Mean Accepted Length FID CLIP score
Vanilla AR (Sun et al., 2024) 1.00× 1.00 15.22 0.3203
EAGLE-2 (Li et al., 2024a) 0.93× 1.20 - -
LANTERN (δ = 0.10, k = 1000) 1.17× 1.75 16.17 0.3208
LANTERN (δ = 0.40, k = 1000) 1.65× 2.40 18.76 0.3206

Figure 4: Qualitative samples for LANTERN and vanilla autoregressive decoding. From top to
bottom, the images are generated by vanilla, LANTERN (δ = 0.05, δ = 0.1, δ = 0.2, δ = 0.4)
where k is fixed at 1000, and images in the same column are generated using the same text prompt.

For τ = 0, LANTERN achieves a 2.25× actual speedup with a slight quality cost, as reflected in
a 2.16 increase in FID. In contrast, EAGLE-2 only achieves 1.28× speedup, which is far less than
ours. LANTERN demonstrates that by slightly relaxing the (i.e. δ = 0.2), we can achieve higher
speedup compared to other baselines while maintaining the acceptable quality loss, with an FID of
30.78, which is close to the vanilla AR decoding.

For τ = 1, while EAGLE-2 fails to achieve actual speedup, our approach accomplishes 1.65×
speedup by relaxing the acceptance condition, with a cost of a 3.53 increase in FID. Nevertheless, a
more conservative setting of δ = 0.1 yields a balanced compromise, which obtains 1.17× speedup
with only a 6% increase in FID compared to the vanilla AR, making it a suitable choice when quality
preservation is critical. CLIP score is maintained within a similar level, regardless of k and δ, which
indicates that LANTERN does not alter alignment between input text and generated images.

Similar to the other speculative decoding methods in LLMs, we can achieve greater speedup with
greedy decoding compared to the sampling. However, vision autoregressive models often fail to
generate high quality images with greedy decoding, which leads to the inferior FID score. As a result,
by allowing a degree of flexibility in token selection, our method strikes a favorable balance between
speed and quality, outperforming both vanilla AR and EAGLE-2 in terms of practical efficiency.
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Figure 5: Trade-off curves show the relationship between performance (FID) and acceleration (mean
accepted length). The results with the same k are annotated with the same color, while the same
δ values are marked with identical symbols. In the legend, the values are separated by commas,
indicating k and δ, respectively.

4.2.2 QUALITATIVE RESULTS

To confirm that image quality is preserved with LANTERN, as indicated by the FID score, we
conduct qualitative analysis. Figure 4 demonstrates that, despite the modification of the target
model’s probability distribution to achieve acceleration, our method effectively preserves image
quality. Notably, even under the setting of δ = 0.4 and k = 1000, which achieve about 1.6× speedup
compared to the vanilla decoding, generated images retain both content and style at a level comparable
to standard autoregressive decoding. These qualitative results, along with the fact that LANTERN
avoids significant degradation in FID score as shown in the previous section, demonstrate that it
effectively preserves image quality while increasing efficiency. More qualitative examples can be
found in Appendix D.

4.2.3 TRADE-OFF BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND EFFICIENCY

LANTERN provides various options between quality and efficiency to the end users. Therefore,
we explore this trade-off by adjusting k and δ across different settings. Figure 5 illustrates the
relationship between image quality, which is measured by FID, and speedup, which is assessed
with mean accepted length for various settings of δ and k, under both sampling (τ = 1) and greedy
decoding (τ = 0). The trade-off curves highlight that increasing δ and k generally improves speedup,
but at the expense of image quality.

In the case of greedy decoding, we observe that while larger δ tends to increase the speedup, it may
not always result in substantial acceleration when k is small. This could be attributed to the inherent
nature of greedy decoding, which only accepts the token with the top-1 probability. If k is not large
enough, the increase in acceptance probability is insufficient to surpass the top-1 threshold, thus
limiting the speedup gains.

For sampling, note that we observe different behaviors. When δ is small such as 0.05 and 0.1,
increasing k maintains image quality while still achieving better acceleration. This suggests that
by tuning δ and selecting an appropriate k, we can find an optimal trade-off where the speedup is
improved without significantly compromising image quality. Specifically, larger k values allow for
faster generation without disproportionately degrading FID, particularly at lower δ values.

These findings confirm that LANTERN allows flexible tuning of performance versus efficiency,
where careful adjustment of δ and k can yield substantial acceleration with minimal quality loss.
By setting appropriate hyperparameters, particularly under sampling, we can achieve significant
speedups while preserving the quality of images, offering a better balance compared to the original
speculative decoding method.
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Table 4: Ablation study for latent proximity measure and probability distribution distance metrics.
Best performing method annotated with bold, and second best is marked with underline.

Distance Metric Latent Proximity Measure
Mean Accepted Length FID CLIP score

ℓ2 distance (δ = 0.2) 2.09 17.43 0.3208
ℓ2 distance (δ = 0.05) 1.50 15.71 0.3203
Cosine similarity (δ = 0.2) 2.09 17.46 0.3206
Random (δ = 0.2) 1.26 15.62 0.3203

Distance Metric Probability Distribution Distance
Mean Accepted Length FID CLIP score

JSD (δ = 0.2) 2.29 18.21 0.3206
TVD (δ = 0.2) 2.09 17.43 0.3208
TVD (δ = 0.4) 2.40 18.76 0.3206

4.3 ABLATION STUDY

In this section, we conduct ablation studies for LANTERN. In Section 4.3.1, we assess the impact
of the metric used to measure latent proximity on performance. Then, in Section 4.3.2, we provide
an ablation study on the effect of the metric for measuring distance from the modified probability
distribution.

4.3.1 NEAREST LATENT SELECTION

To explore the impact of various metrics for measuring latent proximity, we conduct an ablation
study using representative distance metrics commonly used to measure latent proximity. Table 4
summarizes the comparisons among different strategies for selecting the nearest latent tokens,
including ℓ2 distance, cosine similarity, and random selection. This experiment aims to assess the
role of proximity-based selection in token aggregation, with k = 1000 used across all methods.

As shown in Table 4, the random selection significantly underperforms in terms of acceleration,
achieving only a 1.26 mean accepted length, which is notably lower than both ℓ2 distance and cosine
similarity. Additionally, the random selection shows inferior acceleration compared to the ℓ2 distance
with δ = 0.05, while maintaining a similar FID, which highlights the importance of token selection
based on latent proximity.

Comparing ℓ2 distance and cosine similarity, both methods demonstrate comparable performance,
suggesting robustness in our approach to proximity measurement. Mean accepted length is almost
identical between these two, and FID/CLIP score also have a marginal gap. This suggests that our
method is effective regardless of the specific proximity metric considered, offering flexibility without
significant trade-offs in performance. These results confirm that selecting tokens based on latent
proximity plays a crucial role in both acceleration and image quality, with proximity-based metrics
like ℓ2 distance and cosine similarity, providing a clear advantage over random selection.

4.3.2 DISTANCE BETWEEN PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTION

To ensure that the modified target distribution remains within an acceptable range of divergence from
the original, we introduce δ as an upper bound for distributional divergence. To validate the impact of
the divergence metric, we evaluate two different metrics to measure this divergence: Total Variation
Distance (TVD) and Jensen-Shannon Divergence (JSD). Kullback-Leibler Divergence (KLD) is not
used as it is asymmetric and not a valid metric for a distance in mathematical sense.

To compare the effectiveness of these distance metrics, we fix k as 1000 and adjust δ to achieve similar
mean accepted lengths across the different methods. The results, shown in Table 4, demonstrate
that JSD with δ = 0.2 results in a performance that achieves between TVD with δ = 0.2 and with
δ = 0.4. Specifically, JSD yields 2.29 mean accepted length with 18.21 FID, positioning it between
two TVD configurations in terms of both speed and image quality.

These results confirm that our method consistently functions as a robust trade-off controller re-
gardless of the chosen distance metric. Since the difference in performance between two metrics is
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marginal, we opt to use TVD, as it is computationally lighter and thus more efficient for large-scale
implementations.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we explored the application of speculative decoding to visual AR models for the first
time. We revealed that the naïve application of existing methods fails due to the token selection
ambiguity problem. To address this, we proposed LANTERN, a novel relaxed acceptance condition
that effectively resolves this problem. Our experiments using the state-of-the-art visual AR model
and speculative decoding method demonstrated that LANTERN successfully enables speculative
decoding in visual AR models, achieving substantial speed-ups with minimal compromise in image
generation performance. For future work, we plan to design a drafter specifically tailored to visual
AR models, aiming to achieve acceleration without sacrificing the generation performance.
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APPENDIX

A RELATED WORKS

Visual Autoregressive Models Based on the advancements of autoregressive (AR) learning in
natural language processing (Brown et al., 2020; Touvron et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2023), autore-
gressive models have been extended to generative vision tasks by tokenizing images into discrete
tokens arranged on a 2D grid and defining a unidirectional token sequence. Early studies (Esser
et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2022) employ row-major raster scan, spiral, or z-curve
orders to generate sequences, but these approaches are computationally inefficient and demonstrated
inferior performance compared to diffusion models. In response, recent visual AR models (Sun et al.,
2024; Tian et al., 2024) introduce a novel tokenizer and multi-scale, coarse-to-fine ordering strategy,
establishing a scalable paradigm that surpasses diffusion models. More recently, Chameleon (Team,
2024) propose a multi-modal AR model capable of generating both images and text within a unified
framework, demonstrating strong versatility across diverse tasks.

Speculative Decoding for LLMs LLM inference is known to be memory-bounded, which means
that the computation (or processing) is blocked by the slow transfer of data (e.g., model parame-
ters) (Leviathan et al., 2023). To address the issue, the speculative decoding (Leviathan et al., 2023)
has been proposed to make more computations at a single decoding step by attaching the draft
sequences after the usual input tokens. Speculative decoding theoretically guarantee that prediction
results with speculative decoding exactly match with target models distribution. Speculative decoding
uses a smaller model which is trained on the same dataset as a drafter, thus it involves significant
extra latency by running another model (drafter) and it hinders the actual acceleration.

Medusa (Cai et al., 2024) proposed a light-weighted drafter where the size is similar to the lm_head
of the target model and suggested to use somewhat lenient acceptance condition called typical
acceptance rather than speculative sampling. Although the typical acceptance does not provide
any fundamental guarantee about the resulting distribution, they show that the results’ quality is
maintained compared to the target model. EAGLE (Li et al., 2024a) proposes to make the drafter
slightly heavier than Medusa by utilizing single autoregressive layers, but it dramatically improves
the acceleration.

In this work, we mainly follow the EAGLE as a base method since it exhibits the best performance in
LLM literature. Based on its its drafter architecture and training settings, we trained drafter on image
data and adapt it for speculative decoding.

Multi-modal speculative decoding Recently, Gagrani et al. (2024) proposes a speculative decoding
method for the multi-modal large language models (MLLMs). They mainly focus on the model,
which processes both images and texts as input and generates texts such as LLaVA. Note that we
focus on the visual autoregressive models regarding image generation in this work, which is a totally
different model with the scope of Gagrani et al. (2024).
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B ALGORITHM

Algorithm 1 LANTERN

1: Input: Target model q(·|·), draft model p(·|·), initial sequence x0, . . . , xt, drafted sequence
length L, minimum target sequence length T , DTV tolerance δ > 0, and maximum cardinality
of latent neighborhood k.

2: Initialize: n← t.
3: while n < T do
4: for t = 1, . . . , L do
5: Sample draft autoregressively x̃t ∼ p(x|x0, . . . , xn, x̃1, . . . , x̃t−1)
6: end for
7: In parallel, compute L+ 1 sets of logits from drafts x̃1, . . . , x̃L:

q(x|x0, . . . , xn), q(x|x0, . . . , xn, x̃1), . . . , q(x|x0, . . . , xn, x̃1, . . . , x̃L)

8: for t = 1, . . . , L do
9: Find the neighborhood Ak,δ(x̃t).

10: Sample r ∼ U [0, 1] from an uniform distribution.

11: if r < min

(
1,

∑
x∈Ak,δ(x̃t)

q(x|x0,...,xn+t−1)

p(x̃t|x0,...,xn+t−1)

)
then

12: Set xn+t ← x̃t and n← n+ 1.
13: else
14: Sample xn+t ∼ (qk,δ(x|x0, . . . , xn+t−1, D = x̃t) − p(x|x0, . . . , xn+t−1))+ and

exit the loop
15: end if
16: end for
17: If all drafts are accepted, sample an extra token xn+L+1 ∼ q(x|x0, . . . , xn+L).
18: end while
19: Output: xn+1, . . . , xn+L or xn+1, . . . , xn+L+1

C EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

To train text-conditional model’s drafter, we sampled 100k images in LAION-COCO dataset (Chuh-
mann et al., 2022), which is used to train stage-1 target model. We used same amount of image
sampled in ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009) dataset to train class-conditional model’s drafter. Since
EAGLE (Li et al., 2024a) reports that benefits of using target model generated sequence as a training
data is marginal, we do not use target model generated sequence as a training data to reduce overhead.
We used a single-layer decoder with the same structure as the target model, in the same manner of
EAGLE. During training, 5% of data is set to be hold out validation dataset.

Since LlamaGen (Sun et al., 2024) use classifier-free guidance (Ho & Salimans, 2021) to generate
image, we trained our drafter to both learn conditioned input and null-conditioned input. To do so, we
dropped 10% of conditional embedding during trainig, as same as target model training. Batch size is
16 and base learning rate is 10−4. AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) optimizer with β1 = 0.9
and β2 = 0.95 is used and Linear learning rate scheduling with warm up is used with 2000 warm up
steps. We select best performing model in terms of top-3 accuracy in hold out validation set for 20
epochs. In addition, Flan-T5 XL (Chung et al., 2022) is used to encode input text for text-conditional
generation.

All text-conditional images are generated using a classifier-free guidance scale of 7.5, with top-p set
to 0 and top-k set to 1000, which is the default generation configuration of LlamaGen (Sun et al.,
2024) official implementation for text-conditional image generation. For class-conditional generation,
the classifier-free guidance scale is set to 4.0, with the top-k sampling covering the entire vocabulary
and top-p sampling set to 1.0. For EAGLE-2 and our method, 60 candidate tokens are passed into
target model for each verification process.
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D QUALITATIVE RESULTS

𝛿 = 0.05 𝛿 = 0.1 𝛿 = 0.2 𝛿 = 0.4

𝑘 = 100

𝑘 = 300

𝑘 = 1000

Vanilla

Figure 6: Qualitative sample for the changes in the generated images according to various
δ ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.4} and k ∈ {100, 300, 1000} at τ = 1. Input prompt is ’A kitchen with a
refrigerator, stove and oven with cabinets’. Target model is LlamaGen-XL stage I.
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𝛿 = 0.05 𝛿 = 0.1 𝛿 = 0.2 𝛿 = 0.4

𝑘 = 100

𝑘 = 300

𝑘 = 1000

Vanilla

Figure 7: Qualitative sample for the changes in the generated images according to various δ ∈
{0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.4} and k ∈ {100, 300, 1000} at τ = 0. Input prompt is ’A motorcycle parked in a
parking space next to another motorcycle.’. Target model is LlamaGen-XL stage I.
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Figure 8: Additional qualitative samples with various k and δ at τ = 1. Target model is LlamaGen-XL
stage I and MS-COCO validation captions are used. Images within the same column are generated
using the same text prompt.
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Figure 9: Additional qualitative samples with various k and δ at τ = 0. Target model is LlamaGen-XL
stage I and MS-COCO validation captions are used. Images within the same column are generated
using the same text prompt.
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Figure 10: Qualitative sample for the changes in the generated images according to various δ ∈
{0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.4} and k ∈ {100, 300, 1000} at τ = 1. Input prompt is ’A pile of oranges in crates
topped with yellow bannanas.’ Target model is LlamaGen-XL stage II.
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Figure 11: Additional qualitative samples with various k and δ at τ = 1. Target model is LlamaGen-
XL stage II and MS-COCO validation captions are used. Images within the same column are generated
using the same text prompt.
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