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Abstract

Despite their remarkable performance, the de-
velopment of Large Language Models (LLMs)
faces a critical challenge in scalable oversight:
providing effective feedback for tasks where hu-
man evaluation is difficult or where LLMs out-
perform humans. While there is growing in-
terest in using LLMs for critique, current ap-
proaches still rely on human annotations or more
powerful models, leaving the issue of enhanc-
ing critique capabilities without external super-
vision unresolved. We introduce SCRIT (Self-
evolving CRITic), a framework that enables gen-
uine self-evolution of critique abilities. Techni-
cally, SCRIT self-improves by training on syn-
thetic data, generated by a contrastive-based self-
critic that uses reference solutions for step-by-step
critique, and a self-validation mechanism that
ensures critique quality through correction out-
comes. Implemented with Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct,
one of the most powerful LLMs, SCRIT achieves
up to a 10.3% improvement on critique-correction
and error identification benchmarks. Our analy-
sis reveals that SCRIT’s performance scales posi-
tively with data and model size, outperforms al-
ternative approaches, and benefits critically from
its self-validation component.

1. Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) (Achiam et al., 2023; An-
thropic, 2024; Qwen-Team, 2024) represent significant mile-
stones in the development of Artificial Intelligence (AI).
They rely on human supervision signals through methods
such as Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) and Reinforcement
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Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) (Ouyang et al.,
2022; Bai et al., 2022). As a result, these models have
evolved at an unprecedented pace, surpassing human ca-
pabilities in certain challenging domains. However, this
framework encounters a fundamental challenge: how to
provide effective and scalable feedback for LLMs in tasks
that are not only difficult for humans to evaluate but where
LLMs may outperform humans. This challenge, known as
scalable oversight (Bowman et al., 2022), remains critical,
yet progress in this area has been limited.

To address this challenge, a promising direction is to lever-
age LLMs themselves to assist in the evaluation process,
enabling further refinement of model outputs (Saunders
et al., 2022; McAleese et al., 2024). At the heart of this ap-
proach lies the critique ability - the capability to identify and
rectify flaws in model responses. When critique feedback
is accurate and informative, LLMs can refine their outputs,
advancing toward higher-order intelligence. However, exist-
ing studies indicate that LLMs exhibit weak performance
in critique tasks (Zheng et al., 2024b; Yang et al., 2024),
despite their strong problem-solving capabilities. Therefore,
enhancing critique abilities becomes an important research
problem, one that this paper also seeks to address.

Current approaches to improving the critique abilities of
LLMs rely on two sources of supervision: human annota-
tions (Saunders et al., 2022; McAleese et al., 2024) and
stronger LLMs that serve as human proxy (e.g., GPT-4 and
ol-mini) (Lan et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024; Zheng et al.,
2024b; Yang et al., 2024)). While these methods have shown
promise, they face three fundamental limitations. First, the
quality of generated critiques is inherently bounded by the
capabilities of the supervisors. Second, the dependence
on human annotations or API calls to stronger models in-
troduces significant costs, limiting the scalability of these
approaches. Most critically, these approaches fail to address
a fundamental question in scalable oversight: how can we
enhance the critique abilities of our most capable models
when stronger supervisors are no longer available?

In this work, we introduce SCRIT (Self-evolving CRITic),
a framework that enables LLMs to develop self-evolving
critique abilities. We focus on mathematical reasoning tasks
as an ideal testbed for this approach, where “critique” refers
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Figure 1: Performance comparison between Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (base model), +SCRIT (self-evolved model) across two
complementary evaluation protocols to assess different aspects of critique capabilities.

to the process of identifying and correcting errors in a po-
tentially imperfect solution (referred to as a student solution
for simplicity). A key insight of our approach is that math-
ematical reasoning problems typically have well-defined
reference solutions and corresponding final answers. These
resources not only guide the critique of a student’s solution
but also help verify the quality of the generated critique.

Specifically, our framework consists of two key steps to
generate high-quality critique data for self-training.

* First, we develop a contrastive critique technique, where
the model is provided with a reference solution to analyze
and critique a student’s solution. This step is grounded in
our first philosophy: by conditioning on a correct refer-
ence solution, the LLM can acquire a deeper understand-
ing of the underlying concepts and solving strategies, en-
abling it to identify and correct errors in student solutions.
Notably, this approach does not rely on external supervi-
sion from humans or stronger models, yet it proves more
effective than direct critique methods (see Figure 2).

* Next, the LLM is tasked with self-validating the generated
critique. Specifically, the model checks whether the pro-
posed corrections lead to mathematically valid solutions.
This step is based on our second philosophy: critiques
that result in internally consistent and correct correction
are considered high-quality, which has also been widely
adopted by recent works (Zheng et al., 2024b; Yang et al.,
2024).

These two steps together enable the generation of high-
quality critique data without human supervisions in writing
good critiques for student solutions. Finally, we use the
self-critic and self-validated data to continuously enhance
the model’s critique abilities through self-training.

We implement SCRIT using Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (Qwen-
Team, 2024) as our base model, which is one of the most
powerful 70B models accessible to us. Our goal is to test
whether our framework can further improve its performance.

It is important to note that this is a non-trivial task, as
Qwen?2.5-72B-Instruct has already undergone extensive pre-
training and post-training. Through extensive experiments
we demonstrate that SCRIT enables substantial improve-
ments across different evaluation protocols as shown in
Figure 1.

* On critic and correct tasks spanning 8 datasets
(GSMB8K (Cobbe et al., 2021), MATH (Hendrycks
et al, 2021), ARC-C (Clark et al., 2018), College
Math (Tang et al., 2024), GPQA (Rein et al., 2023),
Minerva Math (Lewkowycz et al., 2022), MMLU-
STEM (Hendrycks et al., 2020), OlympiadBench (He
et al., 2024)) across 3 scenarios, SCRIT demonstrates con-
sistent improvements over the base Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct
model: improving from 39.7% to 50.0% on deliberately
incorrect solutions, from 57.7% to 62.1% on balanced
solutions, and from 61.7% to 62.9% on the base model’s
self-generated solutions, with performance approaching
that of state-of-the-art models like ol-mini.

* For error identification tasks on PRM80OK (Lightman
et al., 2023) and ProcessBench (Zheng et al., 2024a),
two benchmarks with human-labeled error steps, SCRIT
achieves consistent improvements across all datasets, rais-
ing the average F1 score from 37.8% to 45.0%. These
results demonstrate SCRIT’s effectiveness in enabling
genuine self-evolution of critique capabilities.

Along with these improvements, we also present systematic
analysis, which will be discussed in the main text.

2. Related Work

Scalable Oversight and Critic Models The challenge of
providing effective feedback to language models on tasks
difficult for humans to evaluate has attracted significant
research attention. Early work by (Saunders et al., 2022)
proposed fine-tuning LLMs to generate natural language
critiques, introducing key components including critique
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Figure 2: Comparison between Direct Critic and Contrastive Critic. Direct Critic exhibits rubber-stamping behavior by
blindly approving the incorrect solution and providing misled correction. Contrastive Critic analyzes the reference solution
to understand key concepts and solving strategies, enabling error identification and effective correction.

generation, discrimination, and correction. Building on this
direction, CriticGPT (McAleese et al., 2024) applied similar
principles to code review tasks, incorporating RLHF and
specialized human supervision through a “Tampering” step.
These works established the importance of critique ability
in enabling scalable oversight of language models.

Sources of Critique Supervision Existing approaches to
developing critique abilities primarily rely on two types
of supervision sources. The first category uses human
supervision, as demonstrated in (Saunders et al., 2022)
through direct human annotation and in (McAleese et al.,
2024) through human-injected errors. The second category
employs strong model supervision, exemplified by Multi-
Critique (Lan et al., 2024), which utilizes feedback from
advanced models like GPT-4 and Claude to generate cri-
tiques for fine-tuning smaller models. Recent work GenRM
(Zhang et al., 2024) proposes Chain-of-Thought Verifiers
that generate step-wise critiques for mathematical reasoning,
though still relying on human or stronger model supervi-
sion. While these approaches have shown promise, they are
fundamentally limited by either the capabilities of their su-

pervisors or the substantial costs associated with obtaining
supervision.

Critic and Correct An important challenge in developing
critique systems is how to evaluate the quality of critiques
themselves, as directly measuring critique effectiveness is
often as difficult as the original task. A key insight that
has emerged in recent work is that truly effective critiques
should be able to guide the correction of errors and lead to
correct answers. This assumption provides a natural vali-
dation mechanism for critique quality and has been widely
adopted in the field. For instance, Critic-CoT (Zheng et al.,
2024b) combines step-wise critique generation with correc-
tion validation using GPT4-Turbo. Similarly, SuperCorrect
(Yang et al., 2024) collects critique and corrections from
teacher models like o1-mini. These works demonstrate the
value of using correction as an objective mechanism to ver-
ify critique quality, though they still rely on stronger models
for supervision.

In contrast to existing approaches that rely on either human
annotations or stronger models for supervision, our work in-
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troduces SCRIT, a framework that enables self-evolution of
critique abilities. By analyzing correct reference solutions
to understand key mathematical concepts and strategies,
then validating critiques through correction outcomes, our
approach creates a closed-loop learning system that can im-
prove its critique capabilities without external supervision.

3. SCRIT: Self-Evolving Critic
3.1. Problem Formulation and Overview

Let P denote a set of mathematical problems, where each
problem p € P is paired with a ground truth answer a,,.
For each problem p, we collect a set of solutions S, =
{s1, s2, ..., $p } from different models, where each solution
s; consists of:

* A sequence of reasoning steps r; = [}, 72, ..., 7], where

S
k; is the number of steps

* A final answer a,

A critique ¢ for a solution s is defined as a tuple ¢ = (e, [, t),
where:

* e = [e1,eq,...,ex] is a sequence of step-wise critiques,
where each e; corresponds to the analysis of step r*

* | = (y,J) is the conclusion, where y € {0, 1} indicates
solution correctness and j € {—1} U N denotes the first
error step (j = —1 means no error)

* tis the correction, consisting of a sequence of corrected
steps and a final answer a;

Our objective is to learn a critique function fy : P x S —
C that maps a problem p and a solution s to an effective
critique ¢, where 6 represents the parameters of a language
model.

To achieve this objective, we propose SCRIT (Self-evolving
CRITic), a framework that systematically leverages the
shared mathematical understanding across different solu-
tions to enable truly self-evolving critique abilities. As
illustrated in Figure 3, SCRIT operates through a complete
self-evolving cycle: it takes a problem and solutions as input,
generates critiques through analyzing reference solutions,
validates their quality, and uses the validated critiques for
self-training. This forms a complete self-evolving cycle
without any external supervision.

3.2. Solution Collection

Dataset The first step in our framework is to collect a di-
verse set of solutions. We build our collection process on
the NuminaMath dataset (LI et al., 2024), a large-scale
mathematical problem dataset covering various topics from
elementary mathematics to competition-level problems. To
ensure data quality, we develop a robust pipeline to com-

pute reliable ground truth answers (detailed in Appendix A),
resulting in 452K validated problem-answer pairs.

Solution Generation Models To enhance the diversity of
generated data, we gather solutions from seven models:
deepseek-math-7b-rl (Shao et al., 2024), mathstral-7B-v0.1
(Mistral-Al, 2024a), Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 (Mistral-
Al, 2024b), DeepSeek-V2-Chat-0628 (DeepSeek-Al, 2024),
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct (Qwen-Team, 2024), Qwen2.5-
Math-1.5B-Instruct (Qwen-Team, 2024), and Qwen2-Math-
1.5B-Instruct (Qwen-Team, 2024). It is important to note
that the outputs from these models serve as inputs for the
critic model, with no external supervision involved in the
critic’s learning process.

Data Filtering For each problem p € P, we classify its
collected solutions into correct solutions S;’ and incorrect
solutions Sp’ based on answer correctness. A crucial filter-
ing criterion in our framework is that each problem must
have at least one correct solution and one incorrect solution
to enable later contrastive critic. Formally, we only retain
problems that satisfy:

Pvalid = {pe P|‘S;| >0A |Sp_‘ > 0}

3.3. Self-Critic Generation

A key challenge in enabling effective critique generation
is how to ensure the model can identify and correct er-
rors in complex mathematical reasoning, particularly when
the problem difficulty approaches or exceeds the model’s
current capabilities. Our preliminary experiments reveal
that the model often exhibits “rubber-stamping behavior”
- blindly approving incorrect steps without genuine under-
standing of the mathematical concepts involved, as illus-
trated in Figures 2 and 8. This also aligns with findings in
(Huang et al., 2023).

We initially explored two straightforward approaches: (1)
Direct Critic (Zheng et al., 2024a), where a language model,
such as Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct, directly critiques a solution;
and (2) Bug-Injection Critic (McAleese et al., 2024), a two-
stage approach of first injecting errors into a correct solution
and then ask the LLLM to critic and correct it. However,
both approaches showed limited effectiveness (detailed in
Section 5.2).

To address these issues, we develop a new technique called
Contrastive Critic. Our key insight stems from a funda-
mental property of mathematical reasoning: while problems
may have multiple valid solutions, they inherently share
the same underlying mathematical concepts and key solv-
ing strategies. By explicitly providing a correct reference
solution during critique generation, we enable the model
to first understand these core mathematical concepts and
solving strategies, then leverage this understanding to per-
form step-by-step critique of the target solution. This ap-
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Figure 3: Overview of SCRIT framework.

proach addresses the rubber-stamping issue by grounding
the critique process in concrete mathematical understanding
derived from correct references.

For each problem p € Pyq1i4, We generate critiques through
two types of solution pairings:

Correct-Incorrect Pairs. For each s~ € Sp_ , randomly
select s, € S; and generate ¢ = fp(p, s~ [Sref).

Correct-Correct Pairs. For each st € S.7, randomly
select s,cp € S,f \ {s™} and generate ¢ = fy(p, sF[srcf).

Both pairing strategies promote diversity in the generated
critiques, a factor we empirically validate for effective-
ness in subsequent experiments. The self-critic function
fo (prompt template in Appendix B) decomposes critique
generation into four sequential stages:

Stage 1: Reference Analysis. Generate reference analysis
r = f3(p, Sref) that captures key mathematical concepts,
critical solution steps, and potential pitfalls.

Stage 2: Step-wise Critique. For each step s?, generate cri-
tique e = [f§(p, s*,7)]¥_; by verifying mathematical and
logical validity using 7, identifying error type and suggest-
ing corrections if found, and stopping analysis upon first
error detection.

Stage 3: Conclusion. Generate conclusion I = f}(p, s, e)
where [ = (y, j) indicates solution correctness (y € {0,1})
and first error step (j € {—1} UN).

Stage 4: Correction. Generate correction t = f}(p, s, e)
by following original approach up to error step (if any), then
complete with proper correction.

3.4. Self-Validation

With self-generated critique data, we apply post-validation
techniques to further enhance the quality of generated out-
puts. This process specifically filters out low-quality cases
where the model blindly approves all intermediate steps,
only to suddenly reject the final answer upon detecting a
discrepancy (see Appendix D).

To address these challenges, we employ direct validation on
the correction part of the critique. Formally, we have that:

so(c) = {1 if gb(p,t) = (1, —1)

0 otherwise

where t is the correction part of critique ¢, and g}, (prompt
template in Appendix B) denotes direct critic’s conclusion
generation function. A value of vg(c) = 1 means that model
confirms the critique c as effective, while vy(c) = 0 indi-
cates it is ineffective. This validation mechanism ensures
that only critiques whose corrections can be independently
verified as correct are used for self-training.

3.5. Self-Training

Let V denote the set of validated solution-critique pairs
across all problems:

V= {(pa S, C)|p € Pvalida ERS Sp,’Ug(C) = 1}

For each validated triplet (p, s, ¢) € V), we construct training
pairs with input gy (p, s) and target (e, [, ¢) from c. Note that
we exclude the reference analysis r from the target as it is
specific to contrastive critic generation.

We fine-tune the base model Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct to mini-
mize the following loss function:

LO)=— Y logfalel tlgo(p.s))

(p,s,0)€V
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Figure 4: Data flow statistics and validation rates before and after self-critic and self-validation filtering across three
dimensions: domain complexity, problem difficulty, and solution generation models.

Note that gg(p, s) is gradient-stopped during the optimiza-
tion process. This training process enables genuine self-
evolution of critique abilities, as the model learns from its
own generated and validated critiques without any external
supervision.

4. Experiments
4.1. Statistics of SCRIT

We present detailed statistics of data flow through each
component of our framework.

Solution Collection We start with 452K problem-answer
pairs from our own NuminaMath dataset (see Appendix A).
For solution generation, we employ 7 models of varying
capabilities as described in Section 3.2. Each model gen-
erates one solution per problem, with solutions classified
as correct or incorrect based on their final answers using
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (detailed in Appendix H). Then we
apply two filtering criteria: (a) Each problem must have at
least one correct and one incorrect solution to enable con-
trastive learning; (b) Solutions from each model are capped
at 50K for both correct and incorrect categories. After fil-
tering, we obtain 665K problem-solution pairs, evenly split
between good solutions (332K) and bad solutions (332K).

Self-Critic & Self-Validation To analyze the self-critic and
self-validation step, we track the data flow from the ini-
tial 665K problem-solution pairs through these steps. Out
of these pairs, 342K (51.4%) successfully pass the self-
critic and self-validation step, yielding high-quality problem-
solution-critique triplets. Figure 4 presents a detailed anal-
ysis of this filtering process across different dimensions,
revealing interesting patterns in validation rates.

* Domain Complexity: Validation rates decrease systemati-
cally from elementary domains (GSM8K: 91.8%, ORCA

Math: 77.6%) to competition-level problems (Olympiads:
27.1%)

* Problem Difficulty: The validation rate shows a clear neg-
ative correlation with the number of unique answers, drop-
ping from 91.7% for single-answer problems to 15.5% for
problems with seven distinct answers

* Solution Model Impact: Solution generation models show
relatively consistent validation rates (48.9% to 57.4%),
suggesting that our self-validation process is more sensi-
tive to problem difficulty than to the source model

Analysis of error positions in critiqued solutions (see Fig-
ure 19) reveals that a majority of errors occur in earlier
steps, aligning well with human-labeled error distributions
in ProcessBench (Zheng et al., 2024a). This correlation sug-
gests that our self-critic framework successfully captures
human-like error identification patterns.

Self-Training For the self-training, we maintain a balanced
1:1 ratio between correct and incorrect solutions, resulting
in 170K training examples. These balanced training data are
used to fine-tune Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct following Section
3.5 (complete training details in Appendix I).

4.2. Evaluation

We present two complementary evaluation protocols to as-
sess different aspects of critique capabilities:

Critic and Correct The first protocol evaluates a model’s
ability to critic and correct a given solution, following
the assumption (Zheng et al., 2024b) that truly effec-
tive critiques should be able to guide the correction of
errors and lead to correct answers. We conduct ex-
periments on RealCritic, an internal benchmark we de-
veloped and plan to release publicly, which systemat-
ically spans 8 datasets (GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021),
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Table 1: Performance comparison on Critic and Correct protocol. Numbers in bold indicate better performance between

base model and SCRIT.
Model RealCeritic Ave.
College Minerva MMLU  Olympiad
ARC-C Math GPQA  GSMBK  MATH Math STEM Bench
Critic on deliberately incorrect solutions
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 80.6 27.6 16.3 79.5 51.1 15.7 27.4 19.5 39.7
+ SCRIT 86.7 32.6 25.3 88.3 66.0 234 50.7 27.0 50.0
ol-mini 74.9 34.8 26.3 88.6 78.0 23.8 45.5 40.8 51.6
Critic on balanced solutions
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 85.2 50.9 31.1 88.3 72.0 47.1 42.1 44.6 57.7
+ SCRIT 90.1 50.5 29.5 94.1 75.7 45.6 64.7 46.4 62.1
ol-mini 83.7 52.7 45.3 93.0 85.8 49.8 57.9 57.3 65.7
Critic on Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct’s own solution
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 93.5 45.9 32.6 96.7 83.6 38.3 59.6 43.4 61.7
+ SCRIT 91.3 45.9 353 96.7 82.5 38.7 67.5 45.3 62.9
ol-mini 93.9 47.0 36.8 96.7 89.9 40.2 68.5 53.6 65.8

Table 2: Performance comparison on Critic and Correct with Error Identification protocol. Numbers in bold indicate better

performance between base model and SCRIT.

ProcessBench

Model PRMS00K Avg.
GSMSK MATH Obmpiad o iMath
Bench
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 23.7 68.9 50.9 25.5 20.0 37.8
+ SCRIT 24.6 80.2 60.0 325 27.8 45.0
ol-mini 34.0 88.0 81.1 53.0 38.6 58.9

MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021), ARC-C (Clark et al.,
2018), College Math (Tang et al., 2024), GPQA (Rein et al.,
2023), Minerva Math (Lewkowycz et al., 2022), MMLU-
STEM (Hendrycks et al., 2020), OlympiadBench (He et al.,
2024)) across 3 scenarios: critic on deliberately incorrect
solutions, balanced solutions, and the base model’s self-
generated solutions (i.e., Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct’s own solu-
tions).

Critic and Correct with Error Identification The second
protocol adds a stricter requirement: models must not only
provide accurate correction but also tell the first step where
an error occurs. We evaluate on PRM80OK (Lightman et al.,
2023)! and ProcessBench (Zheng et al., 2024a), two bench-
marks with human-labeled error steps on solutions from
advanced models (GPT-4, LLaMA, Qwen2.5 series). Pro-
cessBench provides an evaluation suite across 4 datasets:
GSMS8K, MATH, OlympiadBench, and Omni-Math (Gao
et al., 2024). Following ProcessBench’s methodology, we
use the F1 score of accuracies on incorrect and correct sam-
ples as our metric, with two adaptations to ensure critique
effectiveness (See Appendix F).

Baselines Since our goal is to improve Qwen2.5-72B-

'https://github.com/openai/prm800k/blob/
main/prm800k/data/phase2_test.jsonl

Instruct’s critique ability through self-evolution, we use
the original Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct as our primary baseline.
Additionally, we compare against ol-mini (OpenAl, 2024),
currently one of the most capable models in terms of critique
ability (Zheng et al., 2024a), to benchmark our approach
against the state-of-the-art.

4.3. Main Results

Critic and Correct Table 1 presents results across three in-
creasingly challenging scenarios. In critiquing deliberately
incorrect solutions, SCRIT achieves substantial improve-
ments over the base Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct model, raising
the average performance from 39.7% to 50.0%. For bal-
anced solutions, SCRIT maintains its advantage with an
average improvement of 4.4%, despite the increased dif-
ficulty of distinguishing correct from incorrect solutions.
Most impressively, when critiquing Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct’s
own solutions, SCRIT still manages to improve upon the
base model (62.9% vs 61.7%), demonstrating its ability to
identify and correct errors in solutions generated by its own
base model. Across all scenarios, SCRIT’s performance
approaches that of ol-mini.

Critic and Correct with Error Identification As shown
in Table 2, SCRIT also demonstrates strong capabilities
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Figure 5: Scaling behavior of SCRIT across data size and comparison of critic mechanisms. We compare three critic
mechanisms: Contrastive Critic, Direct Critic, and Bug-Injection Critic.
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Figure 6: Scaling behavior of SCRIT across model sizes from Qwen2.5 1.5B to 72B parameters.

in error identification, achieving consistent improvements
across all datasets in both PRM80OK and ProcessBench.
The average F1 score improves from 37.8% to 45.0%, with
particularly strong gains on mathematical reasoning tasks
(GSMS8K: +11.3%, MATH: +9.1%). While there remains
a gap with ol-mini, SCRIT’s improvements are notable
given its self-evolving nature without reliance on external
supervision.

5. Analysis

Throughout this section, we report two metrics: critique-
correction accuracy (CC-Acc) from the Critic and Correct
protocol, which is averaged across three scenarios, and error
identification F1-score (EI-F1) from the Critic and Correct
with Error Identification protocol.

5.1. Scaling Behavior of SCRIT

We investigate how SCRIT’s performance scales with both
training data size and model size (see Figures 5 and 6).

Data Size Scaling For data scaling experiments, we train

SCRIT with different amounts of training examples, ranging
from 10K to 170K. Both CC-Acc and EI-F1 show consistent
improvements with increased training data. The CC-Acc
and EI-F1 improves from 53.0% to 58.3%, with the steepest
gains in the early stage (0-20K examples) and continued but
more gradual improvements afterwards. Similarly, EI-F1
increases from 37.8% to 45.1%, demonstrating that SCRIT
can effectively leverage more training data to evolve its
critique capabilities.

Model Size Scaling We evaluate SCRIT across three model
sizes of Qwen2.5: 1.5B, 7B, and 72B. Both metrics show
strong positive correlation with model scale. The CC-Acc
increases substantially from 41.7% (1.5B) to 51.2% (7B)
and further to 58.3% (72B). The improvement is more pro-
nounced for EI-F1, where metric rises from 12.5% to 29.9%
and then to 45.1%, suggesting that larger models are par-
ticularly better at error identification. While we acknowl-
edge that fine-tuning smaller models with data generated by
Qwen?2.5-72B-Instruct bears similarity to distillation from
stronger Al supervision, this experiment primarily serves
to investigate whether the SCRIT data benefits model size
scaling.
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5.2. Which Critic Mechanism is Most Effective?

To identify the most effective critic mechanism for our self-
evolving framework, we conduct strictly controlled experi-
ments comparing three different critic approaches described
in Section 3.3 using identical sets of problems and solutions.

Our experiments in Figure 5 reveal several key findings.
First, Contrastive Critic shows strong performance from
the early stages across both metrics: with just 10K train-
ing examples, it achieves 56.8% CC-Acc and 40.2% EI-F1,
outperforming both Direct Critic and Bug-Injection Critic.
More importantly, as training data increases to 170K exam-
ples, Contrastive Critic continues to show positive scaling
behavior, reaching 58.3% CC-Acc and 45.1% EI-F1. In
contrast, Direct Critic quickly plateaus at around 55.1% CC-
Acc and 38.7% EI-F1, while Bug-Injection Critic exhibits
performance degradation in CC-Acc (dropping to 49.0%)
and unstable performance in EI-F1).

Through case studies (detailed in Appendices C and E),
we identify the key mechanisms behind these performance
differences. Direct Critic often falls into superficial cri-
tiquing, tending to blindly agree with solutions without
deep understanding. Contrastive Critic avoids this pitfall
by first analyzing reference solutions, enabling the model
to develop a deeper understanding of the underlying mathe-
matical concepts and solution strategies before attempting
critique. While Bug-Injection Critic has the theoretical ad-
vantage of known error descriptions, our analysis reveals
that model-injected bugs tend to be simplistic and repeti-
tive, predominantly focusing on basic arithmetic errors and
variable confusions, limiting its effectiveness in real-world
scenarios where errors are more diverse and subtle.

These comprehensive results validate our choice of Con-
trastive Critic for the SCRIT pipeline, as it not only demon-
strates superior initial performance but also shows stronger
potential for continued improvement with increased training
data.

5.3. How Important is Self-Validation?

To assess the necessity of self-validation in SCRIT, we con-
duct controlled experiments by removing the self-validation
component while keeping all other settings identical. The re-
sults in Table 3 show clear performance degradation across
both evaluation metrics: the CC-Acc drops by 0.8%, and
more significantly, the EI-F1 decreases by 3.0%. Case anal-
ysis (see Appendix D) shows that the self-critic may still
generate low-quality critiques, often blindly approving all
intermediate steps only to suddenly claim “the final step
is incorrect” when encountering answer discrepancies. By
incorporating self-validation, we are able to further enhance
the quality of data for self-training.

Table 3: Controlled ablation studies on SCRIT. Each ex-
periment varies only the target component while keeping
all other settings fixed at baseline: 10K training examples
with contrastive critic and self-validation, diverse domains,
all solution models, and balanced solution ratio. Red/green
numbers indicate performance decrease/increase from base-
line.

Setting CC-Acc EI-F1
Baseline 56.8 40.2
Self-Validation

Without Self-Validation 56.0 (-0.8) 37.2(-3.0)
Problem Domain

Limited to GSM8K + MATH 554 (-1.4) 38.8(-1.4)
Problem Difficulty

More Unique Answers First 55.8(-1.0)  38.1(-2.1)
Less Unique Answers First 56.2 (-0.6) 423 (+2.1)
Single Solution Model

deepseek-math-7b-rl 56.5(-0.3) 39.8(-0.4)
mathstral-7B-v0.1 56.0 (-0.8)  39.2 (-1.0)
Mistral-Large-Instruct 56.3 (-0.5) 40.3 (+0.1)
DeepSeek-V2-Chat 56.3 (-0.5) 40.0 (-0.2)
Qwen2.5-Math-7B 56.2 (-0.6)  40.7 (+0.5)
Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B 56.2 (-0.6)  40.9 (+0.7)
Qwen2-Math-1.5B 55.9(-0.9) 40.9 (+0.7)
Good:Bad Solution Ratio

0.75:0.25 55.1 (-1.7)  38.1(-2.1)
0.25:0.75 56.6 (-0.2)  41.0 (+0.8)

5.4. How Does Problem Domain Diversity Affect
Performance?

To investigate the importance of problem domain diver-
sity, we conduct controlled experiments by restricting the
training data to only GSMS8K and MATH domains, while
keeping other settings unchanged. This represents a signif-
icant reduction in domain coverage compared to our full
setting which spans 9 sources ranging from elementary to
competition-level mathematics.

The results in Table 3 demonstrate the value of domain
diversity: when training with limited domains, the CC-Acc
drops by 1.4% and the EI-F1 decreases by 1.4%. It suggests
that exposure to diverse problem-solving patterns and error
types is crucial for developing robust critique abilities.

5.5. How Does Problem Difficulty Impact Performance?

To understand the impact of problem difficulty, we conduct
experiments by selecting training examples based on the
number of unique answers generated across solution models
- a proxy for problem complexity. We compare two settings:
training with problems that have more unique answers (in-
dicating higher complexity) versus those with fewer unique
answers (indicating lower complexity).

Interestingly, training with less complex problems leads to
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better performance in EI-F1 in Table 3. This result suggests
that SCRIT can generate more effective critiques on simpler
problems, possibly because the mathematical concepts and
solution strategies in these problems are more structured and
well-defined, enabling the model to develop more precise
and reliable critique patterns.

This finding leaves space for future work: how to opti-
mally select training examples based on difficulty levels
in a self-evolving framework. While our current approach
uses all available data, a more sophisticated curriculum that
gradually increases problem complexity might lead to more
effective self-evolution.

5.6. Does the Choice of Solution Model Matter?

To study whether critiquing solutions from different mod-
els affects SCRIT’s performance, we conduct controlled
experiments by restricting the solutions being critiqued to
those from a single model while keeping other settings iden-
tical. Our results in Table 3 show that the source model of
solutions has limited impact on SCRIT’s final performance.

Since solution generation models only provide the solutions
for constructing contrastive critique pairs and do not directly
participate in improving critique effectiveness, their individ-
ual capabilities have less influence on the final performance.
What matters more is how to construct diverse and infor-
mative contrastive pairs that help the model learn effective
critique strategies, regardless of the solution models.

5.7. Optimal Ratio between Good and Bad Solutions?

Finally, we investigate the impact of good-to-bad solution
ratio in the training data. Training with a higher proportion
of bad solutions (0.25:0.75) shows significantly better per-
formance than using more good solutions (0.75:0.25). As
shown in Table 3, using more good solutions results in per-
formance degradation across both evaluation metrics. This
suggests that exposure to more bad solutions helps SCRIT
develop stronger error identification capabilities, likely be-
cause it provides more diverse examples of mathematical
mistakes and their corresponding corrections. More im-
portantly, analyzing incorrect solutions forces the model to
actively engage in error detection and correction, rather than
simply validating correct steps. This finding tells us that
while maintaining some balance is important, slightly favor-
ing incorrect solutions may be a better choice for training
effective critique models.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we present SCRIT, a framework that enables
genuine self-evolution of critique abilities without relying
on external supervision. Through extensive experiments we
demonstrate that SCRIT consistently improves both critique-
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correction accuracy and error identification capabilities of
the base model. Our analysis reveals that SCRIT’s perfor-
mance scales positively with data and model size, outper-
forms alternative approaches, and benefits critically from its
self-validation component.

Looking forward, this work opens up several promising di-
rections for future research. First, exploring the synergy
between critic models and process supervision could be
valuable - SCRIT’s ability to generate high-quality critiques
could potentially be leveraged to automatically label rea-
soning steps for training process supervision models like
PRM (Lightman et al., 2023). Second, given that our cor-
rection outcomes provide verifiable rewards, integrating
reinforcement learning (Li et al., 2024) into SCRIT could
further enhance its performance through reward-driven op-
timization (Lambert et al., 2024). Additionally, extending
SCRIT beyond mathematical reasoning to other domains
where ground truth can be systematically verified, such as
coding or logical reasoning, represents another promising
direction. We believe these directions, combined with the
insights from our work, will contribute to developing more
capable and reliable LLMs that can effectively oversee and
improve themselves.

Impact Statement

This work advances scalable oversight research by introduc-
ing a self-evolving framework for improving model critique
abilities in mathematical reasoning. While our research fo-
cuses primarily on technical capabilities, we acknowledge
several important considerations beyond our current scope.
First, though we demonstrate SCRIT’s effectiveness in math-
ematical domains where correctness can be objectively ver-
ified, its application to domains involving subjective judg-
ments or ethical considerations requires careful examination.
Second, while our framework aims to enable Al systems to
better identify and correct errors, we have not specifically
investigated potential biases in the critique process or how
these might impact different demographic groups. Addi-
tionally, as our approach involves models critiquing their
own outputs, further research is needed to understand the
broader implications for Al safety and reliability. These
considerations highlight the importance of complementing
technical advances with comprehensive ethical evaluations
in future work.
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A. Computing Ground Truth Answers for NuminaMath

A large-scale dataset with reliable ground truth answers is fundamental to our work. We choose NuminaMath (LI et al.,
2024) for its diversity, difficulty distribution, and scale (860K problems). However, as the correctness of solutions in the
original dataset is not guaranteed, we develop a robust pipeline to compute reliable ground truth answers.

A.1. Answer Generation and Validation Pipeline

We employ Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct (Qwen-Team, 2024) under tool-integrated (Gou et al., 2023) settings to generate
solutions, as it demonstrates state-of-the-art performance across multiple mathematical reasoning benchmarks. The solutions
are then evaluated using Qwen2.5-Math-RM-72B (Qwen-Team, 2024), a specialized reward model for mathematical
reasoning. We consider a solution correct if its reward score exceeds a predefined threshold, and use its final answer as the
ground truth.

A.2. Threshold Selection and Validation

To determine an appropriate reward threshold, we conduct extensive experiments:

* Benchmark Validation: We evaluate the threshold’s effectiveness across multiple standard benchmarks including
GSMS8K (Cobbe et al., 2021), MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021), GAOKAO2023-EN (Zhang et al., 2023), Olympiad-
Bench (He et al., 2024), and College Math (Tang et al., 2024). With a threshold of 1.0, we achieve approximately 75%
accuracy.

* Human Evaluation: We randomly sample 100 NuminaMath problems and conduct human evaluation of the answers
selected using our threshold. The results show approximately 85% accuracy.

* Comparison with Alternative Methods: We explore majority voting among solutions from NuminaMath, Qwen2.5-
Math-72B-Instruct, and Deepseek-V2-Chat-0628. However, this approach yields lower accuracy compared to our
reward-based selection method.

After applying our pipeline with the validated threshold, we obtain a filtered dataset of 452K problem-answer pairs, which
serves as the foundation for our work.
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B. Prompting Templates for Direct Critic, Bug-Injection Critic and Contrastive Critic

Here we present system prompts used for different critic mechanisms in Figure 7.

e e e N

: Direct Critic System Prompt i iContrastive Critic System Prompt i

I Twill provide a math problem along with a student solution.

I
Twill provide a math problem along with a student solution and a reference solution.

! Conduct a step-by-step crtique of the student's solution. For each step, use proper verifcation, recalculation, and reflection to determine whether
! itis logically and Please elaborate on the anal fully. If an error is detected in any step, describe the nature ! !
1 and cause of the eror in detail, and suggest how to correct t or provide the correct approach. Once a step is found to contain an error, stop further | | Then, conduct a step-by-step critique of the student’s solution. For each step, use proper verification, recalculation, and reflection to determine 1
| analysis of subsequent steps (as pend on the identified error) y "Incorrect", 1| whetheritis logically and i X the analysis fully. You should use your of the H

I tovalidate your critique, but your response should appear as if you're conducting an independent review. Never mention the
| reference solution in your response. If an error i detected in any step, describe the nature and cause of the error in detail, and suggest how to

First, analyze the to understand the I d tricky parts required for solving this problem.

1 Finally, provide a conclusion of your critique and a correction for the student solution,

! Format your response as follows: correct it or provide the correct approach. Once a step is found to contain an error, stop further analysis of subsequent steps (as they may depend |
1 on the identified error) and directly conclude with "Incorrect". !
I s Critique of Student Solution Steps @ 1 !
+ [ Finally, provide a conclusion of your critique and a correction for the student solution. H
| critioe of st i
H Lttt aten;hd I | Format your response s follows: H
1 " =
. | # Reference Solution Analysis for Subsequent Critique of Student Solution @ .
1 s## Critique of Step n =1 Mathenatical foundations (key concepts, theoress, formulas needed) !
critique of step n I - Critical solution path (key steps, logical flow, inportant transitions
H - i step n) ! a > i
; |} - Crallenging aspects Cericky points, potential pitfalls, comon mistakes) H
45 Conclusion of Critique S !
| TFor correct student solution] T 0 et criique of Student Solution Steps 1
e sl s o | ##% Critiaue of Step 1 |
1 he first error step number: -1 eritiaue of step 11 H
1 1
+ (For incorrect student solution] s
! The solution s Incorrect. ! !
| The first error step number: (first step containing error] e i
Ceritiaue of step n]
1 44 Carrection of Student Salution !
1 GFor correct student solution] R 1
* The student solution is correct and well-ressoned. The final ansuer is \boxed{[anser H
i el For correct student solution] 1
. The solution is Correct H
1 TFor incorract student solution] s - 1
* Mere's the corrected solution, folloving the original approach up to step (error step - 1] and then proceeding with the proper correction: SRR i
! eeecommeerion staRT=== H
I CSteps 1 to Cerror step - 1) fron original student solution] CAF e T (O BT 1
| Korrected version of errr step] s H
! Csubseauent steps folloning fron the correction to reach the final answer] LT G DG (AR gt e H
Therefare, the final snsver is \bosed(Ccorracted ansmerl) H !
el 1} # Corretion of Student Solution ;
! - ! ror correct student solution] !
|'B' . "C' t. N '5' N 't‘ . P' T 't """""""""""""""""""""""""" 4 The student solution is correct and well-reasoned. The final answer is \boxed([answer]) 1
;Bug Critic System Promp! ! H
! * [For incorrect student solution] !
1Stepl: Inject Bug 1 e Ees ) FoTioetrg. tha fortpina1 ppermachlip i =tep Catorfuten ™ 1] avilen preceading i chiths propsricorrection 1
: - CORRECTION_START== 1
- You are a math tutor. Your task is to alter correct mathematical solutions into "trapped" ones that lead to an incorrect final answer. This approach [Steps 1 to Cerror step - 1) from original student solution]

! helps students develop a deeper recognizing common mistakes and learning to correct them. Ensure that the traps | . [Cerrected version of error step)
1 are neither too simple nor too difficult for students of the appropriate skill level. [ oo Do b G T B e T !

| o Therefore, the final ansver is \bosed(Ccorrected answerl). -

i

! Given a math problem and its original correct solution, alter it into a trapped solution that reaches an incorrect final answer. | =<CORRECTION £KD=== !

1 L 1
| Please present the trapped solution nthe following format: 1
i
! Tramed selution 2
e et e !
: i
i !
8 Teap Desceipion ;
Saolaln th traos abedde In th solution without reveang tha they vre insarted delibratal. Highlight how thess trps 1ed o the wong Finl snser. +
: i
i !
i

i Step2: Direct Critic with Trap Description Revealed

Figure 7: System prompts used for different critic mechanisms. Top Left: Direct Critic directly analyzes solution correctness
without any additional context. Bottom Left: Bug-Injection Critic first injects bugs (Step 1) then direct critic on bug-injected
solution (Step 2). Right: Contrastive Critic first analyzes a reference solution to understand key mathematical concepts
before conducting step-wise critique.
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C. More Comparison between Direct Critic and Contrastive Critic

e '
; Contrastive Critic ;
i Reference Solution Analysis i
!+ Mathematical foundations: !
i i

Sl +22) = (=) + flaz) +
1

i
|- P oddtunc vaes ke (0) ;
Math Problem P Key Concepts & Solving
Let () bea function defined on R. Forany z,, 2z & R, itholds that f(z: + 1) = f{1) + f(x2) + 1. Also, when = >0, ; - ritcal solution path: St N
. rategies Found
() > (0) always holds. Which of thefollowing statements s correet ; + Step:Determine f(0) by settinga, = z; =0 9
o . =flz)+1 zandz; = ~z.
i
i

8: The monotoni ncreasing nterval ofthefunction (z) is (0, +0)

Critique of Student Solution Steps

€: The function ) = f(z) + 1 an odd function ;

romimmn T T LI LI TP, | | Critique of step 4
i Direct Critic 1 1 Step 6 Chack fa(e) = f(2) + L an odd unction

D:Thefunction () is an ncreasing function on R

Reference Solution
! critique of Student Solution Steps. I 1 Student's Solution:
| Define ) = f(z) + 1. We nesdto checkit g() satisfes o) = ().

function (z). fosely ol
the provided soluton.

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
! o 1 1 Gien:
2 Anlyzing thefunction ) (x) 1 forodeess: | | Critique of step 4 e P
Wenw a2 = = andos o 2, g1t e crgha uncion proary g ; T et ror P o) = 1)+
J0)= fx) + f-2) +1 ! i 1 o) = f=x) +1
S1= 1) fox) +1 (e J(0) = 1) i o) = fla) 41 i
0= 1)+ 1+~ For () tobe o
0=1fte)+ 11+ A=)+ t o-2) = f-2) +1 i
! for () tobe o [ oe)=tlo)
Ths, option C'is| " . f0) +1= (@) +1)
t firel=—dt) i S +1=—f) -1
i o i D) i s +1= () +1) Q Error .. fen =) -2
Student Solution v S 1= 1) -1 Overlooked, ;
i
; ! fl-a) = ~f() -2 (o
Step 4: Checkifg(z) = f(x) + 1 is an odd function ; : 2, tuncion. | 1 ot i
, Therefore, option C s incorrect. 1 @) = —f(z)
Defn (x) = (z) + 1.We needocheckig(z)satisies o 1) = (o), ;
- ! conclusion of Critique Wrong I 1 fcion
! i . e
Py, } ; Theslutons Corect Thefist aror topumber 1 Conclusion ! ! conclusion of Critique
i
deB = A 1 I | Correction of Student Solution [ mestsmisine. Error Located & Correct
o st rtor steprumoer ;
Forg(z) tobe o 1 \boredi. i ) i Suggestion
e e e e Correction of Student Solution

o) = ~gls)

i

S=z) + 1= ~(f(z) +1) MISIe(.i | - CORRECTION_START =
Correction i

iyt 1 itg(z) = flz) +1

1
1
1
1
1 . H ! Define g(x) = f(z) + 1.We need to checkif g(z) satisfes g —z) = ~g().
1
1
1
1

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

| Theretore ) = fiz) + 1and () = S(~2) + 1, which implies () = —gfz). making o) an odd function
; [carrect].

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

i f-a) 4 1= flx) -1
1

! Therefore, option C is incorrect:
ale) = fz) 1

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i i
i i
i i
; o) = f(=) 41 ;
| Forg(z) tobe cdd: ;
! &
i ]
i i
i

! step 5: Conclusion
i

i
hus, e st ansveris D]
i

#-2=-4= Accurate Correction
Sea) 1= (@) £ 1) Answer

Jem) 1= f) -1
i
fea)= i) -2

Figure 8: Comparison between Direct Critic and Contrastive Critic. Direct Critic shows blind approval of the student
solution, failing to identify any errors and providing misleading approval. In contrast, Contrastive Critic first analyzes the
reference solution to understand key mathematical concepts, enabling it to precisely locate the error in the student solution.
By developing understanding of the underlying mathematical concepts, Contrastive Critic successfully generate an effective
critique that guides the correction process to reach the correct final answer.
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D. Self-Validation Cases

We present two cases demonstrating the effectiveness of our Self-Validation mechanism in filtering critiques based on
Self-Critic’s correction in Figures 9 and 10.

'MathProblem

cofr—20) V2
= -2 thencosa + sinaequals

! Given
1

! Reference Solution
i

sinfa— 5)

(sina + cona)fsine —cosa) _ -
ome) L« Va{sina + cona).

V2
2 ene —cosa)

Even with Contrastive Critic, it

Critique of Student Solu(lw

! ang S22 fails to identify the first error

1 o Critique of Step 12 ;

1 therefore, v2(sin a + cos. The student correctly fas

1 solving this gives: sin.a + 1

| e P '
i

The student corectysets each factor o zar:

i :

Student Solution
cosa—-sina=0 or 2eaa+l=0 Critique of Student Solution Steps
Critique of Step 14

6. Cancel out the /2 from bath sides: crit

ofstep1s
“The student c P

.ty sobves for I each case:

-
7. Cros-malily 0 slve for cos( 2
. Usethe double-angledentty fo os(20):
cos(2a) = cos” o — sin o
Subttute s noth euaton
2(cos’ o — sin’ ) = sina — cosar ¢ For2eosa 1= 1
. Rearangethe eqution: va= -4
2cosa—2sin’a = sina —cusa n — A
10, Add cos o and subtract i« from bothsides: 1-(-5) ==y1-5==%
2eos’a - 2sina-+ cosa - sin: = 0 B TR " 5 S SRR, SO 12
11 Pkt squiion: 7 P55
2008 + cosa) — (2sin o+ sina) = 0
cosal2cona +1) — sina2sina +1) =0 ‘The student incorrectly verifies the solutions:
A

olg

i = V5 don sty rignalsuation =22

cosa-sima=0 or Jeosatl=0

14, Solve for o in each case:
o Forcosa —sina =0

Conclusion of Critique

Self-Validation on the correction
part of Self-Critic output
successfully notices the wrong
and conflict part in correction,
and rejects the ineffective critic
for Self-Training.

The solt
The st

Incorrect
Correction of Student Solution

° For2eosa+1=0:

1o reach he inal answer:
- CORRECTION START =

Factorout the common term:

1
i
i
i
i
1
i
1
i
i
i
i
1
i
1

3 i

Critique of step15 i
!
i
1
i
i
1
i
1
i
1
i
i
i
i
1
i

" 1
cona 4 sinar=—3

15, Verify the solutions:

© Foro = % cona + na = VT et th g s,

The ineffectivg‘ critic finally
leads to a wronhg and conflict
final answer 1

i

V31
5 doss not satsfy the oriinal equation.

)

Figure 9: Casel: Self-Validation rejects an ineffective critic: Despite having access to a reference solution and using
contrastive learning, the critic fails to identify Step 12 as the first error in solving a trigonometric equation. The subsequent
correction leads to a conflicting final answer. The self-validation mechanism successfully detects this inconsistency and
rejects this ineffective critique from the training data.

[ 1
cosr 4 sina Goes not satisfy the original equation.

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

113 Set each factor to zero:
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1 g 2
1

Therefore, the only valid solution is cos  + sin o = V2. « CORRECTION_END =

:self Critic

[ etttk kbbbt ' : Reference Solution Analysis

MathProblem U EEEEEEEEEEEIER e
i Ghon
i )

1 such thatforany 21 # 2.2, thenegualty

1 - Mathematical foundations:

* Understanding piecewise functions and their properties

1 holds true. Dotermine the rangyof vlues for the real numbe

! Reference Solution
i
; Tosobethe ol

} St0p 1:Chock tho Docraasing Conditonfor = < 0...implios 0 =

ascl

1 Stop 2:Check he

1 Step 3:vhenesato
} from the rign:

eater than o equa o thevave o f(z) a1z = O

i
i
| mpltestain < 3
i
P

T

! Sstudent Solution

Sincoth unction atistos
S Se)

2.2 imples tht thefuncrion s strictlyGecreasng

Forar <0, we have f(r) = a”.Sinco a” i stctly cecreasing for0 < o < 1 wogot <o < |

Fora 2 0, we have f(r)
interal herefre,

Ji+2a. The slope 3 —  must 5 nogate for th function t badecraasingin tis
whichsmplies to

s means tht s

@ First Error Step

- Critical solution path:

! Conclusion of Critique
i
; The solution is Incorrect, The fist errorstep number

! Correction of Student Solution
i

i
i
i
i
[T i
; . i N :
i ec a = Oto ensure the point. 1
! Critique of Student Solution Steps !
i i
i i
i
! increase atx = 0, !
1 the let-hand limit equal to the function value at z = 0: i, o £(z) = a® = 1, £(0) = 2 i
1 The student incorrectly imposes the condition 1 = 2a, leading o @ 4 . However, the corect approach requires thatthe | 1
i eft-hand imits g qual to maintain 1>2>a<4 H
i
i

Self-Critic effectively identify
the first error

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

i Critique of Step 3 !
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

i
1 s Il
1 = CORRECTION_START = i
i i
! Ensuring Non-Increasing Behavior at r = 0: !
1 We need to ensure that the value of £() at = 0 from the leftis greater than or equal to the value of £(z) ata = Ofrom | i
i theright:im, o~ £(z) = a? = 1, (0) = (& —a) -0+ 2a = 2a. Thus, werequire: 1 > 20 = a < +

! Combine Al Conditions:
i

\1]
173

)

| = CORRECTION_END =

An effective critic successfully leads
to a correct final answer, showing
genuine understanding of reasoning
process

The student correctly dentifies the need fo continuity at = 0. The left-hand limit as 2 approaches 0 from the leftis:

li f(a) =a® =1
The value o th function at z — 0s:
1
0=(2-a)0r2=-2
0= (3 ) 0+2a=2
122
his simlifesto:
1
ast
s stepis also
Critique of Step 4
e valid range

1
[ <a

This step s correct and logically fllows from the previous steps.

Conclusion of Critique

Self-Validation on the correction
part of Self-Critic output also
successfully accepts the
effective critic for Self-Training.

Figure 10: Case2: Self-Validation accepts an effective critic: An example of effective critique that correctly identifies Step 3
as the error point where continuity requirements are mishandled. The correction follows logical mathematical reasoning and
arrives at the correct final answer, which is then verified and accepted by the self-validation mechanism for training.
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E. Bug-Injection Case Study

Here we show examples of oversimplified bugs injected by Bug-Injection Critic. These examples illustrate how Bug-Injection
Critic tends to generate overly simplistic errors (e.g., misunderstanding basic math properties, variable confusion) rather
than more sophisticated mathematical reasoning errors that typically occur in complex problem-solving.

! Bug Injected Solution

To simplify the expression |—4% + 52 — 6|, we need to follow the order of operations (PEMDAS/BODMAS).

' Math Problem
Simplify the expression: |—4% + 5% — 6|
Original Solution

To simplify the expression | 4% + 5% — 6|, we need to follow the order of operations (PEMDAS/BODMAS), which stands for
Order: and Division (from left to right), Addition and Subtraction (from left

First, we evaluate the exponents:

So the expression now becomes:

|64 +25 — 6]

to right).

Next, we perform the addition and subtraction from left to right:
First, we evaluate the exponents:

4% — _(4%) = —(64) = —64 —64+25 = —39
82=25
So the expression now becomes: So the expression now is:
|-64 +25 — 6] |-45|
Next, we perform the addition and subtraction from left to right: The absolute value of —45 is —45. Therefore, the simplified ion is:

Simple Cor | Bug
—64+25= -39

Bug Description

The traps in this solution are:

So the expression now is:

1. Incorrect Absolute Value Calculation: The final step involves taking the absolute value of —45. The absolute value of a
negative number should be positive, but the solution incorrectly states that | 45| = —45 . This is a fundamental

The absolute value of —45 is 45. Therefore, the simplified expression is:

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
! -39 —6=—45
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

misunderstanding of the absolute value function, which always returns a non-negative result.

2. Misinterpretation of Exponentiation: The first step correctly calculates —4% as —64, but it could be misleadingif the
student is not careful. The expression —4* means —(4%), not (—4)®. This is a common point of confusion, but in this
case, the calculation is correct.

These traps led to the incorrect final answer of —45. Students should be to double-check their ing of
absolute values and the order of operations to avoid such mistakes.

Figure 11: An example of oversimplified bugs injected by Bug-Injection Critic: A conceptual bug involving basic
misunderstanding of absolute value property.

‘Math Problem

: A pet store regularly sells pet food at a discount of 10 percent to 30 percent from the manufacturer's suggested retail price.

; If during a sale, the store discounts an additional 20 percent from the discount price, the lowest possible price of a container;
1 of pet food that had a certain manufacturer's suggested retail price is $19.6. What is the manufacturer's suggested retail

i price?

i

‘Original Solution

! Let's assume the manufacturer's suggested retail price (MSRP) is .

; The store first discounts the MSRP by 10-30% which means the price is now between 0.7z and 0.7z.

| The store then discounts this price by an additional 20%, which means the final price is between 0.7z x 0.8 = 0.56z and
10.72 x 0.8 = 0.562.

! We are given that the lowest possible final price is $19.6, so we have 0.56z = 19.6.

! To find z, we divide both sides by 0.56: z = 1 35.

: Therefore, the manufacturer's suggested retail price is 35. The answer is:
e
i

Bug Injected Solution

Let's assume the manufacturer's suggested retail price (MSRP) is z.

The store first discounts the MSRP by 10-30%, so the price is now between 0.7z and 0.9z.

The store then discounts this price by an additional 20%, which means the final price is between 0.7z x 0.8 = 0.562 and
0.9z x 0.8 = 0.72z.

We are given that the lowest possible final price is $19.6, so we have 0.72z = 19.6.

To find z, we divide both sides by 0.72: z = % ~27.22.

Therefore, the

s retail price is i 27.22. The answer is: 27.22.
Bug Description

Simple Variable
The traps embedded in the solution are: Confusion Bug
1. Incorrect Range Calculation: The initial discount range is given as 10-30%, which means the price after the first
discount should be between 0.7z and 0.92. However, the problem asks for the lowest possible price, which
corresponds to the highest initial discount of 30%. The solution incorrectly uses 0.72z (the highest final price) instead
of 0.56z (the lowest final price).
2. Incorrect Final Price Calculation: By using the highest final price (0.72) instead of the lowest final price (0.56), the
solution arrives at an incorrect value for z.

These traps lead to the wrong final answer of 27.22 instead of the correct answer of 35. Students should carefully consider
the problem statement and the range of possible discounts to avoid such mistakes. They should also double-check their

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

calculations to ensure they are using the correct values. !

Figure 12: An example of oversimplified bugs injected by Bug-Injection Critic: A variable confusion bug where the wrong
price range is used.
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F. Adaptations to ProcessBench’s Evaluation Protocol

In evaluating models’ error identification capabilities, we make two adaptations to ProcessBench’s original evaluation
protocol. These modifications are designed to ensure that models demonstrate genuine understanding of mathematical errors
rather than superficial critique.

F.1. Requiring Effective Correction

Our first adaptation stems from the core assumption behind critic and correct tasks: a truly effective critique should not only
identify errors but also guide their correction towards an correct answer. Through extensive case studies, we found that
models can sometimes correctly identify the error step (matching human annotations) without actually understanding the
mathematical mistake. As shown in Figures 13 to 15, these cases highlight that merely matching human-labeled error steps
is insufficient for ensuring genuine understanding of mathematical errors.

. Direct Cri
E Critique of Student Solution Steps

g
I

Math Problem

1 !
;23 people attend a party. Each person shakes hands with at least one other person. What is the minimum possible number of |
- handshakes? 1

; Critique of Step 1
The student correctly identifies the problem as finding the minimum number of handshakes where each person shakes hands ;
with at least one other person. The student also correctly notes that the total number of possible handshakes without any
restrictions is given by the combination formula C(n, 2) , which is 2~ . However, the student's explanation of the
combination formula is a bit redundant and could be more concise. The main idea is clear: we need to minimize the number
of handshakes while ensuring each person shakes hands with at least one other person.

Correct Conceptual
Mapping Overlooked

The student's approach to minimize the number of handshakes by arranging the 23 people in a circle and having each person

! Student Solution

| Stepl

! To find the minimum possible number of handshakes among 23 people, where each person shakes hands with at least one

I other person, we can arrange the participants in a way that minimizes the number of handshakes. Each handshake involves
two people, so if there were no restrictions, each person could shake hands with every other person. The total number of
possible handshakes without any restrictions would be given by the combination formula C(n, 2), where n is the number of

1 people. This is because each pair of people can form a unique handshake.

Cln,2) = — Bl =1)

Critique of Step 2

shake hands with the person directly opposite them is conceptually flawed. In a circle of 23 people, it is impossible for each

person to shake hands with the person directly opposite them because 23 is an odd number. This means there is no person

directly opposite each person in the circle. The student's calculation of 23 x (1) = 115 is incorrect because it assumes a

pairing that is not possible with an odd number of people. The student then incorrectly concludes that the minimum number
of handshakes is 12.

n
H (n—2)12 2

! However, since we're looking for the minimum possible number of handshakes under the condition that each person must
! shake hands with at least one other person, we can simplify our arrangement to minimize the number of interactions.

- Step2 Conclusion of Critique

The solution is Incorrect. Though Matching Labeled
The first error step number: 2 Error Step

i
1

i

1

1

i

i

i

1

i

i

i

1

i

i

1 To achieve the minimum number of handshakes, each person should shake hands with exactly one other person. This can be
1 achieved by arranging the 23 people in a circle. In a circle, each person shakes hands with the person directly opposite them.
| This way, each person shakes hands with exactly one other person, minimizing the total number of handshakes. Given 23

i Correction of Student Solution
i

1

1

1

i

1

i

1

i

1

i

i

i

i

+ people, this setup ensures that everyone shakes hands with exactly one other person, leading to a total of:

1
23 x E) =115

. Here's the corrected solution, following the original approach up to step 1 and then proceeding with the proper correction:
! However, since we cannot have half a handshake, this calculation is a simplification to illustrate the concept. In reality, when

=CORRECTION_START =
! arranging 23 people into pairs for handshakes under these conditions, you'll have 11 complete handshakes (each person

shaking hands once) and will need an additional handshake to ensure that each person has shaken hands with at least one

! Step1
other person. So, the minimum possible number of handshakes under these conditions is 12.
H To find the minimum possible number of handshakes among 23 people, where each person shakes hands with at least one
other person, we need to ensure that each person is involved in at least one handshake. The total number of possible
without any restrictions is given by the ination formula C(n, 2), which is 2~ However, we are looking
for the minimum number of handshakes under the condition that each person must shake hands with at least one other
person.

! This approach demonstrates how to think about the problem strategically, aiming for a balanced distribution of interactions |
! to minimize the total count

- Step2 Ineffective Critique Leads to
Wrong Answer

To achieve the minimum number of handshakes, we can form a simple graph where each person is a vertex and each

Step 2

i

i Error Step Labelded by Human !
| Ground Truth Final Answer :
i

handshake is an edge. The goal is to form a graph where each vertex has a degree of at least 1 (i.e., each person shakes !
hands with at least one other person). The simplest way to do this is to form a tree structure, which is a connected graph with
no cycles. In a tree with m vertices, there are exactly n — 1 edges. For 23 people, the minimum number of handshakes is

23-1=22

Therefore, the minimum possible number of handshakes is| 22

=CORRECTION_END =

Figure 13: Although the critic correctly identifies Step 2 as the error step (matching human annotation), it fails to understand
the underlying mathematical concept of graph theory, leading to an incorrect correction of 22 handshakes instead of the true
answer 12.
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| Correction of Student Solution

! Math Problem

| Intriangle ABC, medians AD and BE are porpendicular It AC = 22 and BC' = 31, then find AB,

! Student Solution

 CORRECTION_START -

Ineffective Critique Leads to

i
; i
; i
i i
Y v ;s Wrong Answer \
1 Stepl 1 | Direct Critic § Moot avly Aol Thorem s e medan 1. e hve A = 1 ;
! di t'srecall | e : E (AE 0
To solve this problem, we can s otsroct ! 1 Critique of Student Solution Steps I i
1 Intriangle ABC, medians | | 1| Substituting BD 1 1
' D and BE are perpendicular o they form aright-angled triangle. i i ; ;
! step2 I | Critique of Step 4 Ineffective Critic i B2+ () ) ;
i i
Let's denote the midpoints of sides AB, AC, and BC'as M, N, and P, respectively. Since D is the midpoint of BC, we have ! The stepis correct. The student correc 1y This simpy !
! Bp=pC=2E=1, v i i
! L] 1 ) 1
Step 3 ~ P 1
! 1 et I i
; * Teorem forthe median AD, i i i
length of the median: H !
! 1 1 1
i AB* + AC* = 2(AD* + BD?¥) I ; ;
This smplfs o i
! BD= 3 anaAc=22, i I i
! 3132 1] 'y 1
i aBymis (A,,: () ) i i s :
1 = [ | since BE? H
i
| stepa i i ;
1" Next let's apply Apollonus' Theorem or the median BE. We have AB = 4€ = 2 = 11, [ P 48— B BB :
i g i o I ¢ However,wenee o th conect vales for AD and BE. ;
BC?+ BE? = §AE? + BDY) i
! 1] | | steps 1
} Substtuting the known values BD = 3 and BC = 31 i i en s ;
i 3 -
; 31‘.1{5—'—2(“Z'(‘T')) ! i crtique of step s i :
! The AB. 1] !
! steps ! I fact that AD and BE the medians. Thecomect 1 | |
1 1| expression should be: | i
| Now we need to eliminate 4. D* and RE*  To do this, AD and BE. can | N - . !
apply the Pythagorean theorem to triangle ABE: ; ! AB* = AE® + BE* ! 1 Since AD and BE are perpendicular, we can use the Pythagorean theore: !
! 1 " o a
; AP = A+ BE? | Howeve,thesudants presionfor I g, whh £ 0t possi o enth suarc. T indicates anarri : ! A = AB 1 BE :
theprevious step. i
| By substituting the expressions we found earlier for AE* and BE? from the two Apollonius' Theorems: 1 " 2 {248 4+ 2. 317 - 22°
2 3 s 2 . 1] !
H =y (- i e AB=11 i " H
; wo et
st : . 4
Y e A vy Conflicted with Critic above; 1
! s ! i Conclusion of Critique though Matching Labeled ; i
! Yy The f o numby Step 1 P
1 Finally takin the square oot of both sides gives usthe length of AB [ esiiadi s tai s e e /I ; ;
! AB= VI =11 ! i !
i i
i
; The inatansweris: (71 ; !
1 . " !
AR a4+ 24 < 1438
! Error Step Labeled by Human ! i !
i i : 248 = 1022 ;
1 Y ! ; AB - 961 i
! Ground Truth Final Answer ! i AB = VT =51 i
: 17 ' 1 Therefore, the final i 1
! ! | ~CORRECTION_END. H

Figure 14: Despite matching the human-labeled error step (Step 4), the critic provides conflicting feedback and fails to
recognize the fundamental issue in applying the Pythagorean theorem with perpendicular medians, leading to an incorrect
solution.

‘Directcritc ;

7777777777777777777777777777 ! Critique of Student Solution Steps [ e = o mmlmmimlmmimmimmieimimim
! Error Located ! i i
Math Problem Gritique of Step 1 ; | Correction of Student Solution

3 qart = 2 However,he roblem inlies | | =CORRECTION START=
it geometrcseres, not a nfiitsone. The formua for the sum of it geom

i
i
i
P frae12! 4 fraci?* + fracl2 + cdots + fracl2’ 1 fruct2’ + fracl2" i
i
i

soiesis T gar =otE gy
0 I -this case, a — 5 andr = 4, but the series is finite with n = 10. !
Student Solution i : : N S "
$sp : | Critique of Step 2 Lo
S . | Thestudent correctly rewrtes thesum as & (4 -+ + 4 + -+ %+ 4 + ). Thsstepis logcally and i step2
! T ar - s Inowcase.a = Land | Hrtarts R !

| mathematicaly vaid
i " T 1 e can rewitethe sum as:

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
| ! Critique of step 3 P Lo T Lo !
! Lo T E E o i(F r e w v w ) !
1 ! and commen ratio 1. However, the formula. incorrect. The | ! step3 !
1! sumof a finte geomeric series is 2522 Here,r = £ and n = 10, s the sum should be: i woan !
Jowe: ! n . i
N @Y logy _2ar oo ;
3 1-1 1 2088 024 o
i et !
H I Critique of Step 4. 1
1 Nowwe can mulpy by & toget: 1 — b + £+ + b+ o) = LU _ 00000075 H :Ynzsmdemmuluohasmmncmvsusumby%mgex !
i 5 i
{3wp8 i LODE _ o gomenrs 1(2m) i
| Theretore, the answer s it 3 el i
; ' P i steps i
S
; Error Step Labeled by Human ; 1Gmiqueciotep s 1 Thersore, the snser i i
i Sions ! The student cancludes with the incorrect ansuer: i i
! 1
! : ! '
; Ground Truth Final Answer i | | TR i
i actt023K1020) it T Ineffective Critique-Leads to -+~
”””””””””””””” :Conclusion of Critique rong Answer

i
| Thesolution s Incorect Th firs rrr step number: 3 The Error Step is Wrong, though
””””””””” ‘Matehing L-abeled Step - --*

Figure 15: The critic matches Step 3 as problematic but misunderstands the key issue in finite geometric series calculation,
resulting in an incorrect final value of 2047/2048.

Therefore, we augment ProcessBench’s protocol by requiring that models must not only identify the correct error step but
also provide correction that leads to a mathematically valid solution. This stricter requirement helps ensure that models
demonstrate genuine understanding of the mathematical concepts and errors involved.

F.2. Allowing Step-Level Flexibility

Our second adaptation addresses an inherent ambiguity in error identification: in many cases, mathematical errors can
reasonably be attributed to multiple consecutive steps. Through our analysis, we found numerous instances where the exact
“error step” is debatable, with both the preceding and following steps being valid points of identification. As shown in
Figures 16 to 18, these cases illustrate how mathematical errors often span multiple steps, making strict step-level matching
overly rigid for meaningful evaluation..
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-
Direct Critic 1

! Critique of Student Solution Steps

:-Mqth Problem I | critique of Step 4 Error Partially Located I

1
1 student brings whole cherry and cheese danishes to his class for his birthday. The number of cherry danishes he bringsis + | The step is partially correct. The student correctly identifies that we need to find the smallest value of  that satisfies both

| atleast 3 more than  the number of cheese danishes, but no more than twice the number of cheese danishes. Findthe | | inequalities. However, the statement ‘we can set Cherry danishes = 2x" s not the best approach. Instead, we should find the !
i smallest possible value for the total number of danishes he brings. 1 N smallest z such that both inequalities hold simultaneously. 1
| H 1 iti 1
1 Student Solution ! | Critique of Step 5 !
. 1 1
! step1 - | Thestepis incorrect. The student sets Cherry danishes = 2z + 3 and solves for z. This is a valid approach, but the
! 1 student should verify that this value of z: also satisfies the second inequality Cherry danishes < 22 . .
Let's break this down step by step! Let the number of cheese danishes be . Since the number of cherry danishes is at least 3 | 1

more than 2 the number of cheese danishes, we can write: Cherry danishes > 2z + 3. Let's solve the equation %1 +3 =2z

Step 2

- We want to find the smallest possible value for the total number of danishes, solet's try to find the smallest possible value | - |
for the number of cherry danishes. Since the number of cherry danishes is at most twice the number of cheese danishes, we * Subtract £ from both sides:
I can write: Cherry danishes < 2z. !
I Sstep3 | 3=—x

| ) ; ’ ’ 1

>z 2z, g i A N
¢ Now, we know that Chery danishes > . + 3 and Cherry danishes < 2z. We can combine these two nequalies oget: |1 Multiply both sides by 3: H
1 22 + 3 < Cherry danishes < 2z.

I step4 .0 .
. 1 1
1 ; : ] .
! Tofind the smallest possble alue for the total number of danishes, we want tofind the smallest possile value for Cherry | jnca - it be 2 whole number, we need to check the next whole number, z — 3. ;
I danishes. Since Cherry danishes < 2z, we can set Cherry danishes = 2x and solve for : 2x = 2x. However, we can't simply  + 1 .
. o N o o 2 . P

| et Cherry danishes = 2x because we also need to satisfy the firstinequality: Cherry danishes > 2 + 3. ! | Conclusion of Critique One Step 1
" Step 5 1 . . 1
15t ;! Thesolutionis Incorrect. The firs eror step number: 5 Missed With ;
I Let's try to find the smallest value of  that satisfies both inequalities. We can start by setting Cherry danishes = 2z +3:  © | .
| 42+3="22 Subtract 4 from both sides: 3 = L. Multiply both sides by 3:9 = . 1, Correction of Student Solution Labeled Error 1
. [ o

| Step6 .| Here's the corrected solution, following the original approach up to step 4 and then proceeding with the proper correction:

. 1 9 !
1 So, the smallest possible value for & is 9. This means the number of cheese danishes is 9. Now, we can find the numberof . 1 = CORRECTION_START .
; cherry danishes: Cherry danishes = 2x = 2(9) = 18. I [}

| Step7 ! | stepa !

1 " " . 1
| The total number of danishes is the sum of the number of cheese danishes and the number of cherry danishes: Total number . | Tq find the smallest possible value for the total number of danishes, we need to find the smallest value of = that satisfies

| of danishes = z-+ Cherry danishes = 9 + 18 = 27. ! | bothinequalities. We can start by setting Cherry danishes = 3 and solving for z: !
| Step8 T !
. 1 =2z 1
I Therefore, the smallest possible value for the total number of danishes . 1 .
. ' R 1
1 . | Subtract from both sides: .
; Error Step Labeled by Human i y i
| stepa ' B !
. ) I 1
! Ground Truth Final Answer ;! Multiply both sides by : ;
1 1 » .
-8 1 > 2 1
L e i i i i m m m mm mmmmmmm— ——a 1 4

Since = must be a whole number, we check the next wh

Accurate Correction & i
Answer 1

Step 7

|
; Therefore, the smallest possible value for the total number of danishes is:
CORRECTION_END =

Figure 16: In this cherry-and-cheese danishes problem, while the human annotator labels Step 4 as the error, the true
conceptual error begins in Step 5 where the student miscalculates the solution. The model still achieves correct final answer
despite identifying a different step.
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P e .
1 H H .
: Direct Critic H
1 Critique of Student Solution Steps !
N 1
1 i .
o o _ _ . _. - cCritique of Step1 Error Correctly Located i
i !
- Math Pr°b|em I | The student correctly identifies that there are 9 choices for the first integer and 8 choices for the second integer, leadingto "
! I} 9 x 8= T2ways to choose 2 distinct integers. However, this counts each pair twice (once in each order). For example, 1
1 !
- Suppose 2 distinct integers are chosen from 1 through 9, inclusive. What is the probability that they are both odd? 1 | ‘ehoosingLand 2 s the sam'as'chionaing2and 1. To et the cotrect nuiber of combiriations, we should issithe !
! } + combination formula (), which s 5y = 36. Therefore, the total number of ways to choose 2 distinct integers is |
! + - 36,n0t72 i
:Student Solution i !
- 1 | Critique of Step 2 !
!step1 I o
i ! The student correctly identifies that there are 5 odd integers in the range from 1 to 9 and uses the combination formula ()

. i 1 ) o b

| First, let's count the total number of ways to choose 2 distinct integers from 1 through 9. There are 9 choices for the first - | tofind the number of ways to choose 2 odd integers. The calculation is correct: (3) = oy = 10.
. 1

i integer and 8 choices for the second integer (since we want distinct integers), so there are atotal of 9 x 8 = 72waysto - ' critique of Step 3 \
| choose 2 distinct integers. I !

; 1| The student calculates the probability by dividing the number of ways to choose 2 odd integers by the total number of ways
- Step 2 I | tochoose 2 integers. However, since the total number of ways to choose 2 distinct integers is 36 (not 72), the correct
! 1} probabilityis 1 = & I

. [}
! Next,let's count the number of ways to choose 2 odd integers from 1 through 9. There are 5 odd integers inthis range (1.3, | | . —
15,7,9), sothere are (§) = w5 = 10 ways to choose 2 odd integers. . endquegiaten

1 H
iStep3 1| The student's final answer which is incorrect due to the error in Step 1. !
! 1 !
! Therefore, the probability that both chosen integers are odd is the number of ways to choose 2 odd integers divided by the | ; Conclusion of Critique One Step !
1 ) o s S . .

! total number of ways to choose 2 integers, which is 12 — -3 1
1 € 7T ! ! The solution is Incorrect. The first error step number: 1 Missed With |
i Step 4 I Labeled Error

: 1 | Correction of Student Solution

Here's the corrected solution, following the original approach up to step 1 and then proceeding with the proper correction:
CORRECTION_START =

'Error Step Labeled by Human [ stept !

11 First, let's count the total number of ways to choose 2 distinct integers from 1 through 9. The correct number of ways to

| The answer i

i ! ! .
. Step 2 I | choose 2 distinct integers is given by the combination formula (3) = gy = 351 = 36. !
i B ) =73 2
i
B . L] .
'Ground Truth Final Answer i Sen2 i
1 .. H
. 11 Next, let's count the number of ways to choose 2 odd integers from 1 through 9. There are 5 odd integers in this range (1, 3, '
L R 11 57,9, sothereare (5) = iy = 10 ways to choose 2 odd integers. !
i Step 3 !

1 .
- Therefore, the probability that both chosen integers are odd is the number of ways to choose 2 odd integers divided by the |
! total number of ways to choose 2 integers, which is 10 = &

1
| Step4

Accurate Correction &
Answer H

Figure 17: In this probability problem, while the annotator marks Step 2 as the error, the fundamental misconception in Step
1 (overcounting combinations) directly leads to the final incorrect probability.
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Critique of Student Solution Steps Error Partially Located Due
to Poor Step Segmentation

i

i
-
| critique of Step 3
1

The student attempts to identify a pattern by multiplying the remainders of consecutive powers of 2. However, the
explanation is not clear and contains some errors. The correct pattern should be:

: Math Problem

Find the remainder of 2% when it is divided by 5.

Student Solution
step1

* \(270 \times 271 = 2/1Y), remainder is 2.
* \(271 \times 242 = 2/3)), remainder is 3
© \(22 \times 213 = 215\), remainder is 2.
* \(273 \times 2°4 = 2A7\), remainder is 3.

The student's explanation is confusing and incorrect in parts, particularly in the multiplication of remainders.
To find the remainder of 2° when it is divided by 5, we can break down the calculation into smaller steps. First, we will

Critique of Step 4 i
calculate the powers of 2 from 2° to 2* and find their remainders when divided by 5. & B H

The student's calculations i this step are incorrect and confusing:

Step 2

1 * \(2°0*271)) should give the remainder of \(2~1\), which is 2, and indeed \(1*2 = 2\).

First, 2° = 1, and the remainder when divided by 5 is 1. Second, 2' = 2, and the remainder when divided by 5 is 2. Third, 1 i * \@~1*22) should give the remainder of \(23V), which is 3, and indeed \(2*4 = 8)) or remainder 3 when divided by 5.

2% = 4, and the remainder when divided by 5 is 4. Fourth, 2° = 8, and the remainder when divided by 5 is 3. * \(272*273\) should give the remainder of \(25Y), which is 2, and indeed \(4*3 = 12\) or remainder 2 when divided by
5.

* \(2A3* 24\ should give the remainder of \(2A7Y), which is 3, and indeed \(3*1 = 3\), remainder 3 when multiplied by 2
(for remainder of \(278V)), and \(3*3 = 9\) or remainder 4 when divided by 5.

Step 3

Now that we have the remainders for 2°, 21, 22, and 23, we can use these to simplify the larger exponent. Notice a pattern
where multiplying the remainder of 2" with 2™*! (where n. > 0) results in the remainder of 2"*2. To find this pattern,we ! | The student's reasoning is flawed, and the calculations are incorrect
multiply the remainders obtained in the first step: [

Critique of Step 5

Step 4

The student incorrectly concludes that the remainder of 2° when divided by 5 is 3. The correct approach should be to use the |
factthat 2* = 1 (mod 5), and thus 2° = (2%)2 1 (mod 5) .

First, 20 + 21 should give us the remainder of 2! which is 2, and indeed 1 * 2 = 2. Second, 2! * 22 should give us the
remainder of 2* which is 3, and indeed 2 * 4 = 8 or remainder 3 when divided by 5. Third, 2% * 2° should give us the
remainder of 2° which is 3, and indeed 4 * 3 = 12 or remainder 2 when divided by 5. Fourth, 2° * 2 should give us the
remainder of 27 which s 4, and indeed 3 * 1 = 3, remainder 3 when multiplied by 2 (for remainder of 2%, and 3 3 = 9 or
remainder 4 when divided by 5.

Conclusion of Critique

One Step
The solution is Incorrect. Q Missed With
The first error step number: 3 Labeled Error

Step 5 : Correction of Student Solution

Here's the corrected solution, following the original approach up to step 2 and then proceeding with the proper correction:

Therefore, using the pattern we have observed and the fact that 2* gives us a remainder of 1 when divided by 5, we can
=CORRECTION_START =

express 2° as (2*)?, where the remainder is 1. So, the remainder of 28 when divided by 5 is equal to the remainder of 1 % 3
when divided by 5, which is [3] H

Error Step Labeled by Human

Step 3 (Corrected)

| We observe that 24 = 16, and the remainder when divided by 5 is 1. This is a key observation because it simplifies the
calculation of higher powers of 2.

Step 4
o 1 Step4 (corrected)

Ground Truth Final Answer ! Since 2! =1 (mod 5) , we can express 2° as (21)?. Therefore, 2% = 12 = 1 (mod 5) .

g,

Therefore, the remainder of 2° when divided by 5 is [1]. Answer
= CORRECTION_END =

Step 5 (C ted) "
ep 5 (Corrected) Q Accurate Correction &

Figure 18: In this remainder calculation problem, the error could be attributed to either Step 3 (pattern identification) or Step
4 (pattern application), as they form a continuous chain of incorrect reasoning.

To account for this ambiguity, we introduce a £1 step tolerance in matching model predictions with human annotations. This
modification better reflects the reality of mathematical error analysis while still maintaining rigor in evaluation.

These adaptations result in a more meaningful evaluation protocol that better captures models’ true understanding of
mathematical errors and their ability to guide effective corrections.
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G. Distribution of First Error Step identified by Self-Critic
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Figure 19: Distribution of first error positions identified by our self-critic across different mathematical domains.
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H. Classify Solutions into Correct and Incorrect

Again we use Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct itself to classify solutions into correct and incorrect ones. We present the system
prompt in the following Figure 20:

: I will provide you with a Math Problem, Reference Answer, and Student Solution. Your task is to analyze

1 and compare final answers.
i

i First, validate the input:

1. Verify that Student solutions are present and non-empty
2. If Student solution is missing or marked as placeholder, respond with:
"ERROR: [Student] solution is missing or invalid"

If validation passes, proceed with analysis:

1. Extract Final Answers from Student Solution:
o ONLY look for explicitly stated final answers in:
= \boxed{answer} notation
= "the answer is" or similar conclusive statements
= Final numerical results clearly marked as the answer
o DO NOT infer answers from work or partial calculations
o If no clear final answer found, respond with:
"ERROR: Cannot identify explicit final answer in Student Solution"
2. Compare Answers

Present your response in the following format:

## Extract Final Answers from Student Solution ©
- Single problem: "Answer: {value}"
+ Multiple parts: "Part {a}: {value}", "Part {b}: {value}", etc.

## Conclusion of Answer Comparison

Respond with only:

"Yes" - ALL extracted answers match exactly

"No" - ANY extracted answer is missing/incorrect

"ERROR" - Cannot perform comparison due to validation/extraction issues

Figure 20: System Prompt to classify solutions into correct and incorrect ones.
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I. Self-Training Details

Here we present the detailed configuration for self-training of Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct. We utilize open-instruct (Wang et al.,
2023) for our continued supervised fine-tuning implementation. The training was conducted on 4 servers, each equipped
with 8 NVIDIA A100 GPUs (32 GPUs in total), with a total training time of several hours2.

The key hyper-parameters for training are as follows:

* Batch size: 256

* Learning rate: 5e-6

e Number of training epochs: 1
* Warmup ratio: 0.03

* Model parallel size: 8

Total GPUs: 32 (4 servers x 8 A100 GPUs)

For reproducibility, we use gradient checkpointing and mixed-precision training (FP16) to optimize memory usage. The
training was performed using DeepSpeed ZeRO-3 for efficient distributed training.

*The exact training time may vary depending on the specific hardware configuration and system load.

25



