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Abstract

Suppose Alice has a distribution P and Bob has a distribution Q. Alice wants to generate a sample
a ∼ P and Bob a sample b ∼ Q such that a = b with has as high of probability as possible. It is
well-known that, by sampling from an optimal coupling between the distributions, Alice and Bob can
achieve Pr[a = b] = 1−DTV(P,Q), where DTV(P,Q) is the total variation distance between P and Q.

What if Alice and Bob must solve this same problem without communicating at all? Perhaps surpris-
ingly, with access to public randomness, they can still achieve Pr[a = b] ≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)

1+DTV(P,Q)
≥ 1−2DTV(P,Q).

In fact, this bound can be obtained using a simple protocol based on the Weighted MinHash algorithm.
In this work, we explore the “communication-free coupling” problem in greater depth. First, we show

that an equally simple protocol based on “Gumbel sampling” matches the worst-case guarantees of the
Weighted MinHash approach, but tends to perform better in practice. Conversely, we prove that both
approaches are actually sharp: no communication-free protocol can achieve Pr[a = b] > 1−DTV(P,Q)

1+DTV(P,Q)
in

the worst-case. Finally, we prove that, for distributions over n items, there exists a scheme that uses just
O(log(n/ϵ)) bits of communication to achieve Pr[a = b] = 1 −DTV(P,Q) − ϵ, i.e. to essentially match
optimal coupling.

Beyond our theoretical results, we demonstrate an application of “communication-free coupling” to
speculative decoding, a recent method for accelerating autoregressive large language models [Leviathan,
Kalman, Matias, ICML 2023]. We show that communication-free protocols yield a variant of speculative
decoding that we call Drafter-Invariant Speculative Decoding, which has the desirable property that the
output of the method is fixed given a fixed random seed, regardless of what drafter is used for speculation.
Codes are available at https://github.com/majid-daliri/DISD

.

1 Introduction

The goal of this paper is to introduce a problem, “communication-free coupling”, that sounds difficult at
first glance, but is actually easy to solve in an optimal way. Suppose we have two cooperating parties, Alice
and Bob. Alice has a distribution P and Bob has a distribution Q, which, for simplicity, we assume are
discrete distributions over the set {1, . . . , n}. The goal is for Alice to sample a ∈ {1, . . . , n} according to
P and Bob to sample b ∈ {1, . . . , n} according to Q, in such a way that we maximize the probability that
a = b. We are interested in how well Alice and Bob can solve this problem without communicating with each
other. We do allow them access to a source of shared random numbers.

If communication was allowed, it is well known that Alice and Bob can achieve:

Pr[a = b] = 1−DTV(P,Q), (1)

where DTV(P,Q) is the total variation distance between P and Q [Wu, 2020, Section 4.3]. To do so, they
construct an optimal coupling between the distributions, i.e., a distribution C over {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , n}
with marginals P and Q that maximizes Pr(a,b)∼C [a = b]. In fact, the total variation distance is defined as
maxcouplings C Pr(a,b)∼C [a ̸= b], so the bound in (1) is optimal, with or without communication.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

07
97

8v
2 

 [
cs

.D
S]

  1
9 

A
ug

 2
02

4

https://github.com/majid-daliri/DISD


While an optimal coupling between P and Q has a simple closed form (see Section 2 for details), sampling
from the coupling requires knowledge of both P and Q. I.e., sampling from an optimal coupling requires
communication between Alice and Bob. However, it turns out that it is possible to sample from a near-
optimal coupling without any communication at all. In particular, the starting point of our work is a
straightforward observation, that is implicit in prior work [Manasse et al., 2010]:

Fact 1. There is a communication-free protocol by which Alice samples a ∼ P and Bob b ∼ Q such that:

Pr[a = b] ≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)
1 +DTV(P,Q)

. (2)

Since 0 ≤ DTV(P,Q) ≤ 1, (2) is always larger than 1− 2DTV(P,Q). We conclude that it is possible to
nearly match the optimum in (1) without communication. Fact 1 follows from an analysis of the popular
“Weighted MinHash” method [Manasse et al., 2010, Ioffe, 2010, Shrivastava, 2016, Christiani, 2020]. We
provide a sharp analysis of the method (with an exact expression for Pr[a = b]) in Section 3, Claim 5.

1.1 Motivation

The main theoretical question we address in this work is whether the bound of Fact 1 is optimal, or if it
possible to get closer to the ideal 1 − DTV(P,Q) bound. To cut to the point: no, it is not. Fact 1 is
optimal in the worst-case. Before discussing our results, however, we provide some motivation for studying
communication-free coupling. It turns out that this problem has a direct application to a technique called
speculative decoding that has gained traction for its ability to accelerate inference in autoregressive language
models [Leviathan et al., 2023, Chen et al., 2023, Sun et al., 2023], one of the most important algorithmic
challenges in modern machine learning [Hoffmann et al., 2022, Zhou et al., 2024].

Details of speculative decoding are given in Section 5. In short, the method speeds up language models
by using a small and inexpensive neural network to draft (i.e., speculate) the tokens that will be generated
by a larger state-of-the-art network. Tighter coupling between the token distributions of the two networks
leads to higher chance of draft tokens matching the larger model tokens, which leads to accelerated inference.

However, speculate decoding suffers from one major and subtle drawback: if the small “drafter” neural
network changes (i.e., because of an update to improve the model), the use of an optimal coupling means that
tokens generated by the state-of-the-art neural network will change. This can be potentially problematic in
applications of autoregressive language models, where the expected and desired behavior is that the output
of a model is fixed given a fixed random seed. It allows for researchers and other users to reliably reproduce
results and leads to easier unit testing and debugging.

As we will demonstrate in Section 5, communication-free coupling allows for the implementation of a
Drafter-Invariant Speculative Decoding method that avoids this issue. In particular, the output of the state-
of-the-art model is completely independent of what drafter network is used to accelerate inference: it is fixed
given a fixed random seed. Intuitively this follows from the fact that in any communication-free coupling
protocol, Alice and Bob’s samples are necessarily independent when conditioned on their shared randomness.

1.2 Our Contributions

As mentioned, our work seeks to understand if Fact 1 is tight, or if it is possible to improve on the existing
Weighted MinHash method for communication-free coupling. Towards that end, we study an alternative
approach based on the so-called “Gumbel Max-Trick” or “Gumbel sampling”. The method can be described
in one sentence: using shared random variables u1, . . . , un drawn uniformly from [0, 1], Alice returns a =

argmini∈{1,...,n}
− ln(ui)

pi

1 and Bob returns b = argmini∈{1,...,n}
− ln(ui)

qi
, where pi and qi denote the respective

probabilities that Alice and Bob’s distributions, P and Q, assign to item i. Intuitively, a and b will be
partially coupled because, if some ui happens to be small, we are more likely to set both a = i and b = i.

We are interested in Gumbel sampling for two reasons. First, it is already widely used in machine learning
for sampling from discrete distributions, including for auto-regressive language generation [Kool et al., 2019].

1Often argmini∈{1,...,n}
− ln(ui)

pi
is computed as argmaxi∈{1,...,n} ln pi − ln(− ln(ui)). If u is a uniform random variable in

[0, 1], then − ln(− ln(u)) follows a Gumbel distribution [Gumbel, 1935] and hence the name.
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So, using the method for speculative decoding would require essentially no code changes [Maddison et al.,
2014, Huijben et al., 2023]. Second, the method has been widely studied in theoretical computer science
under different names, including PPSWOR and bottom-k sampling [Cohen, 1997, Rosén, 1997, Cohen, 2023].
Like Weighted MinHash, Gumbel sampling is a “coordinated random sampling” method, and can be applied
to many of the same applications [Bessa et al., 2023]. As such it is a natural point of comparison.

We prove the following bound on the performances of Gumbel sampling in Section 3:

Theorem 2. The communication-free Gumbel coupling method (Protocol 3) samples a ∼ P and b ∼ Q such
that:

Pr[a = b] =

n∑
j=1

1∑n
i=1 max(pi/pj , qi/qj)

≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)
1 +DTV(P,Q)

.

Theorem 2 shows that our protocol based on Gumbel sampling matches the worst-case 1−DTV(P,Q)
1+DTV(P,Q) bound

of Fact 1. However, for many distributions, the method often performs much better, suggesting that the
inequality in Theorem 2 is can be loose. In particular, in Section 5 we find that the method uniformly out-
performs Weighted MinHash for all distributions tested. Proving that Gumbel sampling dominates Weighted
MinHash for any pair of distributions is an interesting question for future work.

Nevertheless, despite Gumbel sampling’s good empirical performance, the worst-case bound in Theorem 2
is no better than Fact 1. Our next result shows that this is inherent. In Section 4 we prove:

Theorem 3. Consider any protocol that takes as input a distribution and source of public randomness. For
any positive integer d, there are distributions P and Q with total variation distance DTV(P,Q) = 1/d such
that, if Alice runs the protocol to sample a ∼ P and Bob runs the protocol to sample b ∼ Q, then:

Pr[a = b] ≤ 1− 1/d

1 + 1/d
.

Theorem 3 establishes that no protocol can improve on Theorem 2 for all values of DTV(P,Q). Perhaps
surprisingly, this establishes that extremely simple, time-tested algorithms already yield optimal communication-
free coupling (at least when parameterizing the bound via the total variance distance DTV(P,Q)).

Since Theorem 3 essentially rules out major improvements on communication-free coupling, it is natural
to ask what is possible if we restrict, but do not entirely eliminate communication. How many bits of
communication between Alice and Bob are required to ensure that Pr[a = b] = 1 −DTV(P,Q) − ϵ, i.e., to
nearly match what is possible with optimal coupling? A baseline is to simply discretize P or Q, communicate
the entire distribution, and compute a near optimal coupling. This takes O(n log(n/ϵ)) bits of communication
(see Section 6 for details). We show that it is possible to get by with much less. In Section 6 we prove:

Theorem 4. There is a protocol that, for any ϵ ∈ (0, 1), requires O(log(n/ϵ)) bits of communication in
expectation between Alice and Bob to produce samples a ∼ P, b ∼ Q such that:

Pr [a = b] ≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)− ϵ.

While we are not aware of immediate applications of Theorem 4, it provides an interesting point of
comparison to both the full-communcation and no-communcation settings.

Finally, beyond our theoretical results, we develop our application of communication-free coupling to
“drafter-invariant speculative decoding” in Section 5. We provide experimental results which show that the
method nearly matches standard speculative decoding in terms of speculation accuracy, but with the added
benefit that the neural network output is completely invariant to the drafter network utilized.

1.3 Related Work

Most closely related to our work are prior results on weighted coordinated sampling methods, which generalize
well-known techniques like MinHash and the k-minimum values sketch for unweighted coordinated sampling
[Broder, 1997, Broder et al., 1998, Cohen and Kaplan, 2007, Beyer et al., 2007, Li et al., 2006]. The goal
in weighted coordinated sampling is quite similar to ours: Alice and Bob hold vectors, A and B, and seek
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to independently produce a subsample of entries from their vector so that 1) indices corresponding to larger
entries in the vectors are sampled with higher probability and 2) Alice and Bob return many of the same
indices. The aim is to use Alice and Bob’s subsamples to estimate functions involving interactions between
corresponding entries in A and B, like the inner product ⟨A,B⟩ = ∑n

i=1 AiBi [Daliri et al., 2024a, Li, 2017].
To do so effectively, it is critical that we have access to pairs (Ai, Bi) with the same index i.

Weighted coordinated sampling methods include Weighted MinHash (also referred to as “consistent
weighted sampling”) [Manasse et al., 2010, Ioffe, 2010, Haeupler et al., 2014, Wu et al., 2020], Gumbel
sampling [Cohen, 2015, 2023], threshold sampling [Flajolet, 1990, Duffield et al., 2005], priority sampling
[Duffield et al., 2004, Daliri et al., 2024b], and more [Estan and Naughton, 2006]. While all of these methods
intuitively seek to generate samples from A and B that contain the same indices with high probability, that
is typically not the final goal: the methods are analyzed for specific downstream application. As such, we
are unaware of prior work that specifically obtains bounds for our “communication-free coupling” problem.

We note that several coordinated sampling methods cannot be applied in our context. For example,
priority sampling does not ensure that entries fromA andB are sampled with probability exactly proportional
to specified probabilities (we require samples to truly be drawn from P and Q), and threshold sampling does
not return a fixed number of samples (we always need exactly one sample). Of the major methods, this
leaves Weighted MinHash and Gumbel sampling, which are the two methods we analyze.

2 Preliminaries

Notation. Throughout the paper, we assumes two parties, Alice and Bob, who hold discrete distributions
P and Q over the set {1, . . . , n}. We use pi to denote the probability that x drawn from P equals i and
qi to denote the probability that x drawn from Q equals i. We will sometimes write P = {p1, . . . , pn} and
Q = {q1, . . . , qn} since the list of probabilities completely specifies the distributions.

Total Variation Distance. The total variation distance, DTV(P,Q), between discrete distributions equals:

DTV(P,Q) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

|pi − qi| =
n∑

i=1

max(0, pi − qi) =

n∑
i=1

max(0, qi − pi). (3)

Throughout our proofs, we will use two elementary inequalities that follow from (3):

1−DTV(P,Q) =
n∑

i=1

pi −max(0, pi − qi) =

n∑
i=1

min(pi, qi) (4)

1 +DTV(P,Q) =
n∑

i=1

pi +max(0, qi − pi) =

n∑
i=1

max(pi, qi) (5)

Coupling with Communication. As discussed in Section 1, if they are allowed to communicate, Alice
and Bob can easily sample from a ∼ P and b ∼ Q in such a way that Pr[a = b] = 1−DTV(P,Q). Concretely,
they can execute the following standard protocol:

Protocol 1 Coupling with Communication [Leviathan et al., 2023, Chen et al., 2023]

Protocol for Alice (who has probability vector P = [p1, . . . , pn]):

1: Sample a ∼ P. Communicate a and the distribution P to Bob.

Protocol for Bob (who has probability vector Q = [q1, . . . , qn]):

1: Await for (a,P) from Alice.
2: With probability min(1, qa/pa) set b = a. Otherwise, sample b ∼ Q′, where Q′ = {q′1, . . . , q′n} is a

distribution on {1, . . . , n} with q′i =
max(0,qi−pi)∑n

j=1 max(0,qj−pj)
.

Clearly Protocol 1 ensures that a ∼ P. It is easily checked that it also ensures that b ∼ Q. In particular,
if qi ≤ pi, max(0, qi − pi) = 0, so we only set b = i in step one of the protocol. We do so with probability
Pr[a = i] · qi/pi = qi, as desired. If qi ≥ pi, then with pi probability, we set b = i in step one of the protocol
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(exactly when a is set to i). There is also some chance we set b = i in the second step of the protocol, which
we execute with probability

∑n
j=1 pj · (1 −min(1, qj/pj)) =

∑n
j=1 max(0, pj − qj) =

∑n
j=1 max(0, qj − pj).

So, the overall probability we set b = i in the second step is q′i ·
∑n

j=1 max(0, qj − pj) = qi − pi. Thus, the
total probability we set b = i (in either step) is qi − pi + pi = qi, as desired.

Finally, we can see that Pr[a = b] =
∑n

j=1 pj ·min(1, qj/pj) =
∑n

j=1 min(pj , qj) = 1−DTV(P,Q) via (4).

3 Communication-free Protocols

We begin by describing two communication-free protocols that achieve the bound of Fact 1, so nearly match
the optimal 1−DTV(P,Q) bound obtainable (with communication) by Protocol 1.

3.1 Weighted MinHash

We first consider a method based on the Weighted MinHash algorithm, which was introduced under the name
“consistent weighted sampling” by Manasse et al. [2010]. The fact that this method achieves the bound of
Fact 1 was observed in prior work, including by Manasse et al. [2010]. We provide a self-contained analysis
for completeness, and to obtain a sharp bound (i.e., an exact expression for Pr[a = b]).

There are many different ways of implementing the Weighted MinHash method. See Wu et al. [2020]
for an overview. We analyze a particularly simple implementation suggested by Shrivastava [2016], which is
detailed in Protocol algorithm 2 and illustrated in Figure 1.

Protocol 2 Weighted MinHash Coupling

Fix public random numbers u1, u2, u3 . . . drawn uniformly from the interval [0, n].
Protocol for Alice (who has probability vector P = [p1, . . . , pn]):

1: for k = 1, 2, . . . do
2: if uk ∈ [j − 1, j − 1 + pj ] for some j ∈ {1, . . . , n} then return a = j.

Protocol for Bob (who has probability vector Q = [q1, . . . , qn]):

1: for k = 1, 2, . . . do
2: if uk ∈ [j − 1, j − 1 + qj ] for some j ∈ {1, . . . , n} then return b = j.

Figure 1: The Weighted MinHash method, described in Protocol 2, selects a sample from a distributions
on n items with probabilities p1, . . . , pn by drawing a sequence of numbers u1, u2, . . . , uniformly at random
from the interval [0, n]. The first time one of these numbers lands in a subinterval [j − 1, j − 1 + pj ] for any
j ∈ 1, . . . , n , the protocol returns j. For example, in the illustration above, Alice returns 2 (since u2 falls
within [1, 1 + p2]) and Bob returns 4 (since u5 falls within [3, 3 + p4])

Claim 5. The communication-free Weighted MinHash coupling method (Protocol 2) generates a ∼ P, b ∼ Q
such that:

Pr[a = b] =
1−DTV(P,Q) +

∑n
i=1 |pi − qi|min(pi, qi)

1 +DTV(P,Q)
≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)

1 +DTV(P,Q)
.

Proof. As illustrated in Figure 1, to run Protocol 2, Alice draws values uniformly at random from the interval
[0, n]. The protocol terminates and returns j as soon as a value lands in any subinterval [j − 1, j − 1 + pj ],
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which are shaded in the top row of Figure 1. Since these subintervals have lengths p1, . . . , pn, the probability
that Alice returns j is exactly

pj∑n
i=1 pi

= pj . The proof that Bob returns j with probability qj is identical.

We turn our attention to the expression for Pr[a = b]. Let uk denote be the first uniform random number
for which either Alice or Bob terminates, i.e., the first k for which uk ∈ [j − 1, j − 1 +max(pj , qj)] for some
j. We split the analysis into two cases:

Case 1. Both Alice and Bob terminate at step k, i.e. uk ∈ [j − 1, j − 1 + min(pj , qj)].

Case 2. Only one of Alice and Bob terminate at step k, i.e. uk ∈ [j − 1 + min(pj , qj), j − 1 + max(pj , qj)].

In the first case, they always return the same index, j = ⌈uk⌉, so we have that a = b. Additionally, we can
see that, conditioned on the event that k is the first index for which uk ∈ [j− 1, j− 1+max(pj , qj)] for some
j (i.e., that k is the first step that someone terminates at), the first case happens with probability:∑n

i=1 min(pi, qi)∑n
i=1 max(pi, qi)

. (6)

Next consider the second case. In this case, only one of Alice and Bob terminates at iteration k. The other
terminates at iteration k′ > k, and it may be that a ̸= b. To analyze the collision probability, we further
break down the case, considering only when uk ∈ [j − 1 + min(pj , qj), j − 1 + max(pj , qj)] for a particular
value of j. We can see that, conditioned on the fact that one of the parties terminates at step k,

Pr [uk ∈ [j − 1 + min(pj , qj), j − 1 + max(pj , qj)]] =
|pj − qj |∑n

i=1 max(pi, qi)
.

If uk does land in the interval [j− 1+min(pj , qj), j− 1+max(pj , qj)], Alice is the party who terminates and
return j whenever pj > qj . Otherwise, if qj > pj , Bob terminates and returns j. So, the question becomes,
with what probability with the other party also returns j on a future iteration? Future iterations involve
random variables completely independent from uk, so the probability is simply min(pj , qj).

Putting together both cases, we have that:

Pr[a = b] =

∑n
i=1 min(pi, qi)∑n
i=1 max(pi, qi)

· 1 +
n∑

j=1

|pj − qj |∑n
i=1 max(pi, qi)

·min(pj , qj).

The final result follows from rearranging and simplifying by applying Equations (4) and (5).

3.2 Gumbel Sampling

The next method we analyze is based on Gumbel sampling, an existing protocol that is widely for sampling
from discrete distributions, even when coupling is not necessary. Under various names like PPSWOR,
order sampling, and bottom-k sampling, the method has found widespread application across randomized
algorithms [Rosén, 1997, Cohen, 2023, Efraimidis and Spirakis, 2006]. We give pseudocode in Protocol 3.

Protocol 3 Gumbel Coupling

Fix public random numbers u1, . . . , un drawn uniformly from the interval [0, 1].
Protocol for Alice (who has probability vector P = [p1, . . . , pn]):

1: Return a = argmini∈{1,...,n}
− ln(ui)

pi
.

Protocol for Bob (who has probability vector Q = [q1, . . . , qn]):

1: Return b = argmini∈{1,...,n}
− ln(ui)

qi
.

Our main result on Gumbel sampling is Theorem 2, which we restate below:

Theorem 2. The communication-free Gumbel coupling method (Protocol 3) samples a ∼ P and b ∼ Q such
that:

Pr[a = b] =

n∑
j=1

1∑n
i=1 max(pi/pj , qi/qj)

≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)
1 +DTV(P,Q)

.
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To prove Theorem 2, we require some standard preliminaries about exponential random variables. For a
reference, see, e.g. Cohen [2023].

Fact 6 (Properties of Exponential Random Variables). A random variables X ∼ exp(λ) is exponential
with parameter λ if x = − ln(u)/λ for a random variable u drawn uniformly from [0, 1]. Suppose we have
independent exponential random variables X1 ∼ exp(λ1) and X2 ∼ exp(λ2). Then we have:

• Pr[X1 < X2] =
λ1

λ1+λ2
.

• min(X1, X2) is an exponential random variable with parameter λ1 + λ2.

Proof of Theorem 2. First note that:

Pr[a = b] =

n∑
j=1

Pr[a = j and b = j].

So, we focus on analyzing Pr[a = j and b = j] for a fixed j. We have that a = j and b = j if for all i ̸= j,

− ln(uj)

pj
<
− ln(ui)

pi
and

− ln(uj)

qj
<
− ln(ui)

qi
.

Equivalently, a = j and b = j if

− ln(uj) < min
i ̸=j

[
− ln(ui) ·

1

max(pi/pj , qi/qj)

]
.

Observe that − ln(uj) is an exponential random variable with parameter λ = 1 and, applying Fact 6,

mini ̸=j

[
− ln(ui) · 1

max(pi/pj ,qi/qj)

]
is exponential with parameter λ =

∑
i ̸=j max(pi/pj , qi/qj). These two

random variables are independent, so again by Fact 6:

Pr[a = j and b = j] =
1

1 +
∑

i̸=j max(pi/pj , qi/qj)
. (7)

To simplify this expression, assume for now that pj ≤ qj . We can make a symmetric argument for the case
when qj > pj . If pj ≤ qj , we have:

Pr[a = j and b = j] =
pj

pj +
∑

i ̸=j max(pi, qi · pj

qj
)
=

pj∑n
i=1 max(pi, qi · pj

qj
)
≥ pj∑n

i=1 max(pi, qi)
.

To obtain the inequality, we use that pj/qj ≤ 1 when pj ≤ qj . Similarly, when qj < pj , we have that
Pr[a = j and b = j] >

qj∑n
i=1 max(pi,qi)

. Summing over all j,

Pr[a = b] ≥
∑n

j=1 min(pj , qj)∑n
j=1 max(pi, qi)

=
1−DTV(P,Q)
1 +DTV(P,Q)

.

4 Optimality of Communication-free Protocols

In the previous section, we showed that two protocols, one based on Weighted MinHash, and the other on
Gumbel Sampling, allow Alice and Bob to sample a ∼ P and b ∼ Q without communication in such a way

that Pr[a = b] ≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)
1+DTV(P,Q) . A natural question is if better protocols exist, especially given that we know

we can achieve a bound of 1 − DTV(P,Q) when communication is allowed. In this section, we show that
this is impossible in the worst-case. In particular, we prove the following result, restated from Section 1:

Theorem 3. Consider any protocol that takes as input a distribution and source of public randomness. For
any positive integer d, there are distributions P and Q with total variation distance DTV(P,Q) = 1/d such
that, if Alice runs the protocol to sample a ∼ P and Bob runs the protocol to sample b ∼ Q, then:

Pr[a = b] ≤ 1− 1/d

1 + 1/d
.
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Proof. As a warm up, we first consider a case involving distributions with total variation distance 1/2, i.e.,

d = 2. We will show that, without communication, it is not possible to achieve Pr[a = b] ≥ 1−1/2
1+1/2 = 1/3.

Specifically consider the following distributions P,Q and R, which are each supported on three elements:p1p2
p3

 =

1/21/2
0

 q1q2
q3

 =

1/20
1/2

 r1r2
r3

 =

 0
1/2
1/2

 .

Now, suppose a protocol is used to sample a ∼ P, b ∼ Q and c ∼ R. For any i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, it must be that one
of a, b or c does not equal i, since at least one of the distributions has 0 mass on item i. It follows that only
one of the equalities a = b, a = c, and b = c holds at once. So, we have that for any protocol, min(Pr[a =
b],Pr[a = c],Pr[b = c]) ≤ 1/3. I.e., for two of the distributions, the protocol gives collision probability ≤ 1/3.
The result then follows from simply verifying that that DTV(P,Q) = DTV(P,R) = DTV(Q,R) = 1/2:

We can generalize this lower bound by having d+1 distributions P1, . . . ,Pd+1 over 1, . . . , d+1. Specifically,
let the ith distribution, Pi, be uniform over all j ̸= i. So, x ∼ Pi has 1/d probability of equaling any j ̸= i.
It can be checked that DTV(Pi,Pj) = 1/d for all i, j.

Now, consider a protocol that samples x1 ∼ P1, . . . , xd+1 ∼ Pd+1. Consider all
(
d+1
2

)
equalities of the

form {xi = xj , i ̸= j}. No matter what the outcome of x1, . . . , xd+1, we claim that at least d of these
inequalities will not be satisfied. In particular, as in the argument above, it cannot be that x1, . . . , xd all
have the same value v since one of P1, . . . ,Pd+1 has zero mass for any possible v. As such, at least two items
in x1, . . . , xd+1 must be different from each other. Suppose without loss of generality that x1 ̸= x2.

First, the equality x1 = x2 is immediately not satisfied. Then for all j ̸= 1, 2, it must be that either
xj ̸= x1 or xj ̸= x2, which is d+ 1− 2 = d− 1 additional inequalities not satisfied. So, no matter what the
outcome of the protocol, the ratio of equalities of the form {xi = xj , i ̸= j} that are satisfied is at most:

1− d(
d+1
2

) = 1− 2

d+ 1
.

It follows that there must be some pair i, j such that:

Pr[xi = xj ] ≤ 1− 2

d+ 1
=

1− 1/d

1 + 1/d
.

We remark that, in spite of Theorem 3, both Weighted MinHash and Gumbel sampling often perform
better in practice than the worst-case bound. For example, in our experiments on speculative decoding in
Section 5, Gumbel sampling often nearly matches optimal coupling, obtaining collision probability close to
1−DTV (P,Q). Exploring this observation further is an interesting direction for future work.

It maybe be that the bound of Theorem 2 tends to be much stronger for the sort of “quickly decaying”
distributions common in applications. As an extreme example, suppose that n = 2, or equivalently, P and Q
only place mass on two items. Then Gumbel sampling has the same collision probability as that of optimal
coupling. To see this, without loss of generality, let p1 ≤ q1, then the result of Theorem 2 simplifies as:

Pr[a = b] =
1

1 + max
(

p1

p2
, q1
q2

) +
1

1 +max
(

p2

p1
, q1
q1

) =
1

1 + q1
q2

+
1

1 + p2

p1

= q2 + p1 = 1−DTV(P,Q).

5 Application: Drafter-Invariant Speculative Decoding

With our main theoretical results in place, in this section we describe an application of communication-free
coupling to accelerating autoregression language models, which have demonstrated impressive capabilities
across a wide range of language-related tasks [Touvron et al., 2023, OpenAI, 2023, Gemini Team, Google,
2023]. Given a text query q (e.g., a question), the goal of autoregressive language models (LMs) is to generate
a sequence of tokens t1, t2, . . ., which correspond to words or word-pieces that comprise an answer or response
to the query. At step i of the generation, the LM computes the conditional distribution Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1)
and the next token is obtained by sampling according to this probability distribution. Computing this next-
token distribution requires a forward pass through the neural network at every step i, which has significant
computational costs, especially for large models.
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Speculative decoding was proposed by Leviathan et al. [2023] and Chen et al. [2023] as a way to ac-
celerate token generation. The method seeks to partially parallelize the process by using an inexpensive
approximate distribution (computed using a smaller neural network) to predict, or “draft”, the next γ to-
kens, ti, ti+1, . . . , tt+γ . Let the draft tokens be denoted by t̃i, t̃i+1, . . . , t̃t+γ . The larger neural network
(or multiple copies of the network) can compute and sample from the distributions Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1),
Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1, t̃i), Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1, t̃i, t̃i+1), . . . ,Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1, t̃i, . . . , t̃i+γ) in parallel. If t̃i matches
the token ti sampled from Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1), then the sample from Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1, t̃i) is a proper
sample from the desired large model distribution. Further, if t̃i+1 matches the token ti+1 sampled from
Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1, t̃i), then, likewise, the sample from Pr(·|q, t1, . . . , ti−1, t̃i, t̃i+1) is a valid sample from the
large model. Overall, we can obtain k samples in parallel if the first k draft tokens match tokens sampled
by the large model. We refer readers to Leviathan et al. [2023] for further details of the method.

In this setting, Bob corresponds to the large, expensive neural network, which knows the “true” distri-
bution Q and Alice corresponds to the inexpensive neural network, which knows some distribution P that
approximates Q. We want Alice to sample a token from P that, with high probability, matches Bob’s token
sampled from Q. Alice has to generate her sample before Bob, so the setting inherently does not allow com-
munication from Bob to Alice. However, Alice can in principal communicate information to Bob that can
be used when generating his sample. This is exactly what is done in current implementations of speculative
decoding: Alice actually communicates the entire distribution she used to sample t̃i+j , which allows Bob to
sample in an optimally coupled way [Leviathan et al., 2023, Algorithm 1].

The end result is that Alice’s predictions are accurate with probability exactly equal to 1−DTV(P,Q).
However, this comes with a potential caveat: the output of the process, depends on both P and Q. Hence,
if the small “drafter” model changes, the large model output also changes. This is undesirable: as discussed
in Section 1, the output of an LM is ideally fixed given a fixed random seed, no matter what optimizations
are used to accelerate inference of the network. This property allows for users to easily reproduce results
and facilitates easier unit testing and debugging. Naively, speculative sampling destroys this property.

However, the issue is easily fixed: if, instead of an optimal coupling, we use a communication-free protocol
to sample from the large model, then necessarily the models output is independent of the drafter model. We
call the resulting approach “Drafter-Invariant Speculative Decoding”. There is a price to pay for drafter-
invariance: by using a communication-free protocol, we can only ensure that the draft tokens are correct

with probability c = 1−DTV(P,Q)
1+DTV(P,Q) instead of c = 1 − DTV(P,Q). Since the expected number of sequential

tokens drafted correctly is 1
1−c , this could lead to a roughly 2× reduction. Fortunately, as we will see shortly,

the no-communication protocols analyzed in Section 3, especially our Gumbel sampling approach, tend to
outperform the worst-case bound of Theorem 3 for real-world distributions arising from language models.

5.1 Experimental Evaluation

We used Gumbel sampling to implement Drafter-Invariant Speculative Decoding to accelerate generation
of tokens for the 27 billion parameter gemma-2-27b-it model, using the smaller gemma-2-9b-it, and
gemma-2-2b-it models as drafters [Gemma Team, Google, 2024]2. Table 1 shows that, for Drafter-Invariant
Speculative Decoding, the tokens generated by the large model remain the same regardless of the drafter
model. In contrast, this is not the case for standard Speculative Decoding, which uses an optimal coupling.

In Figure 2, we also experimentally compare the effectiveness of Gumbel sampling and Weighted MinHash
sampling for generating coordinated samples. We issue queries to the gemma-2-27b-it model, then generate
a sequence of 32 response tokens using both the full model and the gemma-2-2b-it drafter model. For
each token, we have a pair of distributions, Q (the large model’s target distribution) and P (the drafter’s
approximate distribution). We generate samples a ∼ P and b ∼ Q from these distributions using the
communication-free coupling protocols. We report the fraction of times that a = b over 20, 000 repetitions
using different random seeds. This results in 32 plotted points, per query, per method. Since the accuracy
of the drafter model varies depending on where we are in the token generation sequence, we can see that the
points corresponds to distributions with a fairly wide range of total variation distances.

As we can see in the figure, Gumbel sampling achieves a higher collision probability than Weighted Min-

Hash, across all queries and tokens. Both methods typically outperform the worst-case bound of 1−DTV(P,Q)
1+DTV(P,Q)

2https://huggingface.co/docs/transformers/en/model doc/gemma2
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Speculative Decoding
Drafter-Dependent (standard) Drafter-Invariant (ours)

No Drafter Drafter: Gemma 9B Drafter: Gemma 2B Drafter: Gemma 9B Drafter: Gemma 2B

Yes Yes
Typically

Yes
**

Yes
It

Yes
No

some often
often

NP-hard
NP-hard

some
but

some
NP

NP-hard within
with

problems
problems

NP-hard
NP-hard

NP-hard
NP-hard

problems a
a

often
can

problems
problems

problems
problems

have bounded
prov

have
have

have
can

have
can

efficient factor
factor

efficient
efficient

efficient
efficient

efficient
fast

approximation of
of

approximation
approximation

approximation
approximation

approximation
approximations

algorithms. the
the

algorithms.
algorithms.

algorithms.
algorithms.

algorithms.
algorithms.

<eos> optimal
optimal

<eos>

<eos>

<eos>

<eos>

<eos>

<eos>

-
solution.
solution.

- - -

Table 1: We applied standard Speculative Decoding [Leviathan et al., 2023] and our Drafter-Invariant
Speculative Decoding method to a 27 billion parameter Gemma model [Gemma Team, Google, 2024] to
generate responses to the query: “Can NP-hard problems be approximated efficiently?”. Smaller 9 and
2 billion parameter Gemma models were used as drafters. The table show the tokens returned by the
large model, as well as the draft tokens proposed by the smaller models (displayed below). If the draft
token matches the large model, it is shown in blue; otherwise, it is show in red. As we can see, Drafter-
Invariant Speculative Decoding always results in a response of “Yes some NP-hard problems have efficient
approximation algorithms.”, no matter what drafter is used. In contrast, standard Speculative Decoding
leads to three different responses depending on the drafter.
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Figure 2: This plot illustrates the effectiveness of Gumbel and Weighted MinHash sampling for coupling
samples. For each subplot, we obtain 32 pairs of distributions (P,Q) by generating 32 response tokens for a
given query using two different language models: the 27 billion parameter Gemma 27B model and the smaller
Gemma 2B model. We sample a ∼ P and b ∼ Q 20,000 times using the no-communication protocols, and
plot the empirical probability that a = b vs. the total variation distance between P and Q. For reference,
we also plot the best possible probability that a = b, 1−DTV(P,Q), as well as our bound from Theorem 3.
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proven in Theorem 3, often nearly matching the best possible collision probability of 1−DTV(P,Q).

6 Coupling with Low-Communication

We conclude by considering a relaxed version of the communication-free coupling problem that allows for
limited communication. In particular, Theorem 3 proves that there is a gap between communication-free
protocols and the communication-intensive protocol from Protocol 1, where Alice sends her entire distribution
to Bob. It is natural to ask what lies in between. Concretely, how many bits of communication are needed
to match the optimal 1−DTV(P,Q) collision probability of Protocol 1?

Our main result on this question is Theorem 4, which we restated below:

Theorem 4. There is a protocol that, for any ϵ ∈ (0, 1), requires O(log(n/ϵ)) bits of communication in
expectation between Alice and Bob to produce samples a ∼ P, b ∼ Q such that:

Pr [a = b] ≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)− ϵ.

To prove Theorem 4, we first introduce an “idealized” communication protocol, Protocol 4, that proceeds
in rounds. At each round, Alice and Bob communicate at most one index consisting of O(log n) bits, and
one probability, i.e., a real-valued number in the interval [0, 1]. We show that this protocol terminates
with an expected constant number of steps. We then show how to appropriately discretize Alice and Bob’s
distributions in a pre-processing step so that the probability can be communicated with O(log(n/ϵ)) bits. The
same discretization strategy can be used to give a concrete communication complexity bound for Protocol
1, which naively requires communicating real-valued probabilities. The result would be a protocol requiring
O(n log(n/ϵ)) bits of communication. Theorem 4 offers and exponential improvement on this baseline.

Protocol 4 Low Communication Coupling

Fix public random numbers u0, u1, . . . drawn uniformly from the interval [0, 1].
Protocol for Alice (who has probability vector P = [p1, . . . , pn]):

1: Sample a ∼ P and send (a, pa) to Bob.
2: Await Bob’s response.
3: if Bob sends reject then
4: for k = 1, 2, . . . do
5: Await (j, w) from Bob.
6: Send approve to Bob if pj < uk − w, send reject otherwise.

7: Return a.

Protocol for Bob (who has probability vector Q = [q1, . . . , qn]):

1: Receive (a, pa) from Alice.

2: if u0 ≤ min
(

qa
pa
, 1
)
then

3: Send approve to Alice.
4: Return b = a.
5: else
6: Send reject to Alice.
7: for k = 1, 2, . . . do
8: Find j such that

∑j−1
t=1 qt ≤ uk <

∑j
t=1 qt and send (j,

∑j−1
t=1 qt) to Alice.

9: Await Alice’s response.
10: if Alice sends approve then
11: Return b = j

Idealized Protocol. We begin by analyzing our idealized protocol, Protocol 4. It is based on a modification
of the optimal coupling method, Protocol 1. While Protocol 1 naively requires communicating Alice’s entire
distribution, P, to Bob, we can see that P only becomes necessary if Bob “rejects” the item a that he receives
from Alice. In particular, upon rejectionm he must sample from a distribution Q′ that depends on P.
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P
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Q

Figure 3: Two probability distributions, P (red) and Q (blue), are depicted in this diagram. The area
where qi > pi is highlighted with a hatch pattern. In the first round of Protocol 4, Alice samples an item
proportional to P. Using rejection sampling, Bob decides whether to accept or reject the item. If rejected,
Bob attempts to draw a random number that “hits” the hatched regions where qi exceeds pi.

Protocol 4 implements this “post-rejection” step in a more communication efficient way by using a dart-
throwing approach similar to Weighted MinHash. Specifically, Bob attempts to sample from regions of the
number line where qj > pj , as illustrated by the hatched regions in Figure 3. A uniform sample from these
regions amounts to a sample from Q′. To obtain such a sample, Bob throws a dart and, if it lands in the
region [j− 1, j− 1+ qj ] for some j, he sends the dart to Alice to verify that it also lies above j− 1+ pj . If it
does, then the dart has landed in the hatched region, so they terminate the process. If not, Bob tries again.
We prove that the number of rounds required for the process to terminate is constant in expectation:

Claim 7. If Alice and Bob use Protocol 4 to produce samples a ∼ P and b ∼ Q, then:

Pr[a = b] = 1−DTV(P,Q).

Furthermore, the expected number of messages before the protocol terminates is 2.

Proof. Let a and b be the indices returned by Alice and Bob at the end of the protocol. We first prove
that a ∼ P, b ∼ Q, and Pr[a = b] = 1 −DTV(P,Q). The fact that a ∼ P is immediate, since Alice starts
by choosing a ∼ P and then never changes a’s value. Alice’s selection is communicated to Bob, who then

decides to either accept or reject a. Bob accepts with probability min
(

qa
pa
, 1
)
. So, fixing an index i, we have:

Pr[a = b = i] = pi ·min

(
qi
pi
, 1

)
= min(qi, pi).

Summing over all i we conclude that

Pr[a = b] =

n∑
i=1

Pr[a = b = i] =

n∑
i=1

min(pi, qi) = 1−DTV(P,Q).

Now, if Bob rejects a at Line 6, he must select another value j ̸= a. The probability of selecting j given the
rejection of a is:

Pr[b = j | Bob rejects a] =
qj −min(pj , qj)∑n

k=1 qk −min(pk, qk)
.

The bottom of the fraction above is exactly the probability that Bob rejects at Line 6, so overall, Pr[b =
j] = Pr[b = j | b = a] + Pr[b = j | b ̸= a] = min(qj , pj) + qj −min(qj , pj) = qj , as desired.

Next, we bound the round complexity of Protocol 4. Bob’s process involves a dart-throwing mechanism
where each throw is aimed at hitting a region representative of the excess probability mass of qj over pj .
The chance of hitting the correct region per trial, shown as the hatched area in the Figure 3, is equal to the
total variation distance, DTV(P,Q).

n∑
j=1

qj −min(pj , qj) =

n∑
j=1

qj −
n∑

j=1

min(pj , qj) = 1− (1−DTV(P,Q)) = DTV(P,Q).
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Each throw is independent, and the expected number of throws needed to hit the target region is geometrically
distributed with a success probability of DTV(P,Q). Therefore, the expected number of throws needed is

1
DTV(P,Q) . Bob’s dart throwing procedure is only used if a is rejected at Line 6 of Bob’s protocol, which

happens with probability DTV(P,Q). So, the expected number of communication rounds between Alice and
Bob, denoted by E[c], is:

E[c] = Pr[a = b] · 1 + Pr[a ̸= b] · 1

DTV(P,Q)
= 1 +DTV(P,Q) ·

1

DTV(P,Q)
= 2.

With Claim 7 in place, we are almost ready to prove Theorem 4. The only issue is that Protocol 4 must
communicate probabilities, which could be arbitrarily precise real numbers, and thus require an unbounded
number of bits to represent. To avoid this issue, we need to discretize P and Q using Algorithm 1, to form
distributions P ′ and Q′, where each probability is a multiple of ϵ

n for a given small ϵ. This quantization
allows us to communicate the probabilities using just O(log(n/ϵ)) bits.

Algorithm 1 Distribution Discretization

Input: Original distribution P = {p1, . . . , pn}, precision parameter ϵ, and size n.
Output: Distribution P ′ = {p′1, . . . , p′n} where each p′i is a multiple of ϵ/n.
1: for pi ∈ P do
2: Set p′i equal to pi rounded down to the nearest multiple of ϵ

n .

3: Set r ← (1−∑n
i=1 p

′
i).

4: Set p′1 ← p′1 + r. ▷ This step ensures that
∑n

i=1 p
′
i = 1.

Lemma 8. For any distributions P and Q over {1, . . . , n}, if we apply Algorithm 1 with parameters ϵ, n to
get distributions P ′ and Q′, then we have:

DTV(P,P ′) ≤ ϵ, DTV(Q,Q′) ≤ ϵ, and DTV(P ′,Q′) ≤ DTV(P,Q) + 2ϵ.

Proof. First, consider P. Let r be as in Line 3 of Algorithm 1. We have:

r = 1−
n∑

i=1

p′i ≤ 1−
n∑

i=1

(
pi
ϵ
n

− 1

)
· ϵ
n
= 1−

n∑
i=1

(
pi −

ϵ

n

)
=

n∑
i=1

ϵ

n
= ϵ.

We can then bound the total variation distance between P and P ′ as:

DTV(P,P ′) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

|pi − p′i| ≤
1

2
· 2r ≤ ϵ.

We can similarly demonstrate that DTV(Q,Q′) < ϵ. Finally, the last bound follows from triangle inequality:

DTV(P ′,Q′) ≤ DTV(P ′,P) +DTV(P,Q) +DTV(Q,Q′) ≤ DTV(P,Q) + 2ϵ

Our final approach will be for Alice and Bob to run Protocol 4 on the distributions P ′ and Q′ instead
of P and Q. This produces samples a ∼ P ′, b ∼ Q′ instead of a ∼ P, b ∼ Q, as required. To correct the
distributions of the samples, Alice and Bob simply use an optimal coupling between P and P ′ and between
Q and Q′. These couplings can be computed locally, without any communication.

Proof of Theorem 4. Alice and Bob round their distributions using Algorithm 1 with parameter ϵ/4 to
obtain P ′ and Q′. They then run Protocol 4 with P ′ and Q′ to obtain a′ ∼ P ′ and b′ ∼ Q′ such that
Pr[a′ = b′] ≥ 1 −DTV(P ′,Q′). They each separately apply Protocol 1 to obtain samples a ∼ P and b ∼ Q
such that Pr[a = a′] ≥ 1−DTV(P,P ′) and Pr[b = b′] ≥ 1−DTV(Q,Q′). Overall, we have:

Pr[a = b] ≥ Pr[a = a′ and a′ = b′ and b = b′]

≥ 1−DTV(P,P ′)−DTV(Q′,P ′)−DTV(Q,Q′) (by a union bound)

≥ 1−DTV(P,Q)− 4 · ϵ/4 (by Lemma 8)

= 1−DTV(P,Q)− ϵ.
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The total communication cost is that of running Protocol 4 with P ′ and Q′. Each round of this protocol
requires communicating an index, which takes O(log n) bits, and a probability, which takes O(log(n/ϵ)) bits
(since all probabilities are integer multiples of ϵ/4n). By Claim 7, the protocol terminates after a constant
number of rounds in expectation, so in total, we need O(log(n/ϵ)) bits of communication, in expectation.
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