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Abstract

Advanced large language models (LLMs) frequently reflect in reasoning chain-
of-thoughts (CoTs), where they self-verify the correctness of current solutions
and explore alternatives. However, given recent findings that LLMs detect limited
errors in CoTs, how reflection contributes to empirical improvements remains
unclear. To analyze this issue, in this paper, we present a minimalistic reason-
ing framework to support basic self-verifying reflection for small transformers
without natural language, which ensures analytic clarity and reduces the cost of
comprehensive experiments. Theoretically, we prove that self-verifying reflection
guarantees improvements if verification errors are properly bounded. Experimen-
tally, we show that tiny transformers, with only a few million parameters, benefit
from self-verification in both training and reflective execution, reaching remarkable
LLM-level performance in integer multiplication and Sudoku. Similar to LLM
results, we find that reinforcement learning (RL) improves in-distribution perfor-
mance and incentivizes frequent reflection for tiny transformers, yet RL mainly
optimizes shallow statistical patterns without faithfully reducing verification errors.
In conclusion, integrating generative transformers with discriminative verification
inherently facilitates CoT reasoning, regardless of scaling and natural language.

1 Introduction

Numerous studies have explored the ability of large language models (LLMs) to reason through a
chain of thought (CoT), an intermediate sequence leading to the final answer. While simple prompts
can elicit CoT reasoning [[13]], subsequent works have further enhanced CoT quality through reflective
thinking [[10] and the use of verifiers [4]]. Recently, reinforcement learning (RL) [|33[] has achieved
notable success in advanced reasoning models, such as OpenAl-ol [20] and Deepseek-R1 [5]], which
show frequent reflective behaviors that self-verify the correctness of current solutions and explore
alternatives, integrating generative processes with discriminative inference. However, researchers also
report that the ability of these LLMs to detect errors is rather limited, and a large portion of reflection
fails to bring correct solutions [11]]. Given the weak verification ability, the experimental benefits of
reflection and the emergence of high reflection frequency in RL require further explanation.

To address this challenge, we seek to analyze two main questions in this paper: 1) what role self-
verifying reflection plays in training and execution of reasoning models, and 2) how reflective
reasoning evolves in RL with verifiable outcome rewards [15]. However, the complexity of natural
language and the prohibitive training cost of LLMs make it difficult to draw clear conclusions from
theoretical abstraction and comprehensive experiments across settings. Inspired by Zeyuan e al.
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[2]], we observe that task-specific reasoning and self-verifying reflection do not necessitate complex
language. This allows us to investigate reflective reasoning through tiny transformer models [36]],
which provide efficient tools to understand self-verifying reflection through massive experiments.

To enable tiny transformers to produce long reflective CoTs and ensure analytic simplicity, we
introduce a minimalistic reasoning framework, which supports essential reasoning behaviors that
are operable without natural language. In our study, the model self-verifies the correctness of each
thought step; then, it may resample incorrect steps or trace back to previous steps. Based on this
framework, we theoretically prove that self-verifying reflection improves reasoning accuracy if
verification errors are properly bounded, which does not necessitate a strong verifier. Additionally, a
trace-back mechanism that allows revisiting previous solutions conditionally improves performance
if the problem requires a sufficiently large number of steps.

Our experiments evaluate 1M, 4M, and 16M transformers in solving integer multiplication [7] and
Sudoku puzzles [3], which have simple definitions (thus, operable by transformers without language)
yet still challenging for even LLM solvers. To maintain relevance to broader LLM research, the tiny
transformers are trained from scratch through a pipeline similar to that of training LLM reasoners.
Our main findings are listed as follows: 1) Learning to self-verify greatly facilitates the learning of
forward reasoning. 2) Reflection improves reasoning accuracy if true correct steps are not excessively
verified as incorrect. 3) Resembling the results of DeepSeek-R1 [5], RL can incentivize reflection
if the reasoner can effectively explore potential solutions. 4) However, RL fine-tuning increases
performance mainly statistically, with limited improvements in generalizable problem-solving skills.

Overall, this paper contributes to the fundamental understanding of reflection in reasoning models by
clarifying its effectiveness and synergy with RL. Our findings based on minimal reasoners imply a
general benefit of reflection for more advanced models, which operate on a super-set of our simplified
reasoning behaviors. In addition, our implementation also provides insights into the development of
computationally efficient reasoning models.

2 Related works

CoT reasoning Pretrained LLMs emerge the ability to produce CoTs from simple prompts [|13]
38|, which can be explained via the local dependencies [25] and probabilistic distribution [[35] of
natural-language reasoning. Many recent studies develop models targeted at reasoning, e.g., scaling
test-time inference with external verifiers [4,|17,|18,|32] and distilling large general models to smaller
specialized models [34} 9]]. In this paper, we train tiny transformers from scratch to not only generate
CoTs but also self-verity, i.e., detect errors in their own thoughts without external models.

RL fine-tuning for CoT reasoning RL [33] recently emerges as a key method for CoT reasoning
[31}/40]. It optimizes the transformer model by favoring CoTs that yield high cumulated rewards,
where PPO [29] and its variant GRPO [31]] are two representative approaches. Central to RL fine-
tuning are reward models that guide policy optimization: the 1) outcome reward models (ORM)
assessing final answers, and the 2) process reward models (PRM) [17] evaluating intermediate
reasoning steps. Recent advances in RL with verifiable rewards (RLVR) [5} |41] demonstrate that
simple ORM based solely on answer correctness can induce sophisticated reasoning behaviors.

Reflection in LLM reasoning LLM reflection provides feedback to the generated solutions [|19]
and may accordingly refine the solutions [10]]. Research shows that supervised learning from verbal
reflection improves performance, even though the reflective feedback is omitted during execution
[42]]. Compared to the generative verbal reflection, self-verification uses discriminative labels to
indicate the correctness of reasoning steps, which supports reflective execution and is operable
without linguistic knowledge. Recently, RL is widely used to develop strong reflective abilities [[14,
27,20]]. In particular, DeepSeek-R1 [5] shows that RLVR elicits frequent reflection, and such a result
is reproduced in smaller LLMs [24]]. In this paper, we further investigate how reflection evolves
during RLVR by examining the change of verification errors.

Understanding LLMs through small transformers Small transformers are helpful tools to
understand LLMs, for their architectural consistency with LLMs and low development cost to support
massive experiments. For example, transformers smaller than 1B provide insights into how data
mixture and data diversity influence LLM training [39, |2]. They also contribute to foundational
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Figure 2: Example reasoning steps for multiplication and Sudoku, where the core planning is
presented in the reasoning step R 1.

understanding of CoT reasoning, such as length generalization [12], internalization of thoughts [6],
and how CoTs inherently extend the problem-solving ability [8,|16]. In this paper, we further use tiny
transformers to better understand reflection in CoT reasoning.

3 Reflective reasoning for transformers

In this section, we develop transformers to perform simple reflective reasoning in long CoTs. Focusing
on analytic clarity and broader implications, the design of our framework follows the minimalistic
principle, providing only essential reasoning behavior operable without linguistic knowledge. More
advanced reasoning frameworks optimized for small-scale models are certainly our next move in
future work. In the following, we first introduce the basic formulation of CoT reasoning; then,
based on this formulation, we introduce our simple reasoning framework for self-verifying reflection;
afterwards, we describe how transformers are trained to reason through this framework.

3.1 Reasoning formulation

CoT Reasoning as a Markov decision process A general form of CoT reasoning is given as a
tuple (Q,{R}, A), where @ is the input query, {R} = (Ry,..., Rr—1) is the sequence of T — 1
intermediate steps, and A is the final answer. Following Wang [37]], we formulate the CoT reasoning
as a Markov thought process (MTP). As shown in Figurem an MTP follows that [37]:

Riyr ~7(- | St), Stv1 =T (St Req), 1)

where S; is the ¢-th reasoning state, 7 is the planning policy (the transformer model), and 7T is the
(usually deterministic) transition function. The initial state Sy := @ is given by the input query.
In each reasoning step R;1, the policy 7 plans the next reasoning action that determines the state
transition, which is then executed by 7 to obtain the next state. The process terminates when the step
presents the answer, i.e., A = Rr. For clarity, a table of notations is presented in Appendix @

An MTP is implemented by specifying the state representations and transition function 7. Since we
use tiny transformers that are weak in inferring long contexts, we suggest reducing the length of state
representations, so that each state S; carries only necessary information for subsequent reasoning.
Here, we present two examples to better illustrate how MTPs are designed for tiny transformers.

Example 1 (An MTP for integer multiplication). As shown in Figure[2(a)] to reason the product of
two integers x, y > 0, each state is an expression Sy := [x; X y: + 2z¢| mathematically equal to = x y,
initialized as Sy = [z X y+0]. On each step, 7 plans y; 1 by eliminate a non-zero digit in y; to 0, and
it then computes 21 = 2z¢ + 2+ (y+ — y++1). Consequently, 7 updates Sii1 as [Te41 X Yet1 + 2e41]
with z;4; = x4. Similarly, 7 may also eliminate non-zero digits in z; in a symmetric manner. Finally,
m yields A = z; as the answer if either z; or y; becomes 0.
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Figure 3: Reflective reasoning based on MTP. “v"” and “x” are self-verification labels for positive
and negative steps, respectively. The steps that are instantly verified as negative are highlighted in
red. In RTBS, the dashed-line arrows back-propagate the negative labels, causing parental steps to be
recursively rejected ( ). The green shows the steps that successfully lead to the answer.

Example 2 (An MTP for Sudoku [3]). As shown in Figure[2(b)] each Sudoku state is a 9 x 9 game
board. On each step, the model 7 fills some blank cells to produce a new board, which is exactly the
next state. The answer A is a board with no blank cells.

3.2 The framework of self-verifying reflection

Conceptually, reflection provides feedback for the proposed steps and may alter the subsequent
reasoning accordingly. Reflection takes flexible forms in natural language (e.g., justifications and
comprehensive evaluations), making it extremely costly to analyze. In this work, we propose to equip
transformers with the simplest discriminative form of reflection, where the model self-verifies the
correctness of each step and is allowed to retry those incorrect attempts. We currently do not consider
the high-level revisory behavior that maps incorrect steps to correct ones, as we find learning such a
mapping is challenging for tiny models and leads to no significant gain in practice. Specifically, we
analyze two basic variants of reflective reasoning in this paper: the reflective MTP and the reflective
trace-back search, as described below (see pseudo-code in Appendix [D.T).

Reflective MTP (RMTP) Given any MTP with a policy 7 and transition 7, we use a verifier V to
produce a verification sequence after each reasoning step, denoted as V; ~ V(:|R;). Such V; includes
verification label(s): The positive “v” and negative “x" signifying correct and incorrect reasoning of

R;, respectively. Given the verified step Rt.}rl := (R¢41, Vit1) that contains verification, we define
T as the reflective transition function that rejects incorrect steps:

St, “x” € Viyr;
T(S¢, Riy1), otherwise.
In other words, if V detects any error (i.e. “x") in R;11, the state remains unchanged so that 7

may re-sample another attempt. Focusing on self-verification, we use a single model called the
self-verifying policy 7 := {m, V} to serve simultaneously as the planning policy 7 and the verifier

V. By operating tokens, 7 outputs the verified step R, for each input state S;. In this way, 7 and 7
constitute a new MTP called the RMTP, with illustration in Figure [3(a)]

St-l-l = %(Stvét-ﬁ—l) = 71(575, (Rt+17 ‘/75+1)) = { )

Reflective trace-back search (RTBS) Though RMTP allows instant rejections of incorrect steps,
sometimes the quality of a step can be better determined by actually trying it. For example, a Sudoku
solver occasionally makes tentative guesses and traces back if the subsequent reasoning fails. Inspired
by ol-journey [26]], a trace-back search allowing the reasoner to revisit previous states may be applied
to explore solution paths in an MTP. We implement simple RTBS by simulating the depth-first search
in the trajectory space. Let m denote the RTBS width, i.e., the maximal number of attempts on each
step. As illustrated in Figure if m proposed steps are rejected on a state S, the negative label
“x” will be propagated back to recursively reject the previous step R;. As a result, the state traces
back to the closest ancestral state that has remaining attempt opportunities.

3.3 Training

As shown in Figure[d] we train the tiny transformers from scratch through consistent techniques of
LLM counterparts, such as pretraining, supervised fine-tuning (SFT), and RL fine-tuning. First, we
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Figure 4: The training workflow for transformers to perform CoT reasoning.

use conventional pipelines to train a baseline model 7 with only the planning ability in MTPs. During
(I) pretraining, these CoT examples are treated as a textual corpus, where sequences are randomly
drawn to minimize cross-entropy loss of next-token prediction. Then, in (II) non-reflective SFT, the
model learns to map each state S; to the corresponding step R;,1 by imitating examples.

Next, we employ (IIT) reflective SFT to integrate the planning policy 7 with the knowledge of
self-verification. To produce ground-truth verification labels, we use 7 to sample non-reflective CoTs,
in which the sampled steps are then labeled by an expert verifier (e.g., a rule-based process reward
model). Reflective SFT learns to predict these labels from the states and the proposed steps, i.e.,
(St, Riy1) — Vix1. To prevent disastrous forgetting, we also mix the same CoT examples as in
non-reflective SFT. This converts 7 to a self-verifying policy 7 that can self-verify reasoning steps.

Thus far, we have obtained the planning policy 7 and the self-verifying policy 7, which can be
further strengthened through (IV) RL fine-tuning. As illustrated in Figure[d RL fine-tuning involves
iteratively executing 7 (7) to collect experience CoTs through an MTP (RMTP), evaluating these
CoTs with a reward model, and updating the policy to favor higher-reward solutions. Following the
RLVR paradigm [15]], we use binary outcome rewards (i.e., 1 for correct answers and 0 otherwise)
computed by a rule-based answer checker ORM(Q, A). When training the self-verifying policy
7, the RMTP treats verification V; as a part of the augmented step Ry, simulating R1-like training
(5] where reflection and solution planning are jointly optimized. We mainly use GRPO [31]] as the
algorithms to optimize policies. Details of RL fine-tuning are elaborated in Appendix [B]

4 Theoretical results

This section establishes theoretical conditions under which self-verifying reflection (RMTP or RTBS
in Section[3.2) enhances reasoning accuracy (the probability of deriving correct answers). The general
relationship between the verification ability and reasoning accuracy (discussed in Appendix [C.T])
for any MTP is intractable as the states and transitions can be arbitrarily specified. Therefore, to
derive interpretable insights, we discuss a simplified prototype of reasoning that epitomizes the
representative principle of CoTs — to incrementally express complex relations by chaining the local
relation in each step [25]]. Specifically, Given query @ as the initial state, we view a CoT as the
step-by-step process that reduces the complexity within states:

* We define S, as the set of states with a complexity scale of n. For simplicity, we assume that
each step, if not rejected by reflection, reduces the complexity scale by 1. Therefore, the scale n
is the number of effective steps required to derive an answer.

» An answer A is a state with a scale of 0, i.e. A € Sy. Given an input query (), the answers Sy are
divided into positive (correct) answers Sar and negative (wrong) answers S .

¢ States S,, (n > 0) are divided into 1) positive states S; that potentially lead to correct answers
and 2) negative states S,; leading to only incorrect answers through forward transitions.

Consider a self-verifying policy 7 = {m, V} to solve this simplified task. We describe its fundamental
abilities using the following probabilities (whose meanings will be explained afterwards):



(D——60)
V¥
N
(s)——6)

(a) Non-reflective reasoning (b) Reflective reasoning through an RMTP or RTBS

After m attempts in RTBS  « == pe_ + (1 —p)(1 —ey)

Figure 5: The diagram of state transitions starting from scale n in the simplified reasoning, where
probabilities are attached to solid lines. In (b) reflective reasoning, the dashed-line arrow presents the
trace-back move after m attempts in RTBS.

p=prr(T(S,R) €S, |S€SH 3)
er = pryvar(T(S,R) € S,_1,“x" ¢ V[ S e S)), )
e =pryz(T(S,R) €S, “x" € V[ S €S}, ©)

f=pry~z(“x"€V|SeS8;). (©6)

To elaborate, ;1 measures the planning ability, defined as the probability that 7 plans a step that leads
to a positive next state, given that the current state is positive. For verification abilities, we measure
the rates of two types of errors: e (false positive rate) is the probability of accepting a step that leads
to a negative state, and e_ (false negative rate) is the probability of rejecting a step that leads to a
positive state. Additionally, f is the probability of rejecting any step on negative states, providing the
chance of tracing back to previous states. Given these factors, Figure 5] illustrates the state transitions
in non-reflective (vanilla MTP) and reflective (RMTB and RTBS) reasoning.

For input problems with scale n, we use p(n), p(n), and p,,(n) to respectively denote the reasoning
accuracy using no reflection, RMTP, and RTBS (with width m). Obviously, we have p(n) = u".
In contrast, the mathematical forms of 5(n) and p,,(n) are more complicated and therefore left to
Appendix Our main result provides simple conditions for the above factors (u,e_, ey, f) to
ensure an improved accuracy when reasoning through an RMTP or RTBS.

Theorem 1. In the above simplified problem, consider a self-verifying policy ™ where i, e_, and e
are non-trivial (i.e. neither 0 nor 1). Let o := pe_ + (1 — ) (1 — e ) denote the rejection probability
on positive states. Given an infinite computation budget, for n > 0 we have:
e p(n) > p(n) ifand only if e_ + ey < 1, where equalities hold simultaneously; furthermore,
reducing either e_ or e strictly increases p(n).
* pm(n) > p(n) for a sufficiently large n. if and only if f > o and m > 12— furthermore, such a
gap of pm(n) over p(n) increases strictly with f.

Does reflection require a strong verifier? Theorem [I|shows that RMTP improves performance over
vanilla MTP if the verification errors e and e_ are properly bounded, which does not necessitate a
strong verifier. In our simplified setting, this only requires the verifier V to be better than random
guessing (which ensures e_ + e = 1). This also indicates a trivial guarantee of RTBS, as an
infinitely large width (m — +00) substantially converts RTBS to RMTB.

When does trace-back search facilitate reflection? Theorem I provides the conditions for RTBS
to outperform RMTP for a sufficiently large n: 1) The width m is large enough to ensure effective
exploration. 2) f > « indicates that negative states are inherently discriminated from positive ones,
leading to a higher rejection probability on negative states than on positive states (see Figure[5(b)). In
other words, provided f > «, RTBS is ensured to be more effective on complicated queries using a
finite m. However, this also implies a risk of over-thought on simple queries that have a small n.

The derivation and additional details of Theorem [I]are provided in Appendix[C.3] In addition, we
also derive how many steps it costs to find a correct solution in RMTP. The following Proposition I]
(see proof in Appendix [C.4) shows that a higher e_ causes more steps to be necessarily rejected and
increases the solution cost. In contrast, although a higher e reduces accuracy, it forces successful
solutions to rely less on reflection, leading to fewer expected steps. Therefore, a high false negative
rate e_ is worse than a high e given the limited computational budget in practice.
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Proposition 1 (RMTP Reasoning Length). For a simplified reasoning problem with scale n, the
expected number of steps T for 7 to find a correct answer is T = W Especially, a
correct answer will never be found if the denominator is 0.

Appendix [C.3] further extends our analysis to more realistic reasoning, where rejected attempts lead
to a posterior drop of u (or rise of e_), indicating that the model may not well generalize the current
state. In this case, the bound of e_ to ensure improvements becomes stricter than that in Theorem m

5 Experiments

We conduct comprehensive experiments to examine the reasoning performance of tiny transformers
under various settings. We trained simple causal-attention transformers [36] (implemented by LitGPT
(1)) with 1M, 4M, and 16M parameters, through the pipelines described in Section [3.3] Details of
training data, model architectures, tokenization, and hyperparameters are included in Appendix[D] The
source code is available at https://github.com/zwyu-ai/self-verifying-reflection-reasoning,

We test tiny transformers in two reasoning tasks: The integer multiplication task (Mult for short)
computes the product of two integers x and y; the Sudoku task fills numbers into blank positions
of a9 x 9 matrix, such that each row, column, or 3 x 3 block is a permutation of {1, ...,9}. For
both tasks, we divide queries into 3 levels of difficulties: The in-distribution (ID) Easy, ID Hard,
and out-of-distribution (OOD) Hard. The models are trained on ID-Easy and ID-Hard problems,
while tested additionally on OOD-Hard cases. We define the difficulty of a Mult query by the number
d of digits of the greater multiplicand, and that of a Sudoku puzzle is determined by the number b
of blanks to be filled. Specifically, we have 1 < d < 50r9 < b < 36 for ID Easy, 6 < d < 8 or
36 < b < 54 for ID Hard, and 9 < d < 10 or 54 < b < 63 for OOD Hard.

Our full results are presented in Appendix [E] Shown in Appendix [E.I] these seemingly simple
tasks pose challenges even for some well-known LLMs. Remarkably, through simple self-verifying
reflection, our best 4M Sudoku model is as good as OpenAl 03-mini [21]], and our best 16M Mult
model outperforms DeepSeek-R1 [S]] in ID difficulties.

5.1 Results of supervised fine-tuning

First, we conduct (I) pretraining, (II) non-reflective SFT, and (II) reflective SFT as described in
Section[3.3] In reflective SFT, we consider learning two types of self-verification: 1) The binary
verification includes a single binary label indicating the overall correctness of a planned step; 2) the
detailed verification includes a series of binary labels checking the correctness of each meaningful
element in the step. The implementation of verification labels is elaborated in Appendix [D.2.3] We
present our full SFT results in Appendix [E.2] which includes training 30 models and executing 54
tests. In the following, we discuss our main findings through visualizing representative results.

Does learning self-verification facilitate learning the planning policy? We compare our models
under the non-reflective execution, where self-verification is not actively used in test time. As shown
in Figure|[f] reflective SFT with binary verification brings remarkable improvements for 1M and 4M
in ID-Easy and ID-Hard Mult problems, greatly reducing the gap among model sizes. Although
detailed verification does not benefit as much as binary verification in ID problems, it significantly
benefits the 16M model in solving OOD-Hard problems. Therefore, learning to self-verify benefits
the learning of forward planning, increasing performance even if test-time reflection is not enabled.
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Since reflective SFT mixes the same CoT examples as used in non-reflective SFT, an explanation for
this phenomenon is that learning to self-verify serves as a regularizer to the planning policy. This
substantially improves the quality of hidden embeddings in transformers, which facilitates the learning
of CoT examples. Binary verification is inherently a harder target to learn, which produces stronger
regularizing effects than detailed verification. However, the complexity (length) of the verification
should match the capacity of the model; otherwise, it could severely compromise the benefits of
learning self-verification. For instance, learning binary verification and detailed verification fails to
improve the 16M model and the 1M model, respectively.

When do reflective executions improve reasoning accuracy? Figure[7]evaluates the non-reflective,
RMTP, and RTBS executions for models in solving ID-Hard problems. Apart from the accuracy,
the rates of verification error (i.e., the false positive rate e and false negative rate e_ defined
in Section E[) are measured using an oracle verifier. In these results, RMTP reasoning raises the
performance over non-reflective reasoning except for the 1M models (which fail in ID-hard Sudoku).
Smaller error rates (especially e_) generally lead to higher improvements, whereas a high e_ in
binary verification severely compromises the performance of the 1M Mult Model. Overall, reflection
improves reasoning if the chance of rejecting correct steps (e_) is sufficiently small.

In what task is the trace-back search helpful? As seen in Figure [/ though RTBS shows no
advantage against RMTP in Mult, it outperforms RMTP in Sudoku, especially the 4M model with
detailed verification. This aligns with Theory [I]— The state of Sudoku (the 9 x 9 matrix) is required to
comply with explicit verifiable rules, making incorrect states easily discriminated from correct states.
However, errors in Mult states can only be checked by recalculating all historical steps. Therefore, we
are more likely to have f > « in Sudoku, which grants a higher chance of solving harder problems.
This suggests that RTBS can be more helpful than RMTP if incorrect states in the task carry verifiable
errors, which validates our theoretical results.

5.2 Results of reinforcement learning

As introduced in Section [3.3] we further apply GRPO to fine-tune the models after SFT. Especially,
GRPO based on RMTP allows solution planning and verification to be jointly optimized for self-
verifying policies. The full GRPO results are presented in Appendix [E3] and the main findings
are presented below. Overall, RL does enable most models to better solve ID problems, yet such
improvements arise from a superficial shift in the distribution of known reasoning skills.

How does RL improve reasoning accuracy? Figure §|presents the performance of 4M and 16M
models in Mult after GRPO, where the differences from SFT results are visualized. GRPO effectively
enhances accuracy in solving ID-Hard problems, yet the change in OOD performance is marginal.
Therefore, RL can optimize ID performance, while failing to generalize to OOD cases.

Does RL truly enhance verification? From the change of verification errors in Figure[8] we find that
the false negative rate e_ decreases along with an increase in the false positive rate e. This suggests
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Figure 8: Performance of the 4M and 16M models in Mult after GRPO, including accuracy and the
verification error rates. As an ablation, we also include non-reflective models. The vertical arrows
start from the baseline accuracy after SFT, presenting the relative change caused by GRPO.

that models learn an optimistic bias, which avoids rejecting correct steps through a high false positive
rate that bypasses verification. In other words, instead of truly improving the verifier (where e_ and
e+ both decrease), RL mainly induces an error-type trade-off, shifting from false negatives (e ) to
false positives (e_).

To explain this, we note that a high e_ raises the computational cost (Proposition EI) and thus causes
a significant performance loss under the limited budget of RL sampling, making reducing e_ more
rewarding than maintaining a low e,.. Meanwhile, shifting the error type is easy to learn, achievable
by adjusting only a few parameters in the output layer of the transformer.

Inspired by DeepSeek-R1 [3], we additionally examine how RL influences the frequency of reflective
behavior. To simulate the natural distribution of human reasoning, we train models to perform
optional detailed verification by adding examples of empty verification (in the same amount as
the full verification) into reflective SFT. This allows the policy to optionally omit self-verification,
usually with a higher probability than producing full verification, since empty verification is easier to
learn. Consequently, we can measure the reflection frequency by counting the proportion of steps that
include non-empty verification. Since models can implicitly omit binary verification by producing
false positive labels, we do not explicitly examine the optional binary verification.

When does RL incentivize frequent reflection?  Figure[0]shows reflection frequency in Mult before
and after GRPO, comparing exploratory (1.25) and exploitative (1) temperatures when sampling
experience CoTs. With a temperature 1.25, GRPO elicits frequent reflection, especially on hard
queries. However, reflection frequency remains low if using temperature 1. Additional results for
other model sizes and Sudoku appear in Appendix [E:3:3] In conclusion, RL can adapt reflection
frequency to align with the exploratory ability of the planning policy 7, encouraging more reflection
if the policy can potentially explore rewards. This helps explain why RL promotes frequent reflection
in LLMs [3]], as the flexibility of language naturally fosters exploratory reasoning.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we provide a foundational analysis of self-verifying reflection in multi-step CoTs
using small transformers. Through minimalistic prototypes of reflective reasoning (the RMTP and
RTBS), we demonstrate that self-verification benefits both training and execution. Compared to
natural-language reasoning based on LLMs, the proposed minimalistic framework performs effective
reasoning and reflection using limited computational resources. We also show that RL fine-tuning
can enhance the performance in solving in-distribution problems and incentivize reflective thinking
for exploratory reasoners. However, the improvements from RL rely on shallow patterns and lack
generalizable new skills. Overall, we suggest that self-verifying reflection is inherently beneficial for
CoT reasoning, yet its synergy with RL fine-tuning is limited in superficial statistics.
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column shows the frequency (%) for problems x x y where x has j digits and y has 7 digits.

Limitations and future work Although the current training pipeline enables tiny transformers to
reason properly through reflective CoTs, the generalization ability is still low and not improved in
RL. Therefore, future work will extend reflection frameworks and explore novel training approaches.
Observing the positive effect of learning self-verification, a closer connection between generative
and discriminative reasoning may be the key to addressing this challenge. Additionally, how our
findings transfer from small transformers to natural-language LLMs needs to be further examined.
However, the diversity of natural language and high computational cost pose significant challenges to
comprehensive evaluation, and our proposed framework does not sufficiently exploit the emergent
linguistic ability of LLMs. To this end, we expect to investigate a more flexible self-verification
framework with an efficient evaluator of natural-language reflection in future work.
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A Notations

The notations used in the main paper are summarized in Table [T} Notations only appear in the
appendix are not included.

Table 1: Notations in the main paper.

Symbol | Meaning

Q The query of CoT reasoning

{R} The sequence of intermediate reasoning steps
R, The t-th intermediate step in CoT reasoning
A The answer of CoT reasoning.
T The number of steps (including the final answer) in an CoT
m The planning policy in MTP reasoning
St The t-th state in CoT reasoning
T The transition function in an MTP

“v The special token as the positive label of verification.

“x” The special token as the negative label of verification
Vi The verification sequence for the proposed step R;.
% The verifier such that V1 ~ V(:|St, Ry1)
R, The verified reasoning step, i.e. (R, V)
T The reflective transition function in an RMTP
7 The self-verifying policy, i.e. {m, V}
m The RTBS width, i.e. maximal number of attempts on each state
W The probability of proposing a correct step on positive states

e_ The probability of instantly rejecting a correct step on positive states
et The probability of accepting an incorrect step on positive states
f The probability of instantly rejecting any step on negative states
«@ The shorthand of pe_ + (1 — p)(1 —e4)

p(n) | The accuracy of non-reflective MTP reasoning

p(n) The accuracy of RMTP reasoning for queries with scale n

pm(n) | The accuracy of RTBS reasoning with width m for queries with scale n

B Details of reinforcement learning

This section introduces PPO and GRPO algorithms used in RL fine-tuning. We introduce PPO and
GRPO under the context of MTP, which is described in Section 3.1} This also applies to RMTP
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reasoning in Section@ as RMTP is a special MTP given the self-verifying policy 7 and the reflective
transition function 7.

For any sequence X of tokens, we additionally define the following notations: X denotes the i-th
token, X (<% (X [=7]) denotes the former i — 1 (i) tokens, and | X | denotes the length (i.e., the number
of tokens).

Both PPO and GRPO iteratively update the reasoning policy through online experience. Let 7y
to denote a reasoning policy parameterized by 6. On each iteration, PPO and GRPO use a similar
process to update 6:

1. Randomly draw queries from the task or taring set, and apply the old policy m,,, to sample
experience CoTs.

2. Use reward models to assign rewards to the experience CoTs. Let ORM and PRM
be the outcome reward model and process reward model, respectively. For each CoT
(Q,R1,...,Rr_1,A), we obtain outcome rewards r, = ORM(Q), A) and the process rewards
ry = PRM(St, Ryqq) fort = 0,1,...,7 — 1 (where Ry = A). In our case, we only use the
outcome reward model and thus all process rewards are 0.

3. Then, @ is updated by maximizing an objective function based on the experience CoTs with
above rewards. Especially, PPO additionally needs to update an value approximator.

B.1 Proximal policy optimization

PPO [29] is a classic RL algorithm widely used in various applications. It includes a value model v
to approximate the value function, namely the expected cumulated rewards:

T
(S, R = B, (ro +>° rk> %
k=t

mo (RY|s0,RE=)
T0o1d (R,Ei] StaRLQ])
be the reference model (e.g., the policy before RL-tuning). Then, the PPO algorithm maximizes

Let ¢, ;(0) = be the relative likelihood of the i-th token in the ¢-th step, and 7,

T |R:

1
JPPO((Q) :EQNP(Q)'r{R}Nﬂ—BOld ZT |Rt Z Z
t=1 t=1 =1

{min [,(0) Ar,clip (q14(0), 1 = £,1+¢) Ars| = BDxe [mollme] . ®

Here, /Alm- is the advantage of the i-th token in step ¢, computed using the value model v. For

example, A, ; = v(S;, REQ], Ry]) — v(St, R£<i]) is a simple way to estimate advantage. In practice,
advantages can be estimated using the general advantage estimation (GAE) [28]].

The value model v is implemented using the same architecture as the reasoner except for the
output layer, which is replaced by a linear function that outputs a scalar value. The value model is
initialized using the same parameters as the reasoner, apart from the output layer. Assuming that v is
parameterized by w, we learn v by minimizing the temporal-difference error:

T |R¢]

Jo(@) = Equp(@) s, D 2 (vulSt B = v%ld(sm))z . ©)

t=1 i=1

Although PPO proves effective in training LLMs [23]], we deprecate using it in training tiny trans-
formers due to the difficulty of learning the value function. Since the value model v is also a tiny
transformer, its weakness in model capacity severely compromise the precision of value approxima-
tion, leading to unreliable advantage estimation.

B.2 Group-reward policy optimization

PPO requires learning an additional value model, which can be expensive and unstable. Alternatively,
GRPO [31] directly computes the advantages using the relative rewards from a group of G solutions.
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For each query @, it samples a group of GG solutions:

{Rg} = (Rg,17~-~aRg,Tg—1aAg) ~ TOp149 fOI‘g:L...,G. (10)
In this group, each solution { R, } contains T}, steps, where the answer A, is considered as the final
step Ry, 1, . Using the reward models, we obtain process rewards vy, := {(rg,1,...,7¢1,)}5-; and

outcome rewards r, := {7‘%0}?:1. Then, GPRO computes the normalized rewards, given by:
Tgt—MeEANT, _ Ty — MeAnT,
;0 T
stdr, 7 stdr,

Y

Tgt =

Afterwards, the advantage of step ¢ in the g-th solution of the group is flg t =Tgo+ ZZ‘; 4+ Tg,t- Let

™ S0 Ry
J(0) = 9( ‘ 9
Gg,t,i(0) o (R[ TS, t7R[<1])
g-th solutlon Then, the GRPO objective is to maximize the following:

Ty |Rg,l

SaETPIpS

{min [qut,i(e))ﬁg,t, clip (qg.e4(0),1 —£,1 +¢) Ag,t} — 8Dy mnmef}} (12)

be the relative likelihood of the ¢-th token in the ¢-th step from the

Jarpo(0) =Eq~pQ).(R, bnota G Z
=1

B.3 Technical Implementation

We made two technical modifications that make RL more suitable in our case, described in the
following.

First, in RMTP, we mask off the advantage of rejected steps, while the advantage of self-verification
labels is reserved. This prevents the algorithm from increasing the likelihood of rejected steps,
allowing the planning policy 7 to be properly optimized. In practice, we find this modification
facilitates the training of models that perform mandatory detailed verification. Otherwise, RL could
make the reasoner excessively rely on reflection, leading to CoTs that are unnecessarily long.

Second, we employ an early-truncating strategy when sampling trajectories in training. If the
model has already made a clear error at some step (detected using an oracle process reward model),
we truncate the trajectory as it is impossible to find a correct answer. This avoids unnecessarily
punishing later steps due to previous deviations, as some later steps may be locally correct in their
own context. Empirically, we find this modification reduces the training time required to reach the
same performance, while the difference in final performance is marginal.

C Theory

C.1 A general formulation of reasoning performance

Let S denote the state space and A denote the answer space. We use Ay C A to denote the set
of correct answers for some input query ). Given any thought state S, the accuracy, namely the
probability of finding a correct answer, is denoted as

PQ(S) = P(Rys1,Riss,sA)rn (A € Ag | S¢ = S) (13)
C.1.1 Bellman equations in RMTP

By considering the reasoning correctness as the binary outcome reward, we may use Bellman
equations [33]] to provide a general formulation of the reasoning performance for arbitrary MTPs
(RMTP). For simplicity, we use S, R, and S’ to respectively denote the state, step, and next state in a
transition.

Initially, in the absence of a trace-back mechanism, the accuracy pq (s) can be interpreted as the value
function when considering the MTP as a goal-directed decision process. For simplicity, we denote
the transition probability drawn from the reasoning dynamics 7 as p(S’ | S, R). In non-reflective
reasoning, the state transition probability p(S” | S) can be expressed as:

p(S']S) = Zp (8'|S, R)w(R|S) (14)
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When using RMTP execution, assuming that (.S, R) := py.p(“x” € V | S, R) represents the
probability of rejecting the step R, we have:

/ 2 rT(R|S)(1—&(S, R))p(S'|S, R), if " # 8
S'S) = e 15
1) = {18 (15 Rpo(s15 A+ e(s. ). it L8 O
Consequently, the Bellman equation follows:
1, if S e Ag
po(S) =10, if Se A\ Ag (16)
s pQ(S)p(S]5), ifseS\A

C.1.2 Bellman equations in RTBS

Let m denote the number of attempts at each state, and let ¢(.S) represent the failure probability (i.e.,
the probability of tracing back after m rejected steps) at state .S. The probability of needing to retry a
proposed step due to instant rejection or recursive rejection is given by:

e(S) = m(R[S) (6(57 R)+ Y (1—&(S,R)p(S']S, R)¢(5')> (17)
5

R

The failure probability is then given by ¢(S) = €™ (.S). When there are k attempts remaining at the
current state .S, we denote the accuracy as p, (S, k), given by:

o1 LSS k1) + S w(RIS)(1 — €05, R) S p(S']S. R)pa(S), k>0
pQ( ) ) = _
0, k=0
(18)
It follows that p,.(.S) = p, (S, m). This leads to a recursive formulation that ultimately results in the
following equations for each s € S:

€(S) = 7(R|S) (&(87 R)+ Z(l —&(S, R)p(S'|S, R)em(S’)> : (19)

R

pu(5) = T2 Z,o@ (S")m(RIS)(1 — £(S, R))p(S'|S, R). 20)

C.2 Accuracy derivation in the simplified reasoning task

In the following, we derive the accuracy of reflective reasoning with and without the trace-back
search, given the simplified reasoning task in Section[d} For each proposed step on a correct state, we
define several probabilities to simplify notations: « := pe_ + (1 — p)(1 — e) is the probability
of being instantly rejected; 5 = (1 — e_) is the probability of being correct and accepted;
v = (1 — p)e is the probability of being incorrect but accepted. Note that 3 here no longer refers
to the KL-divergence factor in Appendix

Proposition 2. The RTMP accuracy p(n) for problems with a scale of n is

o = (122) @

Let m be the width of RTBS. Let 0,,(n) and €,,(n) be the probability of a proposed step being rejected
(either instantly or recursively) on a correct state and incorrect state of scale n, respectively. We have
0m(0) = €,,(0) = 0 and the following recursive equations for n > 0:

om(n) = a+ B(0m(n —1))" +y(em(n —1))" (22)
em(n) = f+ (1= f) (em(n = 1))" (23)
Then, the RTBS accuracy pm,(n) for problems with a scale of n is given by

= Ham(t), where o, (t) = i (6 (1)) = #m(tz)ﬂ (24)
_ i—0

m (t)

In addition, 6,,(n), € (n) and o, (n) all motonously increase and converge in relation to n.
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Proof. We first consider reasoning through RTBS. Let ¢,,(n) and t,,(n) denote the probabilities of
failure (reaching the maximum number of attempts) in correct and incorrect states, respectively. Let
pijm(n) indicate the accuracy after the i attempts at the current sub-problem of scale n. Therefore,
we have p, (n) = p~0|m(n) and ﬁm|m(n) =0.

At a correct state, we have the following possible cases:
* A correct step is proposed and instantly accepted with probability 5 = p(1 —e_). In

this case, the next state has a scale of n — 1, which is correctly solved with probability
pojm (n — 1) and fails (i.e., is recursively rejected) with probability ¢, (n — 1).

* A correct step is proposed and instantly rejected with probability pe_.

* An incorrect step is proposed and instantly accepted with probability v = (1 — p)e4. In
this scenario, the next state has a scale of n — 1, which fails with probability 4., (n — 1).

* An incorrect step is proposed and instantly rejected with probability 8 = (1 — p)(1 — e4).
Thus, we have a probability of & = pe_ + (1 — p)(1 — e) to instantly reject the step, and a

probability of S¢,,(n — 1) + v, (n — 1) to recursively reject the step. Therefore, the overall
probability of rejecting an attempt on correct states is:

5m(n) :a+ﬂ¢m(n71)+7¢m(n*1)' (25)
Since failure occurs after m rejections, we have:
¢m(n) = (Om (n)>m (26)

At an incorrect state, we have a probability f to instantly reject a step. Otherwise, we accept the step,
and the next state fails with probability ., (n — 1). Therefore, the overall probability of rejecting an
attempt for incorrect states is:

em(n) = f+ (1= f)pm(n —1). 27)
Similarly, we obtain:

Um(n) = (em(n))™ (28)

By substituting Equations (26) and (28] into Equations (23)) and (27), we obtain Equations (22)) and
(23). If an attempt is rejected (either instantly or recursively), we initiate another attempt which
solves the problem with a probability of p; 1, (n). Therefore, we have the recursive form of the
accuracy, given by:

ﬁz\m(n) = 5P~O|m(n - 1) + 5(na m)pNi+1|m(n) (29)
Thus, we can expand p,,(n) as:
Pm (1) = Pojm(n)
= B/Sm(n - 1) + 6m(n>ﬁl\m(n)

= (B+0m(n)B+ 05, (n)B+ -+ 61 (n)B)pm(n — 1) (30)
= 0 (n)pm(n —1) GD

Note that n = 0 indicates that the state is exactly the outcome, which means p,,(0) = 1. Then,
Equation (24) is evident given the recursive form in Equation (3).

For reflective reasoning without trace-back, we can simply replace d,,(n) with « in o, (n), as only
instant rejections are allowed. We then set m — oo, leading to Equation ZT).

Monotonicity We first prove the monotonic increase of €,,(n). Equation gives €, (n) =
f+(em(n—1))™and e, (n+1) = f+ (en(n))™ foreach n > 1. Therefore, if €,,(n) > €, (n—1),
we have:

em(n+1)=f+(em(n)™ = f + (em(n—1))" = em(n). (32)
Additionally, it is clear that €,,(1) = f > 0 = €,,(0). Using mathematical induction, we conclude
that €,,(n + 1) > €,,(n) for all n > 0. The monotonicity of §,,(n) can be proven similarly, and the
monotonicity of o,,,(n) is evident from that of §,,(n). Since d,,(n) and €,,(n) are probabilities, they
are bounded in [0, 1] and thus converge monotonically. O
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Figure 10: The accuracy curves of non-reflective MTP p(n), RMTP p(n), and RTBS p,,(n), using
=08 e =03e. =02 and f=0.8.

Illustration of accuracy curves Using the recursive formulae in Proposition 2] we are able to
implement a program to compute the reasoning accuracy in the simplified reasoning problem in
Section |4]and thereby visualize the accuracy curves of various reasoning algorithms. For example,
Figuref@lpresents the reasoning curves given y = 0.8, e = 0.3, e, = 0.2, and f = 0.8, which
lead to oo = 0.4 < f. For this example, we may observe the following patterns: 1) An overly small
width m in RTBS leads to poor performance; and 2) by choosing m properly, p,,(n) remains stable
when n — co. These observations are formally described and proved in Appendix [C.3]

Furthermore, in Figurewe see that a small m stabilizes the drop of p,,,(n) when n is large, yet it
also makes fj,,(n) drop sharply in the area where n is small. This indicates the potential of using an
adaptive width in RTBS, where m is set small when the current subproblem (state) requires a large
number n of steps to solve, and m increases when n is reduced by previous reasoning steps. Since
this paper currently focuses on the minimalistic reflection framework, we expect to explore such an
extension in future work.

C.3 Derivation of Theorem ]

Theorem [I] is obtained by merging the following Proposition [3| and Proposition ] which also
provide supplementary details on the non-trivial assumptions of factors p, e_, and e.. Additionally,
Proposition @ also shows that there exists an ideal range of RTBS width m such that stabilizes the
drop of py,(n) when n — oo.

Proposition 3 (RMTP Validity conditions). Forall n > 0, we have p(n) >
Additionally, if u > 0 and e_ < 1, then for all n > 1 we have that p(n) =
and p(n) decreases strictly with either e_ or e.

Proposition 4 (RTBS Validity Condition). Assuming 0 < u <1, e_ < 1, and ey > 0, then

p(n) <= e_+ey <1
pn) <= e_+e; =1

lim 220 Sy <m> ! andf>a>. (33)
oo p(n) 1-

Furthermore, we have

* limnoo 722005 = Lifm € [ty )

* pm(n) increases strictly with f for all n > 2.

The proof of propositions [3]and ]is given in Appendix [C.3:1]and Appendix [C.3.2] which are based
on the previous derivation in Appendix [C.2}

C.3.1 Proof of Proposition[3]

In any case, we have p(0) = p(0) = 1.
If 4 = 0 ore_ = 1, we clearly have 5(n) = p(n) = 0 forn > 1.
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If 0 > pand e < 1, we can transform 5(n) (given in Proposition [2)) as:

o 1 " pl—c) \"
”(”"<1+::<u—1—1>> - Grtem) G4

This shows that p(n) strictly decreases with both e and e_, and p(n) = p" <= ey +e_ = 1.
Therefore, we also have p(n) > u” <= ey +e_ < 1.

The Proposition is proved by combining all the above cases.

C.3.2 Proof of Proposition 4]

The assumptions 0 < o < 1, e_ < 1, and e; > 0 ensure that 5 > 0 and v > 0. Proposition 2]
suggests the monotonous convergence of §,,(n), €,,(n), and 0,,(n). For simplicity, we denote
§ = limy, 00 O (n), € := lim,, 0 € (n), and o := lim,, oo 0y (n). From Equations 22)) and
(23), we have:

d=a+ B+ ve™ (35)

e=f+(1—f)e" (36)
Note that e = § = 1 gives the trivial solution of the above equations. However, there may exist
another solution (if any) such that § < 1 or € < 1 under certain circumstances. Since €,,(0) = 0 and
dm (0) = 0, the limits € and 0 take the smaller solution within [0, 1]. In the following, we first discuss
when another non-trivial solution exists.
Lemma 1. Forany m > 1,if0 < p < mT_l, then © = p + (1 — p)z™ has a unique solution
Zx € [p, 1), which strictly increases with p. Otherwise, if m74 < p < 1, the only solution in [0, 1] is
T, = 1.

Proof. Define F(z) :=p+ (1 — p)z™ — x. We find:
F'(z) =m(1 —p)a™ ! - 1.

It is observed that F”(z) increases monotonically with . Additionally, we have F’(0) = —1 < 0,
F'(1) = m(1 — p) — 1, and F(1) = 0. We only consider the scenario where p > 0, since
x =0 € [0, 1) is obviously the unique solution.

If0 < p< ™1 wehave 1 —p > L. This implies F’(1) > 0. Combining F’(0) < 0, there exists
¢ € (0,1) such that F'(£) = 0. As aresult, F'(z) strictly decreases in [0, ] and increases in [, 1).
Therefore, we have F'(§) < F(1) = 0. Since F(p) = (1 — p)p™ > 0, we know that there exists a
unique z, € [p, &) such that F'(z,) =0

If =1 < p <1, wehave 1 —p < -L and F'(1) < 0. In this case, F'(z) < 0in [0, 1) due to the
monotonicity of F’(x). Thus, F(z) > F(1) = 0 for all z € [0,1). Therefore, 2, = 1 is the only
solution within [0, 1].

Now, we prove the monotonic increase of x, when 0 < p < mT_l We have:

dx dz
=1 1—p)am =2 g 37
ap +m(1 — p)z] ap Ty 37
d N 1 — ™ 1 — ™
T ) T (38)

dp 1—m(1—p)al? - —F'(z.)

The previous discussion shows that with . < [p, &) for some £ such that F’(£) = 0. Given that
F’(x) increases monotonically, we have F”(z,) < 0 and thus %; > 0. O

Lemma 2. Assume p > 0, g > 0, and p + ¢ < 1. Then, the equation x = p + gz™ has a unique
solution ., € [0, 1), which increases monotonically with p € [0,1 — ¢].

Proof. Define F(x) := p + gz™ — x. Since F'(0) > 0 and F(1) < 0, there exists a solution
x,. € [0,1). Since F is convex, we know there is at most one other solution. Clearly, the other
solution appears in (1, +00), since F'(+00) > 0. Therefore, F'(x) = 0 must have a unique solution
x4 in [0, 1). Additionally, =, must appear to the left of the minimum of F’, which yields F’(x,) < 0.
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Using the Implicit Function Theorem, we write:

dx. 1 1
= = — >0 39
dp 1—mgzT ! F'(z) (39)
Thus, we conclude that x, increases monotonically with p. O

Applying Lemmas Iandlto Equation @ we find that ¢ = 1 if and only if f > m_l ; otherwise,
e strictly increases with p. Therefore, f < ™~ indicates that ¢ < 1, leading to (« + 'ye) +v <1l
Using Lemmalagaln in Equation (33), we have <= 11 = § < 1. Conversely, f > m—= 1
yieldse = 1. and thus f,a + v > 2 — §=1.

First, we consider the special case where § = 1, which occurs if both f, o + v > 2=1 namely
m < mm{lif, /3}. In this case, we write 0 = (1 + 0 + -+ + 6™~ 1) 3 = mp. Therefore we have:
lim M >1 <= o> B
n—oo p(n) -«
<~ mpf > B
-«
— m>_—
l-«a
This leads to the validity condition that 1~ < m < min{ 1+ T ﬁ}

Next, we consider the case where § < 1, which occurs when f < T_ ora+ vy < mT_l This leads
to 3> L > 0, and we can write:

67’L — % (6 — - /}/677L) (40)
_1=o0m (L—0m)p
7= 1—-6 (1 —a) — (/B(STTL+fy€TTL)' (41

Then, we can derive:

lim M <l <= o>
n—00 p(n) 11—«
— 1—6m - 1
1—a)—(Bdm+vem) " 1—«
— 1-M)1Q—-a)>1—a)— (B0 +~e™)
— " >0 (1l—-a-p5)
— ™ > yim
= €>9
Since we have assumed § < 1, we have e = 1 > ¢ if f > ™= otherwise if f = a < ™=, then

€ = ¢ leads to § = € being a solution of Equation (33). Addltlonally, from Lemmas|I|and|Z|, We know
that a higher « would increase (« + ~ye), which eventually raises § above ¢; conversely, a lower «
causes 9 to drop below e. To summarize, we have the following conditions when ¢ < 1:

_1§f>or<a<f<m_1> (42)

m
1>e>6 «— <a+fy<
m

1 1 1
<:><B<m<1_f> 0r<a<fandm>1_f) (43)
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Combining the conditions when § = 1, we have:

p(n)
Ay L
1 < mi 1 1 1 < 1 d 1
<:><1_a<m_mm{l_f,ﬁ}) 0r<ﬁ<m_1_f> 0r(a<fan m>1_f>
(44)
<:)m>1i and f > « (45)

Thus far, we have obtained Equation (33). Now, we start proving the two additional statements in
Proposition 4]

First, we prove that L<m < 1= ensures that o = 1. First, if § = 1, wehave m < & < 7 L In

f B =1-f°
this case, 0 = mp, and thus o = 1 whenm = Alternatlvely, if o < 1, wehave m > mln{% —f}
We can express that:
1—0om B—(0—a—yem) 1—e¢
= = S R — 46
o=g=57 1-0 TA=o)a—f) (46)

Using Lemma@], we know that § increases with o + e, which increases with e. Therefore, we have
?Ti > (. Then, we obtain

m

dé
do/de = 6™ — >0, 47
o/de ;z B (47
1=6m, f—-(@-—a—v") a+f+y—(1—-€")y—4§
o= ﬂ = —
1-— 1-6 1-6
1_5_7(1_ =l
—f
_ 48
1-6 “48)
Therefore, o increases w1th e and reaches its maximum value of 1 when ¢ = 1. As a re-
sult, we conclude that 5 < m < 1y ensures that o = 1. Combining § = p(l — e_)
and 0 = lim, 00 0y (n) = limy, 00 ﬁﬁ”(”?if)l), we have proved that lim,, 5137&571)1) = 1if

m € ey =7

Next, we prove the monotonicity of p,,(n) with respect to f. To prove this, we first prove the
monotonicity of e, (¢) for all ¢ with respect to f.

Lemma 3. Forn > 0, €, () as defined in Equation 23| increases strictly with f.

Proof. We regard

em(0:£)=0,  en(t;f)=F+ 10— f)lenlt -1 H]" (49)
as a function of f on [0,1]. When ¢t = 1 we have
m(1§f):f+(1_f)[57rz(o§f)]m:fv (50)
SO ‘%’"T(;f) =1 > 0. Thus €,,(1; f) is strictly increasing with f. Further, assume for some k > 1
that 5
m (K
0<em(k;f) <1 and ea(ff) >0 Yfelo1]. (51)
Differentiate the recursion for t = k + 1:
em(k+1.0) = f+ (1= flemk; )] (52)

Oem(k+1; f)

m—1 O (k; f)
of '

=1 [emn(k; /)]™ + 1 = f)m[em(k; f)] 5F

(53)
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By the inductive hypothesis, €, (k; f) < 1 implies [e,,(k; f)]™" < 1. Therefore, we have
1 - [em(k; f)]m > O (54)

Sincel — f >0, m > 1, [em(k'; f)]mf1 > 0, and %}Wc) > 0, the second term is also positive.
Hence

Oem(k+1; f)
——F= >0, 55
af (55)
showing that €,, (k + 1; f) is strictly increasing. This completes the induction. O

Given Lemma we can also prove the monotonicity of d,,(t) using mathematical induction: It is
easy to write that ,,(2) = a + Ba™ + v f™, showing that §,, (2 ) increases strictly with f. Then, for
t> 2, assummg that 6,,,(t — 1) increases strlctly with f and using Given Lemmal we know that
dm (t) increases strictly with f from Equation (22).

Therefore, we have d,,(1) = « and that d,,(¢) strictly increases with f for n > 2. According to
Equation (24), from the above monotonicity of 4., (¢), it is obvious that o, (t) increases with respect
to f for all t. This gives the corollary that p,,(n) increases with f for all n.

C.4 Derivation of RMTP reasoning cost

In this section, we derive how many steps it costs to find a correct solution in RMTP and thereby
prove Proposition [T}

Proposition[I} The probability of accepting the correct step after the i-th attempt is given by o'~ .
Assuming a maximum number of attempts m, the number of attempts consumed at each step satisfies:

a' 13 (1 a)ai~t

Pr(7 attempts | correct) = = 56
( p | ) ﬁ+a5+_.,+am—lﬂ 1—am ( )
Therefore, the average number of attempts required for a correct reasoning step is given by
m . (1 . Oé) 1— o m
A, = . = 57
m ; ¢ 1—am 1—aqm Z ia'” 57

To simplify the summation expression Z;’;l ia’~! (where 0 < a < 1), we can use the method of
telescoping series. Let S = Y. | ia* 1, We calculate aS:

al = Z ial (58)
Thus,

S —aS = iiai_l — iza (59)
=1 i

This gives us

l1-a)S=1+a+a’+ - +a™ ! —ma™ = —ma™ (60)

Rearranging, we have
m

m ) 1—a™—(1—

Thus, the average number of attempts can be further expressed as:

_l—a 1-a"—(1—-a)ma™
Am = 1—am (1-a)? ©2)
_1-a™—(1—-a)ma™
T T i-w-am ©
1 a™
“1-a Mi—am ©4)
(65)
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Considering the limit as m — oo, it can be shown using limit properties that lim,,,—, o m2— =0.

l1—a™
If the correct solution is obtained (i.e., correct steps are accepted at each step), the average number of
steps taken is given by

n n n
T—a T-pe —(-pl-e) Q-per+ui-ey &

O

C.5 Considering posterior risks of rejected attempts

Our previous analysis is based on a coarse binary partition of states (correct and incorrect) for
each scale, which enhances clarity yet does not apply to real-world complexity. Therefore, we can
introduce stronger constraints by taking into account the posterior distribution of states in S, after
multiple attempts. For example, if the state has produced several incorrect attempts on state S (or
rejected several correct attempts), it is more likely that the current state has not been well generalized
by the model. Consequently, the chances of making subsequent errors increase. In this case, u is
likely to decrease with the number of attempts, while e_ increases with the number of attempts. Thus,
the probability of accepting the correct action will decrease as the number of attempts increases.

Therefore, we consider the scenario where the probabilities of error increase while the correctness
rate 1 drops after each attempt. We define e;, e;_, pu;, etc., to represent the probabilities related to
the i-th attempt, corresponding to the calculations of «;, 5;, v;, etc. We have that 5; = u; (1 — e;—)
is monotonically decreasing, and ; = (1 — p;)e;+ is monotonically increasing with the index 4 of
the attempt. In this case, the derivation is similar to that of Proposition[2] Therefore, we skip all
unnecessary details and present the results directly.

Proposition 5. Given the above posterior risks, the RTMP accuracy p(n) for problems with a scale
ofnis

[e%¢) 1—1 "
p(n) = | B+ Z Bi H a; (67)
i=2  j=1

Let m be the width of RTBS. Let d;},,,(n) denote the probability of a proposed step being rejected
(either instantly or recursively) at the i-th attempt on a correct state, and e, (n) follows the same
definition as in Proposition We have 6;),,(0) = €, (0) = 0 and the following recursive equations
forn > 0:

ijm () :ai+/6iHéj\m(n_1)+71(€m(n_1))m7 i=1,---,m (68)
j=1
emn)=f+(1—f)(emn—1)" (69)
Then, the RTBS accuracy ppm,(n) for problems of scale n is given by:
n m j—1
pm(n) =[[om(®),  where o (t) = 1+ > B [[ dijm(t.m)B. (70)
t=1 j=2 =1

In addition, 6;,,(n), €m(n), and ., (n) all monotonically increase and converge with respect to n.

The theoretical result in this new setting becomes much more challenging to derive an exact validity
condition that remains clear and understandable. However, it is still useful to derive a bound that
sufficiently guarantees the effectiveness of reflection. In the following, we show that a sufficient
condition becomes much stricter than that in Proposition 3]

Proposition 6. Assume p1 < 1 and k = inf; 8 ‘tl is the lower bound of the decay rate of the
probability of accepting the correct step in multiple attempts. Then, a sufficient condition for

p(n) > pln) is:

e1—
L supe <1 71
R — )
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Proof. Considering o; = piei— + (1 — p13)(1 — max; e;4 ), let a = (1 — pu1)(1 — sup; e;4) be its
lower bound. It can be seen that

m—1 m

_ 1— (ak)™
f1+a1fe + araefs + -+ B lel a; > ;(Qk)m "= ﬁllfigli (72)
As m — o0, the sufficient condition for reflection validity is:
eI
> 73
1= ok H1 (73)
1-— €1
— >1 (74)
1= k(1= p)(1 —sup; eiy)
e_
<= (1 —p1)(1 —supe;y) > - (75)
@)%—sqpei+(1—u1)<l (76)
€1—
= ———— +supe;4 <1 an
Ri—m)
O

D Implementation details

This section describes the details of the training datasets, model architectures, and hyper-parameters
used in experiments. Our implementation derives the models architectures, pretraining, and SFT
from LitGPT [1]] (version 0.4.12) under Apache License 2.0.

D.1 Algorithmic descriptions of reflective reasoning

Algorithms |1 and [2| presents the pseudo-code of reasoning execution through RMTP and RTBS,
respectively. In practice, we introduce a reflection budget M to avoid infinite iteration. If reflective
reasoning fails to find a solution within M steps, the algorithm retrogrades to non-reflective reasoning.

To implement RTBS, we maintain a stack to store the reversed list of parental states, allowing them
to be restored if needed. Different from our theoretical analysis, our practical implementation does
not limit the number of attempts on the input query () (as long as the total budget M is not used up)
as @ has no parent (i.e. the stack is empty).

D.2 Example CoT data

We implement predefined programs to generate examples of CoTs and self-verification. Figure [IT]
presents the example reasoning steps (correct) for non-reflective training and the example detailed
verification for reflective training. In our practical implementations, the reasoning steps include
additional tokens, such as preprocessing and formatting, to assist planning and transition. To simplify
transition function 7, the example steps also include exactly how the states are supposed to be
updated, which removes the task-specific prior in 7.

D.2.1 Multiplication CoT

Each state is an expression x; X y; + 14, where x4 and y, are the remaining values of two multiplicands,
and 7y is the cumulative result. For an input query = X y, the expert reasoner assigns 1 = ©, y1 = ¥,
andr, = 0.

For each step, the reasoner plans a number « € {1,...,9} to eliminate in z; (or y;). Specifically, it
computes § = u X y; or (0 = u X xy). Next, it finds the digits in x; (or y;) that are equal to u and set
them to O in 2441 (or y.11). For each digit set to 0, the reasoner cumulates § x 10% to r;, where 7 is
the position of the digit (starting from O for the unit digit). An example of a reasoning step is shown
in Figure[TI(a)l Such steps are repeated until either 27 or y7 becomes 0, then the answer is 7.
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Algorithm 1 Reflective reasoning through RMTP

Require: the query (), the augmented policy 7 = {m, V}, transition function 7, and reflective

reasoning budget M
1: t+ 0,5 « Q
2: repeat
3: Infer Rt+1 ~ 7'('(' | St)
4: Reject < False
5: if t < M then
6: Infer %+1 ~ V( | St, Rt+1)
7: Reject < True if “x” € Viqq
8: if Reject = True then
9: St+1 — St
10: else
11: Sty1 T(St, Rt—i—l)
12: if R, is the answer then
13: T(—t+1,A(—Rt+1
14: else
15: t—t+1

16: until The answer A is produced
17: return A

Algorithm 2 Reflective trace-back search

Require: the query (), the augmented policy @ = {m, V}, transition function 7, search width m,
and reflective reasoning budget M

1: 0, Sy Q

2: i < 0 {The index of attempts}

3: Initialize an empty stack L

4: repeat

5: Infer Ryy1 ~ (- | St)

6: 14—1+1

7: Reject + False

8: if t < M then

9: Infer Vthrl ~ V( | St, Rt+1)
10: Reject < Trueif “x” € V44
11: if Reject = True then

12: if © < m then

13: St+1 — St

14: else

15: {Find a parent state that has remaining number of attempts. }
16: repeat

17: Pop (s, j) from L
18: St+1 — Sk, 14— J
19: until ¢ < m or L is empty
20: else
21: Push (S¢41,1) into L
22: St+1 — T(St, Rt+1)7i +~—0
23: if R; 1 is the answer then
24: T(—t—‘rl,APRFH_
25: else
26: t+—t+1
27: until the answer A is produced
28: return A
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step Re41
A

|

verification V44

state S; planning update (detailed) Context window

<state> <action> <state> <reflect>
145*86093 left * 8: 145*6093 <action>
+101500 -40 +11701500 Vi-vV-v-V-V
</state> -32+4=36 </state> cumulate v:

-8+3=11 VAN A - -

-1 </action>

cumulate 1160000 0: <state>

-0+0=0 ViV+V

-0+0=0 </reflect>

-54+0=5

-1+0=1

-0+0=0

-1+6=7

-1

-1

get11701500.

</action>

(a) Mult
step Reyq
[ A \ verification V.,
state S; preprocessing planning & update (detailed) Context window
<state> rows 12345789 1679 12456789 <state> <reflect>
357820419 124578 123456789 145789 357826419 VIV
001790006 1234589 1234568 12345789 421793056 VIVIIIISY
869154072 cols 123589 13456789 12345789 | 869154372 VIV
082417500 13456789 12456789 124578 682417503 VIV
513968724 124579 123478 1245689 513968724 VIVIIIIIY
974005108 blocks 1356789 1245789 124679 | 974235168 VIVIVIISAY
230541980 12345789 1456789 124578 236541987 VIVIVIIASY
045680231 1234589 12345678 1234589 745689231 VIVIVIIAAY
198372045 reduce 198372645 VIV
</state> </state> </reflect>
(b) Sudoku

Figure 11: Example reasoning steps with detailed verfication for integer multiplication and Sudoku.

D.2.2 Sudoku CoT

Each state is a 9 x 9 matrix representing the partial solution, where blank numbers are represented by
0. On each step, the reasoner preprocesses the state by listing the determined numbers of each row,
columns, and blocks. Given these information, the model reduces the blank positions that has only
one valid candidate. If no blank can be reduced, the model randomly guess a blank position that has
the fewest candidates. Such process continues until there exist no blanks (i.e., zeros) in the matrix.

An example of a reasoning step is shown in the right of Figure [TI(b)] The planned updates (i.e.,
which positions are filled with which numbers) is intrinsically included in a new puzzle, which is
directly taken as the next state by the transition function 7.

D.2.3 Verification of reasoning steps

Binary Verification The Binary verification labels are generated using a rule-based checker of each
reasoning step. In Multiplication, it simply checks whether the next state x;y1 X Y41 + 7441 1S equal
to the current state x; X y; + ;. In Sudoku, it checks whether existing numbers in the old matrix are
modified and whether the new matrix has duplicated numbers in any row, column, and block.

Detailed Verification In Multiplication, we output a label for each elemental computation —
addition or unit-pair product — is computed correctly. In Sudoku, we output a label for each position
in the new matrix, signifying whether the number violates the rule of Sudoku (i.e. conflicts with other
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numbers in the same row, column, or block) or is inconsistent with the previous matrix. These labels
are organized using a consistent format as the CoT data. Examples of detailed reflection for correct
steps is in Figure|[11(b)] If the step contains errors, we replace the corresponding “v"” with “x”.

D.3 Model architectures and tokenization

Table 2: The model architectures of models for the transitional implementation.

Task Mult Sudoku
Model size IM [ 4M [ 16M |[ IM [ 4M | 16M
Vocabulary size 128

Embedding size 128 [ 256 | 512 || 128 | 256 | 512
Number of layers 5

Number of attention Heads 4 \ 8 \ 8 \ 4 \ 8 \ 8

Our models architectures uses multi-head causal attention with LayerNorm [36] with implementation
provided by LitGPT [[]]. Table [2]specifies the architecture settings of transformer models with 1M,
4M, 16M parameters.

Tokenizers We employ the byte-pair encoding algorithm [30] to train tokenizers on reasoning CoT
examples for tiny transformers. Special tokens for reflection and reasoning structure (e.g., identifiers
for the beginning and ending positions of states and reasoning steps) are manually added to the
vocabulary. Since the vocabulary size is small (128 in our experiments), the learned vocabulary is
limited to elemental characters and the high-frequency words for formatting.

D.4 Hyperparameters

Table |3| presents the hyper-parameters used in training and testing the tiny-transformer models. In the
following sections, we describe how these parameters are involved in our implementation.

Non-reflective training The pretraining and SFT utilize a dataset N¢ 7 of CoT examples generated
by an expert reasoning program. Pretraining treats these CoT examples as plain text and minimizes
the cross-entropy loss for next-token prediction, using the batch size B,,,.. and the learning rate 7,,..
The pretraining process terminates after predicting a total of Ny.c_tor tokens. The non-reflective
SFT uses the same dataset as that used in pretraining. It maximizes the likelihood of predicting
example outputs (reasoning steps) from prompts (reasoning states), using the batch size Bgprr and
the learning rate nsr7. The total number of non-reflective SFT epochs is Egpr.

Reflective SFT To perform non-reflective SFT, we use the model after non-reflective training to
sample trajectories for each input query in the training set. The reflective sampling involves two
decoding temperatures: the lower solving temperature 7. is used to walk through the solution
path, while a higher proposing temperature 7,.. ., is used to generate diverse steps, which are fed
into the reflective dataset. Then, the verification examples, which include binary or detailed labels,
are generated by an expert verifier program. The reflective SFT includes Ersrr epochs, using the
same batch size and learning rate as the non-reflective SFT.

Reinforcement learning We use online RL algorithms as described in Appendix |B} including PPO
and GRPO. These algorithms include an experience replay buffer to store Nppo:pus and Narro:puys
example trajectories, respectively. After every Ery.int €pochs trained on the buffer, the buffer
is updated by sampling new trajectories, using the temperature 7rz., for planning steps and the
temperature Ty, for reflective feedback. According to Equations[8|and[T2} the hyper-parameters
in both the PPO and GRPO objectives include the clipping factor € and the KL-Divergence factor
(. Additionally, GRPO defines G as the number of trajectories in a group. We run RL algorithms
for E'ry, epochs, using the learning rate nrz,. PPO involves Eppo.warmup Warm-up epochs at the
beginning of training, during which only the value model is optimized.

28



Table 3: The main hyper-parameters used in this work.

Task Mult Sudoku
Model size IM [ 4M [ 16M || IM | 4M [ 16M
Training CoT examples: N¢oor 32K H 36K

Total pretraining tokens: Npre_tok 1B

Pretraining batch size: B, 128

Pretraining learning rate: 1, 0.001 — 0.00006

SFT batch size: Bgpr 128

SFT learning rate: ngpr 0.001 — 0.00006
Non-reflective SFT epochs: Espr 5

Reflective sampling temperature: Solving 7,¢ i 0.75

Reflective sampling temperature: Proposing 7. f1:p 1 \ 1.25 \ 1.5 H 1 \ 1.25 \ 1.5
Reflective SFT epochs: Erspr 3

PPO replay buffer size: Nppo.put 512

GRPO replay buffer size: Ngrpo:bus 1024

RL sampling interval: Eryr.int 4

RL sampling temperature: Planning 7rz .~ 1.25 H 1 \ 1.25 \ 1.25
RL sampling temperature: Feedback Trp.x, 1

RL clipping factor: ¢ 0.1

RL KL-divergence factor: /3 0.1

GRPO group size: G 8

RL total epochs: Ery, 512

RL learning rate: ngy, 0.00005 — 0.00001

PPO warm-up epochs: Eppo.warmup 64

Testing first-attempt temperature: To. rirs¢ 0 H 1

Testing revision temperature: Ty.,ey 1

Testing verification temperature: 7, 0

Testing non-reflective steps 7' 32

Testing reflective steps 7" 64

RTBS width: m 4

Testing During testing, we execute the reasoner using three decoding temperatures: 7. fis¢ for
the first planning attempt, 7o, for the revised planning attempt after being rejected, and 7, for
self-verification. We use low temperatures to improve accuracy for more deterministic decisions, such
as self-verifying feedback and the first attempt in Mult. We use higher temperatures for exploratory
decisions, such as planning in Sudoku and revised attempts in Mult. We set the non-reflective
reasoning budget to 7" steps and the reflective reasoning budget to T steps. If the reflective budget is
exhausted, the reasoner reverts to non-reflective reasoning. We set the search width of RTBS to m.

D.5 Computational resources

Since our models are very small, it is entirely feasible to reproduce all our results on any PC (even
laptops) that has a standard NVIDIA GPU. Using our hyper-parameters, the maximum GPU memory
used for training the 1M, 4M, and 16M models is approximately 4GB, 12GB, and 16GB, respectively,
which can be easily reduced by using smaller batch sizes. To run multiple experiments simultaneously,
we utilize cloud servers with a total of 5 GPUs (one NVIDIA RTX-3090 GPU and four NVIDIA A10
GPUs).

For each model size and task, a complete pipeline (non-reflective training, reflective training, and
RL) takes about two days on a single GPU. This includes 1-2 hours for non-reflective training, 8-12
hours for data collection for reflective training, 1-2 hours for reflective SFT, 6-12 hours for RL, and
6-12 hours for testing.

29



Table 4: The accuracy (%) of GRT-40, DeepSeek-R1, and OpenAl 03-mini in integer multiplication
and Sudoku, compared with the best performance of our 1M (1M*), 4M (4M*), and 16M (16M*)
transformers. The “OOD-Hard” for LLMs only refers to the same difficulty as used in testing our
tiny transformers, as OOD-Hard questions may have been seen in the training of LLM:s.

Model GPT-40 o03-mini DeepSeek-R1 | IM* 4M* 16M*
ID-Easy 73.2 100 96.8 | 96.2 98.7 99.7

Mult ID-Hard 32.6 97.2 77.0 | 527 77.0 81.1
OOD-Hard 18.6 96.4 61.4 3.7 5.8 9.4

ID-Easy 40.7 99.6 904 | 339 972 998

Sudoku | ID-Hard 2.8 52.8 4.4 04 58.1 72.2
OOD-Hard 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 69 14.4

E Supplementary results of experiments

In this section, we present supplementary results from our experiments: 1) we assess the reasoning
accuracy of various large language models on integer multiplication and Sudoku tasks; 2) we report
the accuracy outcomes of models after implementing different supervised fine-tuning strategies; 3)
we provide full results of reasoning accuracy after GRPO; 4) we additionally provide the results of
PPO, which is weaker than GRPO in reflective reasoning.

E.1 Evaluation of LLMs

In this section, we provide the reasoning accuracy of LLMs on Mult and Sudoku, including GPT-40
[22], OpenAl 03-mini [21]], and DeepSeek-R1 [5]]. Since GPT-40 is not a CoT-specialized model,
we use the magic prompt “let’s think step-by-step” [[13] to elicit CoT reasoning. For 03-mini and
DeepSeek-R1, we only prompt with the natural description of the queries. As shown in Table 4]
among these LLMs, OpenAl 03-mini produces the highest accuracy in both tasks.

To illustrate how well tiny transformers can do in these tasks, we also present the best performance
(results selected from Tables E] and [/) of our 1M, 4M, and 16M models for each difficulty level,
respectively, showing a performance close to or even better than some of the LLM reasoners. For
example, according to our GRPO results (see Table[7), our best 4M Sudoku reasoner performs (RTBS
through optional detailed verification) equally well to OpenAl 03-mini, and our best 16M Mult
reasoner (through binary verification) outperforms DeepSeek-R1 in ID difficulties. Note that this
paper mainly focuses on fundamental analysis and does not intend to compete with the general-
purpose LLM reasoners, which can certainly gain better accuracy if specially trained on our tasks.
Such a comparison is inherently unfair due to the massive gap in resource costs and data scale. The
purpose of these results is to show how challenging these tasks can be, providing a conceptual notion
of how well a tiny model can perform.

E.2 Results of supervised fine tuning

Table [5]includes our complete results of reasoning accuracy after non-reflective and reflective SFT.
As discussed in Section our implementation uses Reduced states that maintain only useful
information for tiny transformers. To justify this, we also test the vanilla Complete implementation,
where each state S; = (Q¢, Ry ..., Ri—1) includes the full history of past reasoning steps. As a
baseline, the Direct thought without intermediate steps is also presented.

Reducing the redundancy of states in long CoTs benefits tiny transformers. The left three
columns in Table 5] compare the above thought implementations for non-reflective models. We see
that both direct and complete thoughts fail to provide an acceptable performance even in ID-Easy
difficulty. This proves the importance of avoiding long-context inference by reducing redundancy
in representing states. Considering the huge performance gap, we exclude the complete and direct
implementations from our main discussion.

Estimated errors of self-verification For RMTP and RTBS executions, we employ the oracle
verifiers to maintain test-time statistics of the average e_ and e (see definition in Section [ of
reasoning states. The results are shown in Table[6] where we also present the difference in how much
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Table 5: The reasoning accuracy (%) for 1M, 4M, and 16M transformers after SFT.

Thought Implementation Direct | Complete Reduced
Verification Type None None | None Binary Detailed
Reflective Execution None None| None| None RMTP RTBS| None RMTP RTBS
ID Easy 21.8 106 23.6| 958 945 934| 220 334 242
Mult | ID Hard 3.0 1.4 20| 527 446 355 22 4.8 2.8
M OOD Hard 1.4 0.3 1.0 3.7 22 1.2 1.0 0.8 0.4
ID Easy 2.8 0 14| 330 324 24 17.4 18.7 19.4
Sudoku | ID Hard 0 0 0 0.3 0.1 0 0.1 0 0
OOD Hard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ID Easy 15.6 172 920 977 976 973 945 938 933
Mult | ID Hard 1.7 1.9 373| 569 622 53.0| 434 476 424
AM OOD Hard 1.2 1.0 22 2.9 1.8 1.1 3.7 3.3 2.7
ID Easy 13.0 391 522 92.1 96.8 96.0| 544 819 885
Sudoku | ID Hard 0.1 0 33| 409 463 533 5.2 169 457
OOD Hard 0 0 0 0.4 4.0 6.7 0.0 1.1 2.0
ID Easy 15.1 592] 992 988 989 988[ 992 995 985
Mult | ID Hard 1.6 96| 659 652 767 749| 659 764 735
16M OOD Hard 1.2 1.0 2.5 1.1 1.3 1.3 9.2 9.4 7.2
ID Easy 35.8 15.9 95.7 97.1 97.9 92.5 93.0 99.0 99.7
Sudoku | ID Hard 04 0| 488| 50.1 53.1  548| 469 579 707
OOD Hard 0 0 0.4 0.9 4.4 6.0 0.7 82 144

reflective reasoning raises the performance over non-reflective reasoning. We only count the errors in
the first attempts on reasoning states to avoid positive bias, as the reasoner may be trapped in some
state and repeat the same error for many steps.

Table 6: The percentage (%) of test-time verification errors (i.e., e_ and e ) after reflective SFT.
Additionally, we compute A as the difference of how much reflective reasoning raises the performance
over non-reflective reasoning, i.e. RMTP (RTBS) accuracy minus non-reflective accuracy.

Verification Type Binary Detailed
Reflective Execution RMTP RTBS RMTP RTBS
Measurement e+ e_ Al er e- Al er e_ Al er e_ A
ID Easy 193 44 —-13(149 49 —-24|102 183 +11.4|244 194 +2.2
Mult | ID Hard 38 376 —8.1| 3.6 33.0 —17.2| 09 69 426|145 74 +0.6
M OOD Hard || 164 329 —15| 6.0 225 —-25|13.6 22 —-0.2(132 24 —0.6
ID Easy 99 352 —-0.6|31.1 439 -30.6(87.1 0.1 +1.3|85.1 0.1 +2
Sudoku | ID Hard 21.1 31.0 —-0.2|33.1 28.6 —0.3|82.8 0 —-0.1[/794 0 —-0.1
OOD Hard || 60.3 7.5 0602 13.4 0187.9 0 0184.5 0 0
ID Easy 251 59 —-0.1|581 89 —-04|304 37 -—-0.7|287 75 -—-12
Mult | ID Hard 24 23.6 +5.3|260 308 —-3.9| 3.3 251 +4.2{10.0 293 —-1.0
AM OODHard || 7.5 429 —-1.1(18.0 61.7 —-1.8| 59 281 —-0.4|109 282 —1.0
ID Easy 395 95 +44.7/404 115 439|238 0.1 4275|467 03 +34.1
Sudoku | ID Hard 413 19 454|560 6.7 +12.4|173 0.2 +11.7(22.1 03 +40.5
OODHard || 785 0.8 +3.6/706 06 +6.3(31.5 0.1 +41.1|359 0.1 +2
ID Easy 113 86 +0.1] 6.1 94 +40.0|157 2.1 +40.3| 38 29 —-0.7
Mult | ID Hard 14 139 +11.5| 1.8 169 +49.7| 25 70 +10.5| 44 72 476
16M OODHard || 1.3 864 +0.2| 1.5 8.2 +0.2| 85 183 +40.2|11.7 19.7 -2
ID Easy 40.1 33 +40.8|10.1 47 —-46| 6.6 1.7 +6| 9.1 64 +46.7
Sudoku | ID Hard 50.5 43 +3(372 94 447|154 0.1 +11.0|10.6 0.6 +23.8
OODHard || 752 42 +3.5/650 3.1 +5.1|283 0.1 +47.5(248 0.0 +13.7

Our full results provide more evidence for the findings discussed in Section 5.1}
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 Learning to self-verify enhances non-reflective execution for 9 out of 12 models (2 verification
types, 3 model sizes, and 2 tasks), such that accuracy does not decrease in any difficulty and
increases in at least one difficulty.

e RMTP improves performance over non-reflective execution for all 4M and 16M models. However,
RMTP based on binary verification fails to benefit the 1M models, which suffer from a high e_.

* 4M and 16M Sudoku models greatly benefit from RTBS, especially using detailed verification.
E.3 Results of GRPO

The complete results of models after GRPO are given in Table[7] To have a convenient comparison,
Table [8 presents the difference of accuracy across Table [5]and Table[7] showing that the difference of
accuracy is caused by GRPO.

Table 7: The accuracy (%) of the 1M, 4M, and 16M transformers after GRPO.

Verification Type None Binary Detailed Optional Detailed
Reflective Execution None | None RMTP RTBS | None RMTP RTBS |None RMTP RTBS
ID Easy 526| 962 959 957 53.0 495 45.1| 48.6 477 4838
Mult ID Hard 11.6 50.0 440 420]| 114 9.7 8.1 12.2 127  12.6
M OOD Hard 1.1 2.5 1.9 1.6 1.0 0.9 0.4 1.2 1.3 1.2
ID Easy 1.3] 339 292 451 17.6 207 18.7| 23.0 23.0 226
Sudoku | ID Hard 0 04 0 0.2 0 0.1 0| 0.1 0.1 0
OOD Hard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ID Easy 98.0( 98.6 98.7 98.8| 98.2 98.0 984 982 984 98.6
Mult ID Hard 65.6| 73.6 77.0 76.7| 63.0 643 63.2| 639 66.8 66.1
OODHard| 23| 2.7 2.7 23| 5.8 53 53] 33 3.2 33

M ID Easy 58.7| 93.8 972 96.7| 57.8 853 922| 77.0 94 982
Sudoku | ID Hard 32| 439 538 581 56 247 47.7) 214 377 613

OOD Hard 0] 04 4.9 6.9 0 0.4 2.0 0 1.8 4.2

ID Easy 99.81 99.2 992 991 99.7 99.6 994 99.2 994 993

Mult ID Hard 772 752 811 79.6| 763 778 T77.6| 759 184 117

16M OOD Hard 1.8 1.3 1.8 1.8 84 8.2 741 6.0 5.5 5.6

ID Easy 96.3| 97.6  98.8 94.6| 933 988 99.8| 88.7 97.6 99.0
Sudoku | ID Hard 51.3| 51.7 580 623| 46.7 604 722| 422 573 709
OODHard| 0.7] 0.7 6.0 78] 02 6.7 120 0.2 6.7 11.1

Reflection usually extends the limit of RL. For reflective models, GRPO samples experience CoTs
through RMTP, where self-verification V and the forward policy 7 are jointly optimized in the
form of a self-verifying policy 7. By comparing the RMTP results (columns 3, 6, and 9) with the
non-reflective model (the first column) in Table[7] we find that GRPO usually converges to higher
accuracy solving ID-Hard problems in RMTP. This shows that having reflection in long CoTs extends
the limit of RL, compared to only exploiting a planning policy.

Interestingly, optional detailed verification generally demonstrates higher performance after GRPO
than mandatory verification. A probable explanation is that a mandatory verification may cause the
reasoner to overly rely on reflection, which stagnates the learning of the planning policy.

Overall, our full results provide more evidence to better support our findings discussed in Section[5.2}

* RL enhances 24 out of 42 ID-Hard results in Table[§]by no less than 3% (measured in absolute
difference). However, only 8 out of 42 OOD-Hard results are improved by no less than 1%.

* In table[J] an increase of e is observed in 20 out of 25 cases where e_ decreases by more than
5% (measured in absolute difference).

E.3.1 The verification errors after GRPO

Furthermore, we also present the estimated errors of verification after GRPO in Table E[, in order
to investigate how self-verification evolves during RL. Our main observation is that if a model has
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Table 8: The difference of accuracy (%) of the 1M, 4M, and 16M transformers after GRPO. Positive
values mean that GRPO raises the accuracy of the models above SFT.

Reflective Training None Binary Detailed
Reflective Execution None | None RMTP RTBS| None RMTP RTBS
ID Easy +29.0| +0.4 +1.4 +2.3|+31.0 +16.1 +20.9
Mult ID Hard +9.6| —-27v —-06 +6.5| +9.2 +49 +53
M OODHard| +0.1| —-1.2 —-0.3 +04 0.0 +0.1 0.0
ID Easy -0.1] +0.9 -3.2 +2.1| 4+0.2 +4+2.0 -0.7
Sudoku | ID Hard 00| +0.1 -0.1 +4+0.2] —-0.1 +0.1 0.0
OOD Hard 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ID Easy +6.0| +0.9 +1.1 +1.5| +3.7 +4.2 +5.1
Mult ID Hard +28.3|+16.7 +14.8 +23.7|4+19.6 +16.7 +20.8
AM OOD Hard 0.1 -0.2 +4+0.9 +1.2| +2.1 +2.0 +2.6
ID Easy +6.5| +1.7 +04 +0.7| +3.4 +34 +3.7
Sudoku | ID Hard —-0.1} +3.0 +7.5 +48| 404 478 +42.0
OOD Hard 00| +04 +4.9 +46.9 0 -0.7 0
ID Easy +0.6| +04 +0.3 +0.3| +0.5 +0.1 +0.9
Mult ID Hard +11.3|+10.0 +4.4 +4.7|4+104 +14 +4.1
16M OOD Hard| —0.7| +0.2 +4+0.5 40.5| —-0.8 —-1.2 +0.2
ID Easy +0.6| +0.5 +09 +21| +0.3 -—-0.2 +0.1
Sudoku | ID Hard +25| +1.6 +49 +75| —-0.2 +2.5 +1.5
OOD Hard| +0.3| —-0.2 +1.6 +1.8| —-0.5 —-1.5 —-24

a high e_ before GPRO, then GRPO tends to reduce e_ and also increases e,. This change in
verification errors is a rather superficial (lazy) way to obtain improvements. If the model faithfully
improves verification through RL, both types of errors should simultaneously decrease — such a case
occurs only in the ID-Easy difficulty or when e_ is already low after SFT. This highlights a potential
retrograde of self-verification ability after RL.

Table 9: The percentage (%) of test-time verification errors (i.e., e_ and e ) after GRPO. The arrows
“1” (increase) and “]” (decrease) present the change compared to the results in SFT (Table @

Verification Type Binary Detailed
Reflective Execution RMTP RTBS RMTP RTBS
Error Type et e— et e— et e_ et e_
ID Easy 6.8112.5 3311.1 5.019.9 3501.4 | 124922.6  17201.1| 351279 17611.8
Mult ID Hard 16.5720.3 17.6020.0 | 7.0110.6 137019.3 | 54.6155.5  4612.3|421156.6  s57.1.7
IM OOD Hard || 412157.6  16431.3 [402146.2 15124.0 | 539167.5 164118.6 | 573170.5 19.1921.5
ID Easy 12111.1 171369 | 13.1018.0  40147.9| 01187.2  0010.0| 00187.1 0470.5
Sudoku | ID Hard 29124.0 09430.1 | 55127.6 04129.0| 01483.7  00/0.0| 01480.3  00,0.0
OOD Hard || 3.1163.4  0818.3 | 451557 09114.3| 05188.4  0010.0 | 0.6185.1 0.0,0.0
ID Easy 25122.6  4s811.1 3024279  7.041.8 | 211193 3010.7 | 50123.7  68,0.7
Mult ID Hard 53.1155.5  21.811.8 {306156.6  28512.3 [209124.2  20.115.0|220132.0 24814.5
AM OOD Hard || 60.0167.5 243118.6 | 52.5170.5 402421.5|557161.6  209,7.2 | 53.4164.3  22915.3
ID Easy 79131.6 32063 | 28143.2  7713.8 | 11.5.12.3 1311.4 | 27.1119.6 1.912.2
Sudoku | ID Hard 287170.0  o05.1.4 | 22958.2  4712.0| 45.12.8 1611.8 | 92012.9  0.110.2
OOD Hard || 69185.4  0710.1 | 11.0481.6  0200.4| 21,29.4 000.1] 59130.0 0.110.2
ID Easy 4217.1 7201.4 04157 78116 8.11.7.6 1910.2 | 78111.6  27,0.2
Mult ID Hard 7919.3  128.1.1 6718.5  15611.3 | 227125.2  3913.1|186123.0 43,29
16M OOD Hard || 79.0180.3 47.1139.3 | 89.2190.7 46.4141.8 | 46.0154.5 12515.8 | 464158.1  14.715.0
ID Easy 245164.6  6219.5 | 256135.7 851132 2118.7 os6yl.1 3315.8  5411.0
Sudoku | ID Hard 253175.8  0014.3 | 164153.6 20074 | 051159  0040.1| 24113.0  0411.0
OOD Hard || 79183.1  3510.7 | 127177.7  2111.0| 78136.1  0040.1 | 68131.6  0.170.1
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E.3.2 The planning correctness rate after GRPO

Table 10: The planning correctness rate (u) before and after GRPO. Each result is reported by

MUSFT — HGRPO-

Task Verification Type | Model Size ID Easy ID Hard OOD Hard
M 70.2 —+81.7 544 —59.5 429 —41.9
Detailed 4M 98.3 —+99.5 684 —79.1 35.0— 38.0
Mult 16M 99.7 —+99.9 80.0—+85.9 47.9 —43.4
IM 98.8 -4 99.1 81.2 —+80.3 42.7— 38.6
Binary 4M 99.3 -+ 99.7 77.6 —+89.9 57.1 —48.1
16M 99.4 —- 998 79.6 —-85.1 752 — 448
IM 341 —-33.0 132—124 9.0 — 8.6
Detailed 4M 85.0 -+ 86.8 652 —72.0 70.1—70.3
Sudoku 16M 98.6 - 98.1 925 —94.0 849 — 839
IM 59.1 =+ 60.3 36.6 —36.1 19.5 — 19.9
Binary 4M 973 —-978 80.2—+81.4 745—709
16M 99.0 — 99.2 88.5 —85.1 68.4— 64.6

We also report how GRPO influences the step-wise planning ability, measured by p (defined in
Section E]), across various tasks, verification types, and model sizes. Shown in Table ['115], GRPO
increases the planning correctness rate y in most ID cases, except for the Sudoku models with binary
verification. This indicates that the proposed steps are more likely to be correct and further reduces
the overall penalties of false positive verification, making an optimistic verification bias (a high e
in exchange for a low e_) even more rewarding. In particular, the planning ability shows almost no
improvement in OOD problems.

E.3.3 Reflection frequency of optional detailed verification

To show how GRPO adapts the reflection frequency for optional detailed verification, Figure[T2]shows
the reflection frequency of 1M and 16M transformers before and after GRPO, and the reflection
frequency of the 4M model is previously shown in Section Similarly, Figure [13| shows the
reflection frequency for 1M, 4M, and 16M models in Sudoku.

According to results in Table 5] reflective execution does not improve performance for the IM model,
implying its weakness in exploring correct solutions. Therefore, GRPO does not much incentivize
reflection for the 1M model. Contrarily, it greatly encourages reflection for 4M and 16M models,
for they explore more effectively than the IM model. These results align with the discussion in
Section [5.2] that RL adapts the reflection frequency based on how well the proposing policy can
explore higher rewards.

E.4 Reflection frequency under controlled verification error rates

To investigate how verification error rates (e_ and e ) influence the reflection frequency in GRPO, we
ran a controlled experiment in which the error rates were fixed by intervening with expert verifications.
After each time the transformer generated a non-empty verification, we replaced the verification
sequence with the expert verification, where randomized noise is injected to achieve the prescribed
false-negative rate e_ and false-positive rate e .

We used the 4M Mult model and ran GRPO (sampling temperature = 1.25) for 25 epochs in the
in-distribution setting. We measured the fraction of steps at which the model invoked non-empty
reflection (“reflection frequency”) after 25 epochs. Especially, we are interested in how reflection
frequency changes, given a low e_ = 0.1 or a high e_ = 0.4. In both cases, we set e; = 0.1. The
results are as follows:

 Using alow e_ = 0.1, the reflection frequency increases to 59.8% after 25 GRPO epochs.
* Using a high e_ = 0.4, the reflection frequency drops to 0.0% after 25 GRPO epochs. That is,

the model learns to completely disuse reflection.

Discussion. When the verifier rejects many correct steps (high e_), the model learns to avoid
invoking reflection, driving the observed reflection frequency to nearly 0%. Conversely, when e_ is
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Figure 12: The hot-maps of reflection frequency (%) of 1M and 16M multiplication models before
and after GRPO, which uses a sampling temperature of 1.25. All models are tested using RMTP
execution.

low (with the same e_ ), reflection becomes beneficial and the model increases reflection usage (here
to 60%). Intuitively, reducing excessive false negatives shortens CoT lengths and makes reflection
more rewarding; when e_ is large, the model can trade off reflection for a no-reflection policy (which
corresponds to the extreme e_ = 0, ey = 1), thereby avoiding costly rejections. This experiment
demonstrates that the model learns to reduce e_ by strategically bypassing verification.

E.5 Results of PPO

As discussed in Appendix [B-I]} we prefer GRPO over PPO for tiny transformers, as the value model
in PPO increases computational cost and introduces additional approximation bias in computing
advantages.

Table [ T] presents the reasoning accuracy after PPO, and Table[12] gives the difference compared to
the SFT results in Table[5] Our results show that PPO is much weaker than GRPO. Although PPO
effectively improves the non-reflective models, the performance of reflective reasoning deteriorates
after PPO. To explain this, self-verification in reasoning steps causes a higher complexity of the value
function, which may obfuscate tiny transformers. Overall, we suggest that GRPO is a more suitable
algorithm to optimize reflective reasoning for tiny transformers.
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Figure 13: The histograms of reflection frequency of 1M, 4M, and 16M Sudoku models before

and after GRPO, which uses a sampling temperature of 1.25. All models are tested using RMTP
execution.
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Table 11: The accuracy (%) of the 1M, 4M, and 16M transformers after PPO.

Verification Type None Binary Detailed Optional Detailed
Reflective Execution None | None RMTP RTBS |None RMTP RTBS|None RMTP RTBS
ID Easy 39.61 965 941 90.6| 283 30.1 272| 379 490 444
Mult | ID Hard 7.8 49.6 437 322| 24 3.1 241 59 9.6 7.3
M OODHard| 1.1| 2.6 1.8 1.2 07 0.8 07| 1.0 1.0 0.8
ID Easy 1.7 36.1 337 56| 173 20.6 20.1| 23.8 219 20.1
Sudoku | ID Hard 0| 04 1.0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0
OOD Hard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ID Easy 97.7| 955 98.6 93.8| 96.6 957 949| 972 969 94.6
Mult | ID Hard 63.0| 52.8 68.6 54.7| 540 546 455| 587 617 56.8
M OODHard| 22| 3.1 2.9 1.6| 53 39 22| 44 3.3 3.7
ID Easy 56.4| 884 973 97.6| 493 82.1 80.6| 762 941 973
Sudoku | ID Hard 0| 28.6 474 477 0 151 359| 152 353 556
OOD Hard 0| 0.2 1.6 331 3.1 0.4 0.9 0 1.1 2.7
ID Easy 99.31 99.0 99.0 982| 985 987 97.8| 99.0 99.5 99.2
Mult | ID Hard 64.8| 629 757 719| 632 68.6 656| 651 77.1 74.6
16M OODHard| 19| 1.0 1.2 1.1 9.1 8.1 75| 54 5.6 5.4
ID Easy 96.5| 91.8 973 96.7| 87.6 98.1 989| 945 967 97.1
Sudoku | ID Hard 49.0| 41.0 514 52.7| 347 557 663| 47.8 538 53.0
OOD Hard| 0.6 0 24 4.0 0 1.1 2.0 0 3.8 29

Table 12: The difference of accuracy (%) of the 1M, 4M, and 16M transformers after PPO. Positive
values mean that PPO raises the accuracy of the models above SFT.

Reflective Training None Binary Detailed
Reflective Execution None | None RMTP RTBS| None RMTP RTBS

1D Easy +16.0| +0.7 —-04 -2.8| +6.3 —-3.3 +3.0
Mult ID Hard +58| -3.1 -0.9 -33| +0.2 -—-1.7 -—-0.4
OOD Hard| +0.1| —-1.1 -04 +0.0| —-0.3 +0.0 +0.3
1D Easy +0.3| +3.1 +4+1.3 +3.2| —-0.1 +1.9 +40.7
Sudoku | ID Hard +0.0| +0.1 +0.9 +0.0{ —-0.1 +40.1 +40.0
OOD Hard| 4+0.0| +0.0 +0.0 +0.0| +0.0 +0.0 +40.0
ID Easy +5.7] —22 +1.0 —35| +21 +1.9 +1.6
Mult ID Hard +25.7| —4.1 +6.4 +1.7/4+10.6 +7.0 +3.1
OOD Hard| +0.0| +0.2 +1.1 +0.5| +1.6 +0.6 —-0.5

M

M ID Easy +4.2| =37 405 +16| =51 +0.2 —-7.9
Sudoku | ID Hard -3.3|-123 +1.1 —-56| —-52 —-1.8 -98
OODHard| +0.0| +0.2 +41.6 +3.3| +2.7 -3.6 —5.8

ID Easy +0.1} +0.2 +0.1 -0.6| -0.7 -0.8 0.7

Mult ID Hard -11| =23 -10 -3.0| —-2.7 =78 =79

16M OODHad| -06| -0.1 -0.1 -0.2| -0.1 -1.3 +40.3

ID Easy +0.8| =53 —-06 +4.2| -54 -09 -08
Sudoku | ID Hard 402 =91 -—-1.7 -21|-122 =22 —44
OODHard| +0.2| -09 -20 -20| —-0.7 -—-71 —124
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NeurlIPS Paper Checklist

1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Our title, abstract, and introduction clearly state our main claim that trans-
formers can benefit from self-verifying reflection. Our theoretical and experimental results
support this claim.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

* The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

* It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: We mention limitations in the conclusion.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that
the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

 The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.

* The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to
violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

* The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

* The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

* The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

* If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory assumptions and proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?
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Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The main paper describes the assumptions of our theoretical results. The proof
is provided in the appendix.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

* All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-
referenced.

* All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.

* The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if
they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

¢ Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in the appendix or supplemental material.

* Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.

4. Experimental result reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We include necessary information to reproduce our results in the appendix,
such as hyper-parameters, model architecture, data examples, and detailed implementation.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
* If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.
If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.
Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-

sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the

nature of the contribution. For example

(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how
to reproduce that algorithm.

(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe
the architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should
either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
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Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Full code is in the supplementary materials. No data is provided as it is
generated by the code. “README.md” introduces the commands to perform the complete
pipeline and reproduce our results. We will open-source our code once it is formally
accepted.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.

¢ Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

 The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

* The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

* Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLSs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental setting/details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Most relevant hyper-parameters and experiment details are in the appendix.
Full settings are clearly defined in our code.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail
that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

* The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental
material.

7. Experiment statistical significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer:

Justification: It is too expensive to run multiple instances of our experiments, which include
training 78 models under various settings (sizes, tasks, verification types, etc). Each model
is tested using at most 3 different executions. Given our limited resources, it would take
several months to compute error bars. Since our paper focuses on analysis instead of best
performance or accurate evaluation, it is acceptable not to include error bars.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
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8.

10.

* The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-
dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

* The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).

* It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
of the mean.

* It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should
preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

* For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

* If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

Experiments compute resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We roughly describe the computational resource used in the appendix. Since
our models are very small, this paper can be easily reproduced by a single NVIDIA GPU.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,
or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

. Code of ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines]?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: As far as we may perceive, this research does not involve human subjects or
negative societal impacts.

Guidelines:

¢ The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.

* If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

* The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

Broader impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [NA]
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12.

Justification: This paper focuses on the fundamental analysis of reasoning instead and is
tied to no practical applications.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

* If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal
impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.

» Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses
(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

» The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

 The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

« If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: This paper poses no such risks.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

* Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Assets used in this paper are cited in the paper. The appendix mentions the
version of the asset and the license.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.
* The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.
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14.

15.

 The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a
URL.

* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

* For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of
service of that source should be provided.

 If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the
package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.
New assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: This paper does not release assets besides our code.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.

* Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their
submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

* The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

* At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.
Crowdsourcing and research with human subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: This paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

Institutional review board (IRB) approvals or equivalent for research with human
subjects

Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.

Guidelines:
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* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

* Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

* We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

* For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.

16. Declaration of LLM usage

Question: Does the paper describe the usage of LLMs if it is an important, original, or
non-standard component of the core methods in this research? Note that if the LLM is used
only for writing, editing, or formatting purposes and does not impact the core methodology,
scientific rigorousness, or originality of the research, declaration is not required.

Answer: [NA]

Justification: Although this research is related to LLM reasoning, we focus on tiny trans-
formers. The appendix includes the evaluation of LLMs, yet these results do not impact our
core methodology and originality.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the core method development in this research does not
involve LLMs as any important, original, or non-standard components.

* Please refer to our LLM policy (https://neurips.cc/Conferences/2025/LLM)
for what should or should not be described.
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