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Recent advances in Al reasoning models provide unprecedented transparency into their decision-making processes, transforming
them from traditional black-box systems into models that articulate step-by-step chains of thought rather than producing opaque
outputs. This shift has the potential to improve software quality, explainability, and trust in Al-augmented development. However,
software engineers rarely have the time or cognitive bandwidth to analyze, verify, and interpret every Al-generated thought in detail.
Without an effective interface, this transparency could become a burden rather than a benefit.

In this paper, we propose a vision for structuring the interaction between Al reasoning models and software engineers to maximize
trust, efficiency, and decision-making power. We argue that simply exposing Al's reasoning is not enough — software engineers need
tools and frameworks that selectively highlight critical insights, filter out noise, and facilitate rapid validation of key assumptions. To
illustrate this challenge, we present motivating examples in which Al reasoning models state their assumptions when deciding which
external library to use and produce divergent reasoning paths and recommendations about security vulnerabilities, highlighting
the need for an interface that prioritizes actionable insights while managing uncertainty and resolving conflicts. We then outline a
research roadmap for integrating automated summarization, assumption validation, and multi-model conflict resolution into software
engineering workflows. Achieving this vision will unlock the full potential of Al reasoning models to enable software engineers to

make faster, more informed decisions without being overwhelmed by unnecessary detail.
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1 Introduction

Recent advances in Al reasoning models have led to higher quality outputs because these models engage in structured
reasoning rather than merely generating responses [9]. By explicitly working through logical steps, Al reasoning mod-
els have the potential to produce more accurate, insightful, and useful recommendations for software engineers [15].
However, beyond just improving output quality, these models also help address the long-standing problem of Al being
a black box [4]. Instead of producing results without explanation, they now reveal their thought processes, making it

possible to understand why Al reaches specific conclusions and how it evaluates alternatives [26].
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This ability to “show their thoughts” represents a fundamental shift in Al-assisted software development. It enables
developers not only to trust Al-generated recommendations, but also to verify and scrutinize the reasoning behind
them. This shift means that developers are no longer forced to rely on Al without knowing why it works or how
it comes to decisions [8]. By making AI's thought process transparent, these models help overcome the historical
challenge of opaque Al decision making [6] and allow developers to critically assess each step before taking action.

Despite these improvements, the sheer volume of Al-generated reasoning paths can be overwhelming. Developers
may be confronted with redundant details, implicit assumptions, and conflicting conclusions, making it difficult to ef-
fectively extract actionable insights [22]. Without methods to interpret and validate these thought traces, Al reasoning
can become more of a burden than a benefit.

To address these challenges, we propose a vision for structured interaction with Al reasoning models. Instead of
presenting raw thought traces, Al systems should filter, summarize, and highlight key decision factors, ensuring that
developers can efficiently validate assumptions and compare alternative reasoning paths. We illustrate these issues
through two motivating examples in which Al-generated reasoning significantly influences software decisions: one
where implicit assumptions lead to a library choice recommended by Al that may not align with the needs of the
developer, and another where different Al reasoning models provide conflicting perspectives on security vulnerabilities.
This paper outlines a research roadmap for harnessing Al reasoning in software engineering, focusing on automated
summarization, assumption extraction, and multi-model alignment. Our goal is to enable software engineers to benefit
from the power of Al-driven reasoning without being overwhelmed by unnecessary detail, ultimately improving trust,

efficiency, and decision making in Al-assisted software development.

2 Motivating Examples

In this section, we present two examples in which being aware of Al reasoning would have the potential to significantly
impact software engineering decisions. The complete prompts, reasoning paths, and responses for these examples are

available in our online appendix at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14946531.

2.1 Hidden Assumptions in Al Reasoning

Decision making in software engineering often relies on implicit assumptions. In the first example shown in Figure 1,
Google’s Gemini Flash Thinking [1] is asked to modify a function to generate a PDF report. The Al correctly identifies
that an external library is needed and recommends PyFPDF. Looking at the reasoning of the model, it turns out that
this recommendation is based on an assumption made by the model: “For this example, since the initial request is
simple (just "Financial Summary" and data), and for ease of demonstration, PyFPDF seems like a good starting point.”

If the developer requires advanced formatting, embedded images, or interactive elements, PyFPDF may be the wrong
choice. A more suitable library, such as ReportLab or an HTML-to-PDF tool, might be needed. Another Al reasoning
model, OpenAl o1 [12], indeed suggests Foxit PDF, highlighting how different reasoning paths lead to different con-
clusions. Without visibility into Al assumptions, developers risk blindly following recommendations that may not fit

their actual needs.

2.2 Diverging Al Reasoning Paths

The second example shown in Figure 2 explores how different Al reasoning models use different reasoning paths
when analyzing security vulnerabilities in C code. The code snippet was taken from related work [25] with the follow-

ing ground truth: “The function ‘add_numbers® initializes a short int ‘sum‘ and in a while loop calls ‘get_collective_sum®
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Motivating Example 1: Generating a PDF Report

Prompt: Modify this function to generate a PDF report from the given data.

1 def generate_report (data):
2 report_content = f"Financial_Summary:\n{data}"
3 return report_content

Thought Process of Gemini 2.0 Flash Thinking Experimental 01-21

Here’s a breakdown of my thought process in approaching the request to generate a PDF report
from data:

(1) Understanding the Core Requirement: The user wants to take some data (presumably financial
data, based on the "Financial Summary" string) and turn it into a PDF report. The original function just
returned a plain text string. The key is to move from plain text to a formatted PDF document.
Identifying the Need for a PDF Library: Python doesn’t have built-in PDF generation capabilities.
We need a library. Several options come to mind:

@

~

e ReportLab: Powerful, feature-rich, but can have a steeper learning curve. Excellent for complex
layouts and professional reports.

o PyFPDF: Simpler to use, good for basic text and images in PDFs. More lightweight than ReportLab.

o xhtml2pdf (or WeasyPrint): Converts HTML/CSS to PDF. Excellent if you re comfortable with web
technologies and want more visually appealing layouts.

e Other libraries (like PDFKit, which wraps wkhtmltopdf): Also HTML-to-PDF based.

For this example, since the initial request is simple (just "Financial Summary" and data), and for ease of

demonstration, PyFPDF seems like a good starting point. It’s relatively easy to install and use for basic

text-based PDFs. If the user needed more complex layouts, images, tables, etc., I might have considered

ReportLab or an HTML-to-PDF approach.

Fig. 1. First Motivating Example

to accumulate ‘sum‘ with a random number from the ‘nums‘ array. While doing so the ‘sum‘ can overflow and
wraparound. Which can make the while loop run for an infinite time. This can cause an integer overflow attack..
OpenAl o1 immediately focuses on security risks, identifying integer overflow, out-of-bounds memory access, and
a potential infinite loop. By contrast, Gemini Flash Thinking appears to focus on general bugs rather than security
vulnerabilities. It correctly identifies problematic code but does not explicitly connect these issues to security risks.

A developer who only looks at the final output of Gemini Flash Thinking would not realize that the Al got distracted
by general software defects, as evident from its thought process. As a result, a developer might mistakenly assume that

no security vulnerabilities exist when, in reality, the Al simply failed to recognize their implications.

3 The Challenge: From Black-Box to Thoughtful Collaboration

Reasoning has long played an important role in software engineering, particularly through symbolic reasoning, where
logic-based systems formally verify software properties [32], check constraints [3], and find bugs [5]. However, the rise
of Al reasoning models introduces a new kind of reasoning — one that is less about strict formalism and more about
adaptive thinking processes based on natural language [18]. Unlike symbolic reasoning, which relies on explicit rules
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Motivating Example 2: Security Analysis of C Code

Prompt: Does the following code contain any security vulnerabilities?

1 #include <stdio.h>

2 #include <stdlib.h>

3 #include <limits.h>

4

5 short int get_collective_sum(short int** arr, short int len, short int num)
6 {

7 short int rand_num = rand() % len;

8 short int sum = arr[rand_num] + num;

9 return sum;

10 3}

11

12 int add_numbers (short int num, short int x*nums)

13 {

14 short int sum = 0;

15 int itr = 0;

16

17 while (sum < SHRT_MAX)

18 {

19 sum = get_collective_sum(nums, num - 1, sum);
20 itr++;

21

22 printf("Iteration_to_reach_max_sum:_%d\n", itr);
23

24 return 0;

25 }

Thought Process of OpenAl o1

Identifying Potential Risks
I'm noting that rand() % len might cause integer overflow if len is zero, and arr[rand_num] + num could
overflow if the sum exceeds the short int range.

Spotting Array Access Issues
I'm checking for out-of-bounds access if num - 1 is negative or num is zero, leading to len being negative or
zero. The array arr might use pointer arithmetic incorrectly.

Identifying Type Mismatch
OK, let me see: the type mismatch in short int sum = arr[rand_num] + num; arises from pointer arithmetic
on arr[rand_num], leading to severe consequences, including the risk of truncated pointers.

Potential Infinite Loop
I’'m examining the possibility of the while loop becoming infinite if sum approaches SHRT_MAX, especially due
to overflow or wrap-around. Also considering the lack of memory allocation for nums.

Thought Process of Gemini 2.0 Flash Thinking Experimental 01-21

[...] Final Answer Formulation: Focus on the bugs, the incorrect pointer usage, and the potential for integer
overflow to cause incorrect results. Acknowledge that there aren’t obvious classic security vulnerabilities in
this snippet alone, but highlight the serious flaws in the code’s logic and potential for unexpected behavior.
Emphasize that incorrect code can sometimes lead to security vulnerabilities in a larger context, even if not
directly in the isolated snippet.

Fig. 2. Second Motivating Example
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and proofs, Al reasoning models generate step-by-step explanations in free text, mixing observations, assumptions,
and conclusions in ways that are often useful but difficult to verify [28].

Despite the lack of determinism, many software engineers have embraced Al, e.g., to generate code [16], code
reviews [17], bug reports [20], commits [33], Stack Overflow answers [34], and tests [19]. This growing reliance on AI
models and their reasoning raises questions about their usability and trustworthiness in software engineering.

One key challenge is information overload. Al-generated reasoning is often verbose, requiring developers to extract
relevant insights manually. While symbolic reasoning produces structured, rule-based outputs, Al reasoning models
generally lack formal guarantees [13], making it harder to assess their reliability without human review. To benefit from
transparent reasoning, developers must determine which parts of Al reasoning are correct, which are assumptions, and
which are potentially misleading.

Second, conflicting reasoning paths [21]: Different Al models, or even different runs of the same model, may produce
divergent reasoning traces for the same problem. In contrast, symbolic reasoning is deterministic — given the same
inputs, it produces the same results [29]. Al reasoning models, however, may prioritize different aspects of a problem,
for example, leading one to focus on security risks while another highlights performance concerns. This is particularly
relevant in multi-agent environments [11]. Without a way to compare and reconcile these conflicting perspectives,
software engineers may struggle to determine which reasoning to trust.

Third, trust and usability [27]: Al reasoning models provide more transparency than black-box predictions, but trans-
parency alone does not guarantee usefulness. Developers must still verify whether the Al reasoning aligns with domain
knowledge and best practices. Without an interface that filters out irrelevant details, highlights critical assumptions,
and allows validation, the burden remains on developers to manually extract useful insights, making Al-generated
reasoning as much a cognitive challenge as a technical one.

Unlike other fields where Al reasoning models are used primarily for classification and prediction, software engineer-
ing requires Al to engage in complex, context-sensitive reasoning that directly influences developers’ decision-making.
Software engineers must assess Al-generated insights not only for accuracy, but also for relevance within architectural
constraints, evolving project requirements, and team practices. Furthermore, software engineering is highly iterative
and collaborative, meaning that Al-generated reasoning must align with human workflows, coding conventions, and
best practices while balancing trade-offs in performance, maintainability, and security. Without interfaces that help
software engineers efficiently interpret, validate, and integrate Al reasoning, the cognitive burden of interacting with

these models may outweigh their benefits.

4 Vision: A Human-Al Interface for Thoughtful Software Engineering

Research on human-AlI interfaces in software engineering is still in its infancy [23]. To address these challenges, we
need structured interfaces for interacting with Al-generated reasoning. These interfaces must summarize, filter, and
compare Al thought processes, allowing developers to quickly assess assumptions, resolve conflicting reasoning paths,
and focus on insights that truly impact their decision making. Unlike traditional symbolic reasoning systems, which
are rule-based and deterministic, Al reasoning models are contextual and probabilistic, requiring a different approach

to validation and integration into software engineering workflows.
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4.1 Filtering and Summarization

Al reasoning models generate extensive thought traces, but not all information is equally useful. Some reasoning steps
may be trivial, redundant, or overly verbose, while others contain critical insights that influence decision making. The

interface should:

o Distill long reasoning traces into concise, structured summaries that highlight key takeaways.
e Automatically detect and surface the most relevant reasoning steps while filtering out irrelevant details.
e Enable customizable views so that developers can choose between high-level summaries and detailed step-by-

step reasoning when needed.

Summarization techniques, such as hierarchical reasoning trees or interactive explanations, could help developers
engage with Al reasoning at different levels of detail, ensuring that transparency does not come at the cost of usabil-
ity. Work in this area could build on a long line of work in software engineering on information filtering [14] and

summarization [10].

4.2 Assumption Extraction and Verification

Al reasoning models frequently make implicit assumptions that shape their recommendations. If these assumptions
remain hidden, developers may unknowingly accept recommendations that do not align with their actual requirements.

The interface should:

e Automatically extract and surface key assumptions from Al reasoning traces.

e Provide mechanisms for developers to validate, refine, or challenge these assumptions before acting on Al-
generated recommendations.

o Leverage external knowledge sources, static analysis, or formal verification to assess the accuracy of Al assump-

tions.

By making Al assumptions explicit, developers can engage in informed decision-making rather than blindly follow-
ing Al-generated suggestions. Work in this area could be based on related work from requirements engineering, for

example [30].

4.3 Multi-Model Alignment and Conflict Resolution

As seen in our motivating examples, different AI models — or even different runs of the same model — may produce

conflicting reasoning paths and conclusions. An interface should:

o Compare reasoning outputs from multiple ATl models, highlighting areas of agreement and disagreement.

e Provide confidence scores or uncertainty indicators to help developers assess which Al-generated insights are
more reliable.

o Allow developers to actively engage with Al-generated conflicts, choosing reasoning paths based on their own

expertise and external validation sources.

Rather than forcing developers to trust a single Al-generated thought process, the interface should facilitate a col-
laborative reasoning workflow, allowing human intuition and Al-generated insights to complement each other. Work
in this area could be based on related work on inter-model agreement on software engineering tasks [2] and conflict
resolution [7].
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4.4 Towards Al-Augmented Software Engineering

Building such an interface requires rethinking how Al-generated reasoning integrates into software engineering work-
flows. In one extreme, traditional generative Al simply produces answers without exposing any reasoning, leaving
developers without insight into its decision-making process. At the other extreme, new Al reasoning models generate
extensive thought traces, often overwhelming users with verbose, unstructured reasoning. Neither extreme is ideal:
developers need neither blind trust in opaque outputs nor the cognitive overload of sifting through every Al-generated
assumption and inference. What is needed is a balance: an Al that serves as a thought partner. Instead of merely dump-

ing raw reasoning or providing unexplained answers, Al should present its thought process in a digestible manner.

5 Research Roadmap and Open Challenges

In the following, we outline research questions that should be addressed to integrate Al reasoning into software engi-

neering workflows.

5.1 Understanding Al Reasoning in a Software Engineering Context

The first two questions explore how Al-generated reasoning appears in software engineering tasks and domains.

RQ1. How can we collect and analyze large-scale corpora of Al-generated reasoning to understand its characteristics
in software engineering? Al reasoning models generate complex, multi-step explanations, yet little is known about
how these reasoning patterns manifest across different software engineering tasks. Empirical software engineering
researchers should use these advancements in Al as an opportunity to ask new questions and analyze new data [24]:
They should systematically collect, categorize, and analyze Al-generated thought processes at scale to identify common
reasoning structures, potential biases, and areas where Al reasoning aligns — or conflicts — with human decision-
making.

RQ2. How does Al-generated reasoning differ between different domains and tasks of software engineering? Software
engineering spans diverse activities, from debugging to architectural design to performance optimization. Al reasoning

might be more effective in certain domains (e.g., code generation) while struggling in others (e.g., long-term decisions).

5.2 Summarization and Filtering of Al Reasoning

The next two questions focus on extracting and presenting only the most relevant Al-generated insights.

RQ3. How can we automatically summarize Al reasoning traces to provide concise and relevant insights to developers?
Al-generated thought traces are often too verbose, containing useful insights and irrelevant details. Developers need
concise explanations that retain essential reasoning steps while filtering out noise. Research on natural language pro-
cessing techniques, combined with empirical studies on developer information needs, could help refine summarization
approaches tailored to software engineering tasks.

RQ4. How can we determine which parts of Al reasoning are most relevant to software engineers? Not all reasoning
steps are equally useful, some provide critical insights, while others are redundant or misleading. Understanding how
developers navigate Al-generated explanations requires investigating how they prioritize different types of reasoning
when debugging, designing software architectures, or making design decisions. Studies on developer workflows and

cognitive load could provide information on how reasoning should be structured for maximum usability.
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5.3 Validation and Assumption Checking

The next two questions address identifying and verifying Al-generated assumptions.

RQ5. How can we extract and formalize implicit assumptions in Al-generated reasoning? Al reasoning models fre-
quently make assumptions that shape their recommendations. If these assumptions are incorrect or misaligned with
project requirements, developers may unknowingly accept flawed suggestions. Techniques from program analysis,
specification mining, and knowledge representation could help detect and make these hidden assumptions explicit.

RQ6. How can we verify whether Al-generated assumptions align with software engineering best practices and are ap-
propriate within the specific development context? While Al models generate reasoning based on training data, their
assumptions do not always reflect best practices or align with the specific development context, including project
requirements, tech stack, and constraints. Automatically comparing Al-generated insights against patterns from soft-
ware repositories, verified guidelines, and project-specific factors could help assess whether Al recommendations are

technically sound and practically applicable.

5.4 Handling Conflicts and Divergent Reasoning Paths

The next two questions examine resolving conflicting Al reasoning and handling uncertainty.

RQ7. How can we align and reconcile conflicting reasoning paths produced by different AI models? Different Al models
- or even different runs of the same model - may produce divergent reasoning paths for the same problem. For example,
one model may focus on performance, while another prioritizes maintainability. Understanding how to reconcile these
perspectives is essential for integrating multiple Al reasoning sources into software development workflows. Conflict
resolution strategies, such as multi-model consensus techniques or decision-support frameworks, could help address
this issue. Trees of thought, similar to those used as a prompting technique [31], could be used to represent common
and divergent reasoning paths.

RQ8. How can we quantify uncertainty in Al-generated reasoning and communicate it effectively to developers? Al
reasoning models operate probabilistically, which means that they may not always reach the same conclusion given
similar inputs. Developers need to understand the degree of confidence behind an Al-generated reasoning step. Ex-
ploring ways to represent uncertainty, whether through confidence scores, uncertainty visualization, or interactive

explanations, could improve trust in Al-driven decision making.

5.5 Human-Al Collaboration and Usability

The final two questions explore how developers interact with and benefit from Al reasoning.

RQY. How can we design interfaces that allow software engineers to interact efficiently with Al reasoning models? An
Al-generated reasoning trace is only useful if developers can easily interpret and act upon it. Poorly designed interfaces
could overwhelm users rather than help them.

RQ10. How can we measure the impact of Al-generated reasoning on software engineering productivity and decision-
making? Despite the promise of Al reasoning models, there is little empirical evidence on how they influence developer
productivity and decision quality. Conducting controlled experiments and real-world case studies could help quantify
their impact, identifying both benefits and potential drawbacks.

In closing, by addressing these questions, we can move towards an era where Al serves as an effective thought
partner and enhances the ability of software engineers to reason about complex decisions, rather than overwhelm
them with unstructured, difficult-to-interpret thought traces.
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