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Abstract. Autoregressive language models like GPT aim at predicting
next tokens, while autoencoding models such as BERT are trained on
tasks such as predicting masked tokens. We train a decoder only archi-
tecture for predicting the second last token for a sequence of tokens. Our
approach yields higher computational training efficiency than BERT-
style models by employing a structured deterministic approach towards
masking tokens. We use our model to improve the next token predictions
of a standard GPT by combining both predictions in a “generate-then-
refine” approach. We show on different variants of GPT-2 and different
datasets that (not unexpectedly) second last token predictions are much
more accurate, i.e., more than 15% higher accuracy than ordinary next
token predictors. The “generate-then-refine” approach also demonstrates
notable improvements in next-token predictions, yielding smaller yet con-
sistent and significant gains.

Keywords: Large Language Models · Generate-then-refine · bidirec-
tional decoder-only model

1 Introduction

Large language models based on transformers [22] have disrupted the field of
natural language models. In particular, autoregressive models such as the Gen-
erative Pre-trained Transformer (GPT) series dating back to 2018 [16] marked
a major step forward due to their ability to generate mostly coherent and con-
textually relevant text by predicting the next token only based on prior tokens.
Conversely, autoencoding models like BERT (Bidirectional Encoder Represen-
tations from Transformers) [6] let to large improvements in understanding and
representation tasks. They predict (among other things) masked tokens within
a sequence, thereby capturing both preceding and suceeding context. Efforts to
bridge the gap between these models have led to innovations like XLNet [23]
integrating permutation-based training to capture bidirectional context while
maintaining autoregressive properties. We pursue a different avenue to improve
next token predictions by aiming at a “generate-then-refine” approach. In our ap-
proach, a (standard) autoregressive model predicts the top-k next tokens, which
are provided as context, i.e., last token, to an auto-encoding model aiming to
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2 Johannes Schneider

predict the second last token (see Figure 1) — thereby incorporating bidirec-
tional context into a unidirectional model. Predictions of both models are then
combined to improve next token predictions. That is, we use prior token predic-
tions as a form of feedback (or verification) to improve reliability and accuracy
of next token predictions in standard autoregressive models. We believe that
this approach is of great interest as the “generate-then-refine” as received con-
siderable attention in the last years [15]. In particular, on a larger scale our
work contributes to the ongoing debate on when LLMs can self-correct during
inference, where self-correction might also be triggered from external sources [9].
That is, we provide a novel approach for self-correction.

Fig. 1. Conceptual outline of our “generate-then-refine” approach using second last
token prediction formalized in Algorithm 1

Our implementation is also novel way how to remedy shortcomings of earlier
works like [6], e.g., eliminating the need for a dedicated mask token, and thereby
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increasing training efficiency due to a structured, deterministic choice of masking
locations and permutation of input sequences.

We evaluate our approach on three variants of GPT-2 [17] across three
datasets, showing that (as expected) leveraging bidirectional context leads too
much higher prediction accuracies than next token predictions. However, trans-
lating them into substantial gains for next token predictions is more challenging,
i.e., while we found consistent and (statistically) signficant gains for our vanilla
model using the same parameters across all datasets, the gains are small. Nev-
ertheless, in the light of the challenges related to self-correction [9] (based on
feedback), we believe that our novel approach is of considerable interest. We
also see it as a first step that can be further improved.

2 Methodology

Our approach, illustrated in Figure 1, employs two models. A standard, unidirec-
tional autoregressive model fn for next token prediction, i.e., in our evaluation
we use GPT-2 variants, and a second, bidirectional (autoencoding) model fs
with the same architecture trained to predict the second last token. The latter
model serves as an assessor of the top-k predictions of the autoregressive model
fn by predicting the second last token given each of the top-k predictions as last
token. The likelihood of all top-k predictions for which the second last token was
predicted correctly is increased.

More formally, the autoregressive language model fn computes a probability
distribution pn aiming to approximate the true conditional probability distribu-
tion p∗ of a token yt given prior tokens yi<t:

fn(yt|yi<t) = pn(yt|y0, y1, ..., yt−1) (1)
≈ p∗(yt|y0, y1, ..., yt−1) (2)

Analogously, the autoencoding model predicts the second last token yt−1 given
tokens yi<(t−1) and the last token yt:

fs(yt−1|yi<t−1, yt) = ps(yt−1|y0, y1, ..., yt−3, yt−2, yt) (3)
≈ p∗(yt−1|y0, y1, ..., yt−3, yt−2, yt) (4)

To refine the next token prediction y of fn, we compute the top-k most likely
tokens Topk (in Algorithm 1). For each token y ∈ Topk, we compute the out-
put of the autoencoding model fs, i.e., fs(x|yi<t−1, y). If the most likely token
predicted by fs for token y is indeed the correct second last token yt−1, i.e,.
yt−1 = argmaxx fs(x|yi<t−1, y), we multiply the probability fn(y|yi<t) by a fac-
tor (1 + w), where w is a parameter.1. We found this to work somewhat better
than other approches such as adding a fixed value. However, the essential point
is that a next token prediction y of model fn is seen as more likely correct if
model fs correctly identifies the second last token using it as last token. We
discuss the underlying assumptions of our method in Section 4, underpinning
them with empiricial outcomes.

1For implementation, it might be more efficient to work on logits to avoid softmax
computations yielding probabilities.
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm AGR (Auto-encoding “Generate-then-Refine”)
1: Input: Models fn, fs and tokens yi<t)
2: Output: Next token prediction yt
3: k := 15 ▷ number of tokens to consider
4: w := 0.05 ▷ weight for logits of fp
5: Topk := {Tokens yt|yt among k tokens with max probability fn(y|yi<t)}
6: y′

t := argminy∈Topk pn(y|yi<t) · (1 + w · 1{yt−1=argmaxx fs(x|yi<t−1,y)})
7: Return y′

t

2.1 Implementation for efficient training

Prior works like [6] commonly use a special token to indicate a masked token,
typically only masking relatively few words (e.g. around 10%) for a given text,
making autoencoding slow to train. We forgo the need for a “mask” token and
increase the amount of predicted words. We do so by eliminating randomness in
choices of mask locations in the input. We decompose the input sequences into
short subsequences and permute them so that they better fit existing frameworks
for next token prediction. That is, the decoder of a transformer [22] employs a
causal attention mask that ensures that for a given input S = (y0, y1, ..., yt−1)
of t tokens, to predict token yi the decoder only sees tokens yj<i, i.e., it cannot
see the future tokens it should predict. This mechanism ensures that for train-
ing with an input sequence of length t we also obtain t predictions to compute
the loss on. However, our model fs (implemented as a decoder) can effectively
see the ‘next’ token but not the one before, which makes masking challenging.
A simple strategy to overcome this issue would be to train without any causal
attention mask, altering the input sequence a bit by removing the token to pre-
dict yt−1, i.e., S = (y0, y1, ..., yt−2, yt). The transformer predicts just a single
token yt−1 for the entire sequence (technically, we can simply ignore all predic-
tions except the last one for loss computation). The problem with this approach
is that it slows down training by a factor of t, which is more than 100 times
slower in practice, i.e., typical input lengths are significantly larger than 100
tokens. Thus, this approach is impractical. To improve training speed, we derive
a compromise. We split the entire input sequence into subsequences of length
l ≪ t, i.e., we set l = 4. For each of these subsequences, we obtain a prediction
that is used for loss computation, effectively slowing down training by factor
of l ≪ t. More precisely, for training of fs we replace the first subsequence of
l = 4 tokens (y0, y1, y2, y3) by (y0, y1, y2, y4). More generally, we move tokens at
positions j · l + (l − 1) to position j · l + 1 leading to a permuted sequence like
S′ = (y0, y1, y2, y4, y3, y5, y6, y8, y7, y9, y10, y12, ...). We only use the predictions
for tokens j ·l+1 for loss computations. The process for altering the original input
sequence for training the model for second last token prediction fs is illustrated
in Figure 2.2

2An alternative approach is to use a custom causal mask, which is more tricky to
implement.



Title Suppressed Due to Excessive Length 5

Fig. 2. Example of how input sequences are processed to obtain sequences for training
the second last token prediction model fs

3 Evaluation

We evaluated Algorithm AGR (1) using three datasets and three variants of the
GPT-2 model [17] differing mostly in terms of size, i.e., the number of parame-
ters. Note that GPT-2 is very similar to newer models such as GPT-3/4 (see [21]
for a more detailed comparison). More specifically, we build on the NanoGPT
repository by Karpathy3. We computed loss metrics and prediction accuracy but
focus our discussion on accuracy for simplicity, as the two are highly correlated.

3.1 Datasets, Models and Training

We use three text datasets varying in types of texts and size (see Table 1).
Each dataset was split randomly into 90% training and 10% validation data.
For each dataset, we train one model, i.e., a next token prediction model fn and
prior token prediction model fs with key parameters stated in Table 2. For data
preprocessing such as tokenization model definitions and training, we leveraged
the code of the NanoGPT repository3. That is, we performed warmup iterations
(Column ’WarmupIt.’ in Table 2) with the minimum learning rate set to 1/10
of the starting learning rate of (see Column ’LearningRate’ in Table 2) and
conducted a fixed number of iterations given by column ’#Iters’ using a batch
size of 768, with each entry having ‘BlockSize’ many tokens. The initial learning
rate ’LearningRate’ after the warmup phase is decayed until it reaches 1/10 of
the inital rate at the end of training. The model architecture hyperparameters
are given by the number of layers (#Layer), number of attention heads (#Head)
and embedding dimension (EmbDim) yielding a total number of parameters
given by ’#Para.’.4 We trained each model in Table 2 once. For evaluation of

3https://github.com/karpathy/nanoGPT
4Note that the number of parameters in our model might be smaller than those

for a native GPT-2 model as we removed tokens that did not occur in the corpus and
remapped the others to reduce the embedding matrix.

https://github.com/karpathy/nanoGPT
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our Algorithm 1 we performed 70000 randomly chosen token predictions for
both training and validation data. Each predicted token is based on an input of
maximal length, i.e., of ’BlockSize’ length (Table 2). We performed ten evaluation
runs and report the mean and standard deviation of accuracies of both models
fn and fs and Algorithm AGR (1).5

To ensure a fair comparison in terms of the amount of training, for next token
prediction we also only use tokens j · l + 1 for loss computations as for second
last token prediction (see Figure 2 described in Section 2.1). However, we found
that significantly longer training of the next token prediction model yields only
limited gains without additional measures such as increasing model capacity and
data.
Computational Settings: Our experiments were executed on an Ubuntu 22.04
system equipped with Python 3.12, Pytorch 2.5, CUDA 12.5, running on a server
with 512 GB of RAM, a 64-core AMD EPYC 9554 CPU, and two NVIDIA H100
NVL GPUs.

Table 1. Datasets

Dataset #Tokens Description / URL
simplewiki 43 Millions Simple Wikipedia

https://dumps.wikimedia.org/simplewiki/latest/
simplewiki-latest-pages-articles.xml.bz2 6

openwebtext 1.7 Billion Open-source replication of the WebText dataset from OpenAI
http://Skylion007.github.io/OpenWebTextCorpus

Stories 364 Millions Children stories generated by Llama3 8B
https://huggingface.co/datasets/Seppel123/Stories_by_Llama3

Table 2. Model configuration for each dataset

Dataset Model Configuration
#Para. LearningRate WarmupIt. #Iters BlockSize #Layer #Head EmbDim

openwebtext 800 Mio 7e-4 4000 400000 208 30 16 1424
simplewiki 227 Mio 1e-3 2000 200000 112 14 4 1024
Stories 300 Mio 1e-3 2000 400000 144 16 8 1152

3.2 Results

The results in Table 3 show significant gains for dataset SimpleWiki but rather
small gains for other datasets. We conducted a t-test for the vanilla configura-
tion (k = 15 and w = 0.05) and found that gains using Algorithm AGR (1), i.e.,
∆AGR−fn := AccvaAGR − Accvas , are greater than zero with p-value below 0.05

5As we chose data randomly, some data might overlap across runs, but as the
validation data size of the smallest dataset Simplewiki is more than a factor of 20
larger than the evaluation data, the overlap is expected to be limited.

https://dumps.wikimedia.org/simplewiki/latest/
simplewiki-latest-pages-articles.xml.bz2
http://Skylion007.github.io/OpenWebTextCorpus
https://huggingface.co/datasets/Seppel123/Stories_by_Llama3
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for each dataset. Thus, while our approach yields gains across all datasets, con-
isdering the fact that the model accuracies fs for second last token prediction
are much larger than those of the next token prediction model (i.e., differing
by about 20% on validation accuracy), the gains ranging from 0.03% to 0.22%
for the vanilla configuration appear small. A deeper analysis identified several
cases where the refiner model fs is not of much help. First, if the second last
or next token are very common, e.g., a word like “a”. In this case, we found, for
example, that the model fs might predict the correct token for multiple of the
top k tokens of fn, e.g., if the second last token is ‘a’ and among the top k next
predicted tokens are nouns like ’house’ or ’car’, the token ‘a’ might be predicted
for both nouns. Second, if the token is rather uncommon and both models fail,
i.e., the correct token is not among the top k tokens. For instance, we found that
the correct token is not among the top k in 50% of all predictions for k = 2 and
in 75% for k = 15 for the openwebtext dataset. Furthermore, on this dataset the
model fs only achieves an accuracy of about 60% meaning that its predictions
are noisy. Also we found that, if fs is not performing well (e.g., achieving about
60%) relying too much on the prediction of fs, i.e., choosing a large weight w
(w = 0.1), leads to lower accuracy than not using Algorithm AGR 1, indicat-
ing that reliance on the model fs should be limited despite its larger accuracies
compared to fn. However, if second last token prediction fs is fairly reliably it
appears that larger weights such as w = 0.1 clearly outperform lower weights – A
t-test shows that it performs better than any other configuration with p<0.001.
To provide evidence in favor of the conjecture that higher validation accuray of
the validation model leads to larger weights w being more favorable, we loaded
a checkpoint of our model trained only for 20% of all iterations stated in Table
2. For the model from the checkpoint the validation accuracy was only 64% for
the gap model. In turn choosing w = 0.1 was significantly worse (p<0.05) than
the best configuration.

Table 3. Results: Accuracies for train(tr) and validation(va) data for models fs, fn
and Algorithm AGR varying parameters k and w; ∆AGR−fn > 0 indicates gains of
Algorithm AGR, which hold in all settings except for large w

Dataset k w Acctrn Acctrs AcctrAGR Accva
n Accva

s Accva
AGR ∆AGR−fn

Stories 15 0.05 77.82±0.23 93.08±0.18 78.08±0.24 65.15±0.25 83.96±0.12 65.2±0.25 0.04±0.02
Stories 5 0.05 77.84±0.39 92.97±0.14 78.1±0.4 65.09±0.15 84.01±0.15 65.11±0.16 0.03±0.03
Stories 2 0.05 77.84±0.4 93.08±0.18 78.09±0.39 65.16±0.12 83.94±0.12 65.18±0.12 0.02±0.03
Stories 5 0.01 77.86±0.32 93.15±0.12 77.93±0.32 65.11±0.15 83.94±0.12 65.13±0.15 0.02±0.01
Stories 5 0.1 77.82±0.27 93.06±0.12 78.14±0.28 65.05±0.21 83.93±0.15 64.99±0.21 -0.06±0.04

openwebtext 15 0.05 42.55±0.3 63.06±0.22 42.6±0.32 42.4±0.19 62.93±0.2 42.46±0.19 0.06±0.04
openwebtext 5 0.05 42.47±0.32 62.95±0.44 42.52±0.34 42.45±0.17 63.01±0.19 42.5±0.17 0.05±0.02
openwebtext 2 0.05 42.68±0.29 63.07±0.24 42.69±0.27 42.54±0.22 62.95±0.12 42.58±0.22 0.03±0.02
openwebtext 5 0.01 42.59±0.26 62.9±0.27 42.62±0.25 42.47±0.09 63.02±0.24 42.49±0.09 0.02±0.01
openwebtext 5 0.1 42.54±0.28 63.06±0.39 42.53±0.3 42.56±0.16 62.88±0.17 42.54±0.15 -0.02±0.04

simplewiki 5 0.1 95.9±0.14 98.7±0.08 96.57±0.14 43.44±0.18 63.8±0.16 43.78±0.19 0.35±0.03
simplewiki 5 0.05 95.92±0.1 98.66±0.05 96.39±0.1 43.46±0.14 63.77±0.15 43.68±0.14 0.22±0.02
simplewiki 15 0.05 95.88±0.11 98.7±0.08 96.33±0.11 43.46±0.17 63.77±0.18 43.68±0.17 0.21±0.02
simplewiki 2 0.05 95.91±0.1 98.72±0.05 96.34±0.09 43.46±0.2 63.85±0.19 43.67±0.21 0.21±0.01
simplewiki 5 0.01 95.81±0.11 98.66±0.08 95.93±0.12 43.44±0.16 63.84±0.13 43.5±0.16 0.06±0.02
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4 (Theoretical) Discussion of Underlying Assumptions

For our method to be useful, we need the refining model fs to not introduce more
errors than it fixes. This can be broken down into two assumptions: (i) Predicting
the second last token is (theoretically) easier than predicting the next token. (ii)
The inductive bias of (existing) models is better suited for second last token
prediction, i.e., the problem is not only theoretically easier but that current
models (e.g., transformers) actually perform better.
Let us discuss Assumption (i): While empirically we observe that the accuracy of
fs is larger than that of fn, this is not necessarily true for all possible datasets. We
formally rely on the assumption that predicting a token yt−1 in a bidirectional
setting, i.e., “inbetween”, is easier than the next token yt. We assume that the
error of an optimal predictor p∗ in a bidirectional setting, is less than that in
an unidirectional setting, where the error is computed by comparing against
an optimal predictor p∗ knowing all the context yi̸=t except the token to be
predicted. That is, we assume (doing a shift of indexes):

||p∗(yt|yi̸=t)− p∗(yt|y0, y1, ..., yt−1)|| > (5)
||p∗(yt|yi̸=t)− p(yt|y1, y2, ..., yt−1, yt+1)|| (6)

This holds true, if knowing the next token yt+1 is more useful than knowing
a token y0 that occurred far before the token yt to be predicted (e.g., t − 1
tokens earlier). While this does not hold for all probability distributions (i.e., all
possible datasets), it holds under the assumption of locality, i.e., nearby elements
matter more than far away elements. Locality is commonly found in nature, the
sciences, i.e., distributed computing [2] and specifically, also in the context of
deep learning, e.g., convolutional neural networks [20].
Let us discuss Assumption (ii): Intuitively, we require that irrespective of whether
a problem is theoretically easy or not, a model can also approximate the problem
well. We can only provide conjectures as to why next word prediction is harder
to approximate than predicting the second last word. We observe that the next
word prediction model fn tends to overfit much more than the model fs with the
same architecture, hinting that the standard GPT architecture generalizes better
for the second last token prediction, while showing similar training accuracies.
The most illustrative case shown in Table 3 is for the simplewiki dataset, where
both models achieve training accuracies of 95% to 98%, i.e. they differ only by
3% in training, while their validation accuracy differs by 20%.

5 Related Work

A large number of works [10,21] have built on the original transformer architec-
ture [22]. The original transformer consists of an encoder and a decoder. The
encoder maps input tokens to continuous representations, while the decoder uses
these representations as well as inputs, along with self-attention, to perform
predictions such as the next token prediction in the output sequence. Encoder
models like BERT [6] and its variants [11,19] focus towards learning (universal)
text representations and, therefore, include training tasks beyond next token
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prediction, i.e., identifying correct sentence order and predicting masked words,
i.e., operating as auto-encoder to recover corrupted tokens. In contrast, autore-
gressive models for text generation, commonly employ decoder-only models as
witnessed by the GPT series [17,3,13,14] and typically focus on next token pre-
diction only – with exceptions like T5, which employs also an encoder and a
decoder [18] and [23,1], which predict masked tokens. Thus, while the architec-
ture of all of these models is similar to the original transformer [22,21], they
differ significantly in their purpose and training objectives. In our work, we em-
ploy a model that predicts masked tokens like BERT using a decoder-only model
like [23]. Aside from using a decoder model, we also differ from BERT in that
we do not require a mask token and achieve higher training efficiency (from 15%
up to 25% 7) by using a static setup for predictions, i.e., we only predict to-
kens at fixed positions, such as every kth token, rather than predicting tokens
at random positions. Our approach is also simpler than [23], which does not a
mask token. [23] uses attention masks to permute inputs and requires separate
content and query representations, while at the same time facing challenges with
conversion, effectively limiting training efficiency. That is, they only predict the
last tokens in a permuted sequence. [1] (similarly to [18]) aims at a unified text
language model by leveraging several training objectives, e.g., autoencoding us-
ing masking as well as autoregressive modeling. [1] follows a similar approach
as BERT, only achieving a masking ratio 15%. Furthermore, models like BERT
and [23,1,18] typically aim to improve their learned representations or autore-
gressive modeling, while our model fs serves more to use these predictions to
improve outputs of a next-token model, i.e., our model only focuses on second
last token predictions. Prior work has also attempted to improve outputs of
LLMs, often using self-critique [15]. For example, [12] uses state-of-the-art mod-
els like GPT-4 to self-assess its outputs and improve on it iteratively. However,
claims on self-correction capabilities of LLMs have been put into question [9].
Our work also relates to work that aim at combating hallucinations as sureveyed
in [8]. Many works combating hallucinations employ fundamentally different ap-
proaches; for example, [24] trained a model in a supervised manner on synthetic
data to detect hallucinations on a token level. Our method follows into the
generation-time [15] or post-processing category [8], as we first generate a token
before potentially altering it. Many prior works were trained specifically towards
detecting and correcting hallucinations based on special datasets similar to [24],
e.g., early works include [4,5]. Among the fewer generate-then-refine approaches
falls [7], which uses a knowledge graph to mitigate hallucinations focusing on
entities like persons.

6 Conclusions

Transformer-based large language models have revolutionized natural language
processing, with autoregressive models like GPT generating coherent text by
predicting next tokens from prior tokens, and autoencoding models like BERT

7We could go as high as 50% for l = 2
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capturing bidirectional context through masked token prediction. Our “generate-
then-refine” approach constitutes a novel method for self-correction yielding
small but consistent improvements for next token predictions by combining a
standard autoregressive model with an autoencoding model that predicts the
second last token using the top-k next tokens as context.

Disclosure of Interests. The authors have no competing interests to declare that
are relevant to the content of this article.
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