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Abstract

In this paper, we address the challenging task of multi-
modal mathematical reasoning by incorporating the ability
of slow thinking” into multimodal large language mod-
els (MLLMs). Contrary to existing methods that rely on
direct or fast thinking, our key idea is to construct long
chains of thought (CoT) consisting of atomic actions in
a step-by-step manner, guiding MLLMs to perform com-
plex reasoning. To this end, we design a novel AtomThink
framework composed of three key modules: (i) a CoT an-
notation engine that automatically generates high-quality
CoT annotations to address the lack of high-quality visual
mathematical data; (ii) an atomic step fine-tuning strat-
egy that jointly optimizes an MLLM and a policy reward
model (PRM) for step-wise reasoning; and (iii) four dif-
ferent search strategies that can be applied with the PRM
to complete reasoning. Additionally, we propose Atom-
MATH, a large-scale multimodal dataset of long CoTs, and
an atomic capability evaluation metric for mathematical
tasks. Extensive experimental results show that the pro-
posed AtomThink significantly improves the performance of
baseline MLLMs, achieving approximately 50% relative ac-
curacy gains on MathVista and 120% on MathVerse. To
support the advancement of multimodal slow-thinking mod-
els, we will make our code and dataset publicly available
on https://github.com/Quinn777/AtomThink.

1. Introduction

Chain-of-thought (CoT) reasoning [38] has provided a
novel scheme for large language models (LLMs) to tackle
complex reasoning tasks. By utilizing a small number of
specially designed instructions, CoT enables LLMs to gen-
erate intermediate reasoning steps, significantly enhancing
performance on symbolic tasks such as mathematical prob-
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Figure 1. Atomic capability evaluation of different models. Exist-
ing open-source models exhibit significant shortcomings in capa-
bilities such as variable definition, approximation and image de-
scription.

lems and code writing [49].

While CoT-based methods show clear improvements
over direct predictions, they still rely heavily on greedy de-
coding strategies. More recently, the introduction of Ope-
nAI’s ol [26] marks a substantial advancement in the abil-
ity of artificial intelligence systems to perform high-level
reasoning. Unlike traditional models, ol excels in solving
complex problems by utilizing extended reasoning chains
and adopting test-time scaling, i.e., "slow thinking”.

In addition to ol, several concurrent works have ex-
plored methods for incorporating slow thinking capabili-
ties into open-source LL.Ms, such as Thought Trees [40]
and Monte Carlo tree search (MCTS) based tree search
techniques [9, 28, 34, 35]. The success of ol and its
variants demonstrate that incorporating slow thinking into
LLMs significantly enhances their performance on com-



plex, multi-step tasks, improving their overall problem-
solving capabilities.

However, adopting the slow-thinking technique into
multimodal large language models (MLLMs) is challeng-
ing, due to the increased data and computational resource
demand for information modeling in visual tasks [27, 47].
Although many efforts have been conducted to alleviate this
issue, such as incorporating interleaved image-text data [1],
prompt engineering [23, 30], they are still confined to stim-
ulating the inherent CoT capabilities of MLLMs, without
considering the quality of each intermediate step in the
reasoning chain. Hence, existing methods are hard to apply
test-time scaling laws to guarantee their performance.

To validate the importance of the quality of each inter-
mediate step in CoT, we first design a capability evalua-
tion method to perform a fine-grained quality assessment
of each atomic step generated by MLLMs. Here we de-
fine an atomic step as the minimal prediction node in the
slow thinking process. Considering that humans may utilize
distinct cognitive abilities for solving mathematical prob-
lems, we utilize one of the current most advanced LLMs,
i.e., GPT-40 [24] to construct an ability set and estimate
scores of atomic steps with outcome supervision. The re-
sults shown in Figure | indicate that the step quality of ex-
isting open-source models is significantly lower than that
of GPT-4o0, particularly in areas such as image recognition,
variable definition, and calculation ability. This finding fur-
ther motivates our focus on the capability gaps in existing
models, prompting us to improve performance by enhanc-
ing the quality of atomic reasoning steps.

Therefore, to fully leverage the advantages of CoT
and address the aforementioned challenges, we propose a
full-process slow-thinking framework called AtomThink.
AtomThink introduces a multimodal CoT annotation en-
gine, an atomic step finetuning strategy, and policy search-
ing strategies to generate high-quality atomic steps. It
aims to enhance the decoding capabilities of MLLMs
through careful training, combined with post-sampling
search strategies to identify the optimal prediction nodes.
To begin with, the proposed annotation engine is used to
create a novel multimodal long CoT dataset including 26k
high-level mathematical problems, 157k atomic-granularity
steps, and 159k process supervision annotations. The con-
struction of this dataset does not require manual labeling
and effectively leverages existing short labels. Secondly,
our atomic step finetuning strategy applies step-level mask-
ing to the training set, forcing our models to learn multi-
turn self-dialogue ability and generate reasoning focused on
individual inference actions. Thirdly, we explore different
search strategies along both the path and step dimensions
during the inference phase to find optimal prediction nodes.
To validate the effectiveness of our method, we conduct ex-
tensive experiments on public datasets. We improved the

accuracy of LLaVA-Llama3-8B on MathVista and Math-

Verse by 9.6% and 18.8%, respectively. With EMOVA (8B)

as the base model, AtomThink achieved the highest accu-

racy of 40.5% on MathVerse, surpassing the cutting-edge

GPT-4V.

In summary, our primary contributions are as follows:

* We introduce AtomThink, a comprehensive framework
that guides MLLMs to focus on atomic step reason-
ing, which obtains consistent performance improvements
across multiple baseline MLLMs.

* By designing an atomic capability evaluation based on
outcome supervision, we reveal the capability distribution
of MLLMs in generating each type of atomic step.

* A multimodal long CoT dataset specifically focused on
multimodal mathematical tasks, AtomMATH, is first in-
troduced.

2. Related Work

Slow Thinking in Multimodal Reasoning Tasks Com-
plex reasoning tasks such as mathematical computation
and code programming have long been challenging for
MLLMs [18, 41, 49]. Some prior work has approached this
issue from the perspective of prompt engineering, encour-
aging models to generate Chain-of-Thought(CoT), which
is widely believed to enhance model’s reasoning [37, 38].
They carefully modify the input distribution to enable the
model to mimic human step-by-step output without finetun-
ing parameters. Other recent studies have explored under-
standing visual ambiguity by introducing multi-turn chain-
of-thoughts [23]. Shao et al. [30] have considered incor-
porating additional visual tokens into CoTs, such as object
regions and precise localization. However, due to the lack
of multimodal process supervision data, current works have
not explored reward model-based search strategies, which
are widely used in LLMs [3, 15, 32, 33, 43].

Long CoT Annotation for Mathematical Data The in-
troduction of slow thinking relies heavily on the availabil-
ity of high-quality step-level annotations. In 2023, Light-
man et al. [14] constructed a process supervision dataset
composed of extensive human annotations, which has been
widely used for mathematical reasoning. Recent advance-
ments have focused on automating the data acquisition pro-
cess, allowing models to generate their own CoT. Tech-
niques like Quiet-STaR [44] have demonstrated how self-
generated reasoning can enhance model performance with-
out requiring manually labels. Moreover, some methods
based on Monte Carlo estimation have automated the pro-
cess data collection, but they also introduce additional com-
putational cost [22, 36]. In multimodal domain, MAVIS
[46], a dataset consisting of 834k visual math problems an-
notated with short CoT, has been proposed. Other stud-
ies have distilled reasoning processes from short answers



[47]. However, these machine-generated annotations are of-
ten too brief and challenging to segment semantically.

3. Method

In this section, we present the details of AtomThink for
promoting MLLMs for mathematical reasoning with slow
thinking. As shown in Figure 2, AtomThink consists of
three key components, including a multimodal CoT anno-
tation engine (Sec. 3.1), atomic step fine-tuning (Sec. 3.2),
and policy searching (Sec. 3.3). The annotation engine
is designed to efficiently generate long CoTs to address
data scarcity. With sufficient data, we fine-tune MLLMs
and train a process reward model (PRM) for incorporating
slow thinking ability into models. Furthermore, we explore
four different path-wise and step-wise strategies for policy
searching, allowing the fine-tuned MLLM to ensure that
each decision made during its inference contributes to the
overall accuracy and consistency of reasoning. Finally, we
propose an atomic capability evaluation metric in Sec. 3.4
to measure the reasoning quality of models.

Source Meta Samples AMATH-SFT AMATH-PRM
CLEVR 1929 11.2k 34.4k
Geometry3K 1201 11.1k 15.6k
MAVIS 3654 17.7k 31.4k
TabMWP 2463 15.7k 25.7k
Geom Verse 1347 9.9k 17.0k
MathV360K 10157 53.5k 33.6k
MMMU 76 0.6k 1.3k
GeoQA+ 2082 19.5k 0
IconQA 3199 18.1k 0
Total 26108 157k 159k
Table 1. Data composition of AtomMATH.
Data GPT Score | Avg. Length
PRM800k 84.1 1245.4
Direct 1.5 3.6
CoT 79.6 670.5
AtomMATH(Ours) 89.4 849.8

Table 2. Comparison of different data styles. Our AtomMATH
achieves the highest GPT-40 preference score.

3.1. Multimodal CoT Annotation Engine

Guiding MLLMs toward deep reasoning requires a sub-
stantial amount of high-quality CoT data. However, in the
field of visual mathematics, the scarcity of publicly avail-
able datasets presents a considerable challenge. To over-
come this, we develop an automated data engine capa-
ble of generating step-by-step long CoTs, resulting in our
own atomic mathematical problem dataset, dubbed Atom-
MATH. Specifically, our data engine introduces a dynamic

prompting strategy and a semantic-level augmentation strat-
egy to produce multi-step reasoning paths.

Dynamic Prompting Strategy. To overcome the compu-
tational cost limitations associated with previous methods
that relied on manual annotation or process supervision, we
explore the possibility of driving existing models to au-
tonomously generate high-quality reasoning data through
simple prompting. Inspired by recent research [12] on us-
ing prompting strategies to improve the reasoning capabil-
ities of LLMs, we propose a dynamic prompt strategy for
generating atomic inference steps. Specifically, our strategy
drives LLMs to iteratively construct state-reasoning paths.
Each path node represents a reasoning step and encom-
passes the previous stage, the current state, and a possible
action. The possible action includes continuing reasoning,
verifying and drawing conclusion, which is determined by
LLM itself. Unlike previous methods such as OmegaPRM
[22] and Math-Shepherd [36] that generate a whole rea-
soning tree at once, our approach implicitly integrates the
search over the step dimension into existing reasoning pro-
cess through prompt engineering. For each problem in-
stance, only a single valid path is explored, eliminating the
need for additional process supervision computation.

Short CoT Augmentation. To fully leverage existing
short CoT annotations of VQA datasets, we also employ
LLMs to atomize and augment these annotations. An ex-
ample of short CoT augmentation is provided in the supple-
mental material. This approach allows us to semantically
segment an original reasoning process into multiple discrete
steps, and focus on solving a single atomic problem at each
stage of the reasoning process, thereby ensuring the clarity
and precision of our model.

AtomMATH Dataset. We sample mathematical data
from Geo3k [20], Mathv360k [31], MMMU-dev [42],
TabMWP [19], CLEVR [10], Geomverse-Cauldron [11]
and MAVIS [46]. For Geomverse and MAVIS, we con-
duct short CoT augmentation, while the rest are generated
by dynamic prompts to produce multi-step reasoning. Both
short CoT augmentation and dynamic prompting are im-
plemented by GPT-4o in this paper. After generating long
CoTs, we also use GPT-40 to double-check the answers
and remove rollouts with incorrect responses. To enable
our model to learn atomic step-based reasoning patterns,
we progressively mask each node along its reasoning path
to generate 157k atomic steps. We refer to this database
as AMATH-SFT. Meanwhile, we sampled approximately
65k examples with correct steps from AMATH-SFT, and
generated negative samples using GPT-4o to serve as PRM
training data. Table | illustrates the distribution of our data.
In Table 2, we also evaluate the quality in a subset of 500
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Figure 2. The overview of AtomThink framework. We automatically annotate the open-source data with CoT to generate atomic steps for
fine-tuning and PRM training. During inference, step-wise or path-wise searching strategies can be applied to find optimal policies.

AtomMATH samples with GPT-40. Result shows that our
method exhibits longer information content than general
CoT. Even compared to the PRM800k with golden anno-
tations, our data obtained a higher preference score.

3.2. Atomic Step Fine-Tuning

To fully exploit MLLMs for addressing multi-modal mathe-
matical problems, we conduct fine-tuning with atomic step-
wise reasoning. Particularly, this process includes fine-
tuning the MLLM on our AtomMATH dataset and learning
the PRM to estimate reward scores during the inference.

MLLM Fine-Tuning. To transfer MLLM to step-wise
mathematical reasoning, we first fine-tune it within the
framework of Markov decision process (MDP) learn-
ing. Specifically, we consider the reasoning process of
MLLM as an MDP, which can be formulated as M =
(V,S,A, R, 7). Here, V denotes the vocabulary, S rep-
resents historical reasoning steps, and A corresponds to
next atomic step predicted by MLLM. 7r(a|s) represents the
probability of selecting an action @ € A conditioned on a
state s € S, which is estimated by PRM to guide reasoning
process. Hereby we can adopt the visual instruction tuning
technique [17] to fine-tune MLLM.

PRM Training. In a slow thinking process, reasoning is
carried out step by step, where each atomic step provides
an intermediate conclusion. We train the PRM to imple-
ment 7(a|s) and provide feedback for every step, allow-
ing MLLMs to refine and improve its reasoning. Formally,
given the description of mathematical problem g, for an ar-
bitrary step ¢ > 1, the PRM predicts a probability p, of

selecting an action a given the previous states s1.;—1 as fol-
lows:

pi(a) = PRM([g, s1:¢-1],a) . 6]

We propose to train the PRM by minimizing the following
binary cross-entropy loss:

Lpryv = Zyt(a) log p¢(a) + (1 — yt(a)) log(1 — pi(a)),
=1
2

where y;(a) denotes the ground-truth CoT annotation that
yr = 1 if the action a is selected, otherwise y.(a) = 0.
T is the maximum number of steps. Note that we omit to
enumerate all possible actions in Eq. (2) for the concise
presentation. After selecting the action at the current step
a;, we concatenate it with the previous states to construct
St, 1.€., St = S1.4—1 U ay.

In this subsection, we perform atomic step fine-tuning
on the AtomMATH (including A-PRM and A-SFT subsets)
and PRM800k dataset [14]. Moreover, we incorporate im-
age captions into the generation of long CoT data, thus we
can alleviate the expensive computation burden of image
understanding in MLLMs and focus on texts for supervised
fine-tuning. Therefore, we post-train an LLM based on
Math-psa [35] to evaluate the consistency of atomic texts
and supervise fine-tuning.

3.3. Action Search with PRM

With the fine-tuned MLLM capable of atomic step reason-
ing and the well-trained PRM providing feedback, we can
now begin the reasoning process. As there are many search



strategies to generate candidate actions, we categorize the
existing strategies into path-wise searching and step-wise
searching and explore them in our AtomThink framework.

Path-wise Search. In path-wise searching, we build upon

prior work [32, 35] by parallel sampling multiple paths and

aggregating scores to find optimal solutions. We investigate
the following two strategies:

* Majority Voting: It combines multiple reasoning paths
by selecting the most frequent outcome across them. It
assumes that the consensus across different paths is more
likely to lead to the correct answer.

* Best-of-N: Given a generative MLLM, the best-of-N
sampling method generates C' candidate rollouts simul-
taneously and selects the solution with the highest score.
The evaluation of candidate reasoning processes is de-
termined by the PRM, which employs three aggregation
methods to map the dense scores to the overall value of
the entire path: 1) The worst action: Compare the worst
action among all candidate rollouts. It penalizes solutions
with any weak action and is used to search a reasoning
that is sensitive to errors. 2) The last action: The score
is derived from the prediction of the final answer in in-
ference. 3) Average score: It is calculated by averaging
the rewards of all the actions in a chain. The explainabil-
ity and consistency of intermediate reasoning are empha-
sized here as important as the outcome.

Step-wise Search. Searching strategies of this type start

with an initial path and incrementally expand the sampling

space for each atomic action. Beam search and greedy
strategies are applied to prune branches with low quality.

* Greedy Algorithm: It focuses on making the locally op-
timal choice at each step of the reasoning process. It se-
lects the best immediate action (step) based on the current
state, without considering future consequences.

¢ Beam Search: It explores multiple branches at each ac-
tion and maintains a fixed number of top candidates for
each stage of reasoning. It balances between exploring
different paths and exploiting the most promising ones.

3.4. Atomic Capability Evaluation

Similar to human problem-solving processes, a CoT may
involve the use of multiple reasoning abilities. However,
traditional CoT methods do not focus on the quality of in-
dividual reasoning steps or provide fine-grained analyses of
the underlying abilities. To address this gap, we have de-
veloped an atomic capability evaluation strategy, offering a
new analytical perspective for slow thinking.

Our evaluation method aims to assess the mathemati-
cal capabilities of a target model from various perspectives,
such as understanding, operations, and certifications. To
this end, we first need to construct a canonical set of ca-
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Figure 3. Atomic capability evaluation. The capability categories
are derived from the clustering of GPT-40’s behavior. By sampling
each atomic step and evaluating the accessibility of the results, we
assign a soft label that represents quality of an atomic step.

pabilities. As shown in Figure 3, we collect the behavior
distribution of GPT-40 on MathVerse [48] and perform clus-
tering, yielding clusters that each of them represents certain
abilities utilized by high-level intelligent models in solving
mathematical problems. Afterward, we evaluate an atomic
action a predicted by the target model based on outcome su-
pervision, namely, we consider that the quality of an action
can be reflected by the probability of it leading to a correct
answer. This can be formulated as the following soft esti-
mation with K rounds of outcome supervision [14]:

K 1. -
_.|lag 18 correct
Csoft (a) — Zk—l[[ k'K ]] , (3)

where aj denotes the final answer predicted in the k-th
round and [-] is the Iverson bracket. Consequently, we can
evaluate all the actions of the target model and map them
back to the capability set, to evaluate the mathematical ca-
pabilities of the target model thoroughly.

4. Experiment
4.1. Setup

Baselines. Our experiments utilize two open-source
MLLMs, including LLaVA-Llama3-8B [17] and EMOVA-
8B [5]. We fine-tune only the parameters of their language



Question: What is the length
of the radius of the circle in
C which sector ABC is inscribed?

A Choices:
0 A.75
B.85
C.89
45° D.9.3

Answer: The final answer is C.

CoT Answer from GPT-4o0

To find the radius of the circle in which sector ABC is inscribed,

we can use the properties of a 45-degree right triangle. In this
case, triangle AB is a right triangle with angle B being 45
degrees and AB being the radius of the circle.

Since triangle AB is a 45-degree right triangle, the sides

opposite the 45-degree angles are equal. Therefore, if AB = 7.0,
then the radius of the circle (which is also the hypotenuse of the

triangle) can be found using the Pythagorean theorem:

Let r be the radius of the circle.

r?2 =7.0%+7.0%

r2 =49 +49 =98

r =98 %99

However, since the choices provided are slightly different, we
should check the closest value to 9.9. The closest value is 9.3.
Answer: 9.3

AtomThink from EMOVA-8B

Step 1: The image shows a sector of a circle, labeled
ABC, with a central angle of 45 degrees. The length
of the arc AB is given as 7.0 units.

Step 2: The formula for the length of an arc L in a circle
is given by L = r * 0, where 1 is the radius of the circle
and @ is the central angle in radians.

Step 3: Convert the central angle from degrees to
radians. The conversion factor is 7/180. Therefore,
45°in radians is 45 * /180 = /4.

Step 4: Substitute the known values into the arc length
formula: 7.0 = r * /4.

Step 5: Solve for the radius r. Rearrange the equation
tofindr:r = (7.0 *4)/m = 28/m.

Step 6: Calculate 28/m using the approximate value of
m=314:r = 28/3.14 = 8.9.

Step 7: Compare the calculated radius with the given
choices: A. 7.5; B. 8.5; C. 8.9; D. 9.3.

Step 8: The calculated radius 8.9 matches choice C.

Step 9: To sum up, the final answer is: C.

POV VLYY O O W

Figure 4. A case study of AtomThink CoT and GPT-40 generated CoT. Red and green characters denote incorrect and correct responses,
respectively. Our model exhibits fewer hallucinations and stronger reasoning abilities as it focuses on the quality of atomic steps. Moreover,
our model automatically decomposes the reasoning process semantically, leading to improved readability.

models and projectors with learning rates of 2e-5 and 2e-6,
respectively, and a batch size of 128. We select nine cutting-
edge MLLM:s for comparison, including OpenAl’s ol [26],
40 [24], and 4v [25], as well as LLava-NeXT-34B [16],
InternLM-XComposer2 [46], Qwen-VL-Plus [2], LLaVA-
7B [17], G-LLaVA-7B [8], and MAVIS-7B [46].

Datasets. For LLaVA-Llama3-8B, we use LLaVA-
665k [17] for supervised fine-tuning (SFT) as a baseline.
Additionally, in LLaVA w/. Formatted and EMOVA w/.
Formatted, we transfer the source data of AtomMATH into
an aligned CoT format for incremental training, ensuring
a fair comparison without introducing bells and whistles.
For EMOVA-8B, we downsampled its publicly available
SFT data [5] to obtain a basic post-training dataset contain-
ing about 200k samples. For models with AtomThink, the
AMATH-SFT dataset introduced in Section 3.1, is incorpo-
rated to introduce atomic reasoning capabilities.

Evaluation Setting. We evaluated the performance of our
method on MathVista [21], a publicly available benchmark
encompassing both general-targeted and mathematics-

targeted domains. Additionally, to assess the model’s ability
to interpret mathematical graphs, we use a more challenging
multimodal benchmark, MathVerse [48] for further evalua-
tion. It contains five categories including Text Lite (TL),
Text Dominant (TD), Vision Intensive (VI), Vision Domi-
nant (VD), Vision Only (VO).

Out evaluations include four inference settings, includ-
ing Direct, CoT, Quick Think, and Slow Think. In the
Direct setting, we prompt the model to generate a concise
final answer. In CoT, the model is instructed to answer
the question through step-by-step reasoning. For the Di-
rect and CoT evaluations, we use prompts from Imms-eval
[13, 45]. Our AtomThink-models support two additional
settings: Quick Think and Slow Think. In Quick Think,
our models follow a single, atomic reasoning path based
purely on their learned policies, without employing any sup-
plementary search strategies. In Slow Think, enhanced by
the PRM, we utilize beam search with beam width of 2 and
temperature of 1.0, encouraging our models to engage in
more extensive reasoning.



| MathVista | MathVerse

Model Inference | General Math Total | TL TD VI VD VO Total
Random Choice - - - 17.9 124 124 124 124 124 124
Human - - - - 709 712 614 683 667 66.7

OpenAl ol Slow Think* - - 73.9 - - - - - -

GPT-40 CoT - - 63.8 - - - - - -
GPT-4V CoT - - 499 | 56.6 63.1 514 508 503 544
LLaVA-NeXT-34B Direct - - 46.5 | 255 338 235 203 157 238
InternLM-XComposer2 Direct - - 576 | 17.0 223 157 164 11.0 16.5
Qwen-VL-Plus Direct - - 43.3 11.1 157 9.0 13.0 100 11.8
LLaVA-1.5-13B Direct - - 27.6 152 194 168 152 113 15.6
G-LLaVA-7B Direct - - 534 | 207 209 172 146 94 16.6
MAVIS-7B Direct - - - 291 414 274 249 146 275
LLaVA-Llama3-8B Direct 34.1 25.6 29.5 160 193 164 13.1 150 159
LLaVA w/. Formatted CoT 30.2 22.9 26.3 143 184 157 100 7.7 13.2
AtomThink-LLaVA Direct 34.4 27.2 30.5 | 16.0 193 162 13.1 150 159
AtomThink-LLaVA Quick Think 36.9 37.0 36.6 | 22.2 26.6 24.1 209 179 224
AtomThink-LLaVA Slow Think 36.5 41.3 39.1 | 361 424 300 368 28.6 34.7
EMOVA-8B-200k Direct 52.4 51.1 51.7 | 344 390 334 30.1 235 321
EMOVA w/. Formatted CoT 309 31.3 31.1 | 26,5 365 253 204 19.8 257
AtomThink-EMOVA Direct 53.9 52.4 53.1 33.6 39.0 338 280 244 318
AtomThink-EMOVA Quick Think 48.7 54.4 51.8 | 36.5 424 341 329 297 351
AtomThink-EMOVA Slow Think 48.9 57.0 533 | 421 515 390 36.7 331 405

Table 3. Comparison of accuracy with state-of-the-art methods on MathVista and MathVerse. Our AtomThink LLaVA outperforms the
baseline in all sub-tasks across two benchmarks, achieving an average improvement of 14.2%. Meanwhile, AtomThink EMOVA, with only
8B parameters, surpasses the larger LLaVA-NEXT-34B and even is comparable to GPT-4V.

4.2. Main Results

Comparison with existing MLLMs. In Table 3, our
AtomThink framework is applied to train LLaVA-Llama3-
8B and EMOVA-8B, yielding consistent performance im-
provements over the original models. When combined with
PRM, AtomThink-EMOVA achieves a new state-of-the-art
on MathVerse, surpassing GPT-40 and narrowing the gap
between MLLMs and human performance. On MathVista,
it also achieves performance close to that of GPT-40. These
results demonstrate the framework’s strong generalization
capability and practical usability.

Quick Think with Intuition. Unlike traditional CoT
methods, Quick Think generates a stepwise reasoning path
through multi-turn conversations, bypassing the need for an
additional verifier. This approach offers a computational
advantage over Slow Think and highlights the model’s
intuitive reasoning capabilities. For LLaVA-Llama3-8B,
our AtomThink framework surpasses the baseline model,
achieving approximately a 10% improvement on Math-
Vista [21] and a 19% improvement on MathVerse [48].
For AtomThink-EMOVA, Quick Think achieved a score of

38.3% on MathVerse, outperforming existing open-source
MLLMs. These results demonstrate that when a model pos-
sesses atomic reasoning capabilities, it can leverage rapid
intuition to perform more accurate mathematical reasoning.

LLM Effectively Supervise Visual Reasoning Processes.
Previous work has shown that process supervision reward
models are effective in evaluating intermediate reasoning
steps, though these methods have been primarily applied
within the domain of language models. We fine-tuned an
LLM with A-MATH-PRM and applied it for test-time scal-
ing. As shown in the table, AtomThink-EMOVA, when uti-
lizing PRM with beam search, achieved an additional 2%
improvement on MathVista [21] compared to Quick Think.
In MathVerse [48], it even outperformed the closed-source
model GPT-4V by 1%. Additionally, increasing test-time
scaling in LLAVA resulted in substantial improvements, po-
sitioning it well above its sibling model, LLAVA-1.5-13B.
We find that even when the reasoning process heavily re-
lies on visual dominant inputs, our models can avoid tak-
ing incorrect paths by improving text decoding. On the
one hand, it is attributed to the AtomThink training process,
which encourages MLLM to first understand image before



reasoning. On the other hand, it also confirms the effective-
ness of test-time extension in multimodal tasks.

Trade-off between General and Math Ability. Similar
to the conclusions reported in ol, we observe that MLLMs
become weaker on general tasks that rely on world knowl-
edge during deep contemplation, demonstrating a trade-off
between higher-level reasoning and direct thinking. For in-
stance, LLaVA-Llama3-8B presents a decline in accuracy of
7% compared to the baseline on the general subset of Math-
Vista, while EMOVA experiences a 17% reduction. How-
ever, after applying PRM-based action search, both models
are able to narrow this generalization gap and improve ac-
curacies by 4% and 16%, respectively.

4.3. Atomic Ability Analysis

We first cluster the reasoning behaviors of GPT-40 into
a set of capabilities S, including Approximation, Verifi-
cation, Calculation, Variable Definition, Geometric Rea-
soning, Conclusion Drawing, Graphs Analysis, Equation
Formulation, Image Description, Knowledge Introduction,
Information Extraction, and Formula Derivation. Using
queries in MathVerse [48], we constructed 500 current
states as s; with high-quality responses generated by GPT-
40. Subsequently, soft estimations of atomic actions are
mapped to S for analysis.

Ability Analysis. Figure 3 illustrates the distribution
of atomic behaviors and capability differences between
LLAVA-llama3-8b and EMOVA-8B with their AtomThink-
versions. The analysis reveals that AtomThink-Model gen-
erally outperforms baseline across most abilities, demon-
strating higher scores in areas such as Image Description
and Verification. It suggests that our model is capable of
more accurate analysis of visual information and demon-
strates a degree of self-checking and reflective capability.

4.4. Comparison with g1

In Figure 5, we compare AtomThink with the state-of-the-
art open-source inference strategy, gl', which employs dy-
namic prompting to make model focus on single step re-
flection. In GPT-4o, direct application of gl for multi-
turn reasoning yields a greater improvement over Chain-of-
Thought, particularly in numeric and geometric tasks. How-
ever, due to the reliance on the inherent reasoning capabili-
ties of large-scale language models, its performance signifi-
cantly degrades on smaller models such as EMOVA-8B and
LLaVA-Llama3-8B. In contrast, our AtomThink framework
consistently enhances the performance of these MLLM:s.

Uhttps://github.com/bklieger-groq/g1
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Figure 5. Comparison to CoT and gl in MathVista subsets. In
contrast to the declining trend observed in g1, AtomThink outper-
forms the baseline across most subsets.

4.5. Action Search Ablation

In Table 4, we evaluate the impact of direct output, path-
wise search and action-wise search strategies on Math-
Vista [21] and MathVerse [48] using a subset of 300 sam-
ples from each. Results show that even without addi-
tional computation, AtomThink-EMOVA’s direct prediction
accuracy outperforms the original, with improvements of
1.3%, 1.52%, and 2.4%, respectively. The path-wise search
method, BoN-Avg, achieves the highest accuracy of 58.68%
on the MathVista [21] mathematical tasks, although it ex-
perienced a drop on general problems. Meanwhile, both
greedy algorithm and beam search show balanced perfor-
mance across all benchmarks, with the generalization gap
between math and general tasks being notably smaller than
that of path-wise search.

Model Method \ MathVista-M MathVista-G MathVerse
EMOVA-200k ~ Direct | 51.1 524 333
) Direct 524 539 35.7
AtomThink (5 J ok Think ‘ 542 46.7 38.0
Majority Voting 48.8 494 39.0
| Pathowice  BONLast 512 46.8 413
Wi FAEWISE BN Ave 58.7 40.5 38.7
BoN-Min 53.7 532 40.0
W Stepwise | GTeedy 46.3 45.6 383
- otep Beam Search 57.1 532 453

Table 4. Ablation study on Path-wise and step-wise search. The re-
sults show that both Best-of-N-Min(BoN-Min) and Beam Search
exhibit consistent performance improvements.

Limitation. Due to the limitations in computing infras-



tructure, we are unable to validate our method on larger
MLLMs. Additionally, despite undergoing small-scale
manual review, our dataset still lacks step-level golden an-
swers, which may introduce noise into training.

5. Conclusion

This paper introduces atom thinking capabilities to MLLMs
for solving visual mathematics problems. We release a
high-quality, human-free annotated long-CoT dataset,
AtomMATH, consisting of 157k atomic reasoning steps
and 159k corresponding annotations. Furthermore, we
propose AtomThink, a novel framework that focuses on
the quality of atomic steps. The experimental results
demonstrate that our method consistently enhances the
model’s diverse behaviors during the problem-solving
process, leading to improved reasoning performance across
various multimodal mathematical tasks. This work paves
the way for developing generalized slow-thinking models.
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AtomThink: A Slow Thinking Framework for Multimodal Mathematical
Reasoning

Supplementary Material

A. Implementation Details

In this section, we provide more implementation details for
baseline models and our framework.

A.1. Models

For LLaVA-Llama3 [17], we choose the pre-trained ViT-
L/14 of CLIP [29] as the vision encoder and Llama3-8B [7]
as our LLM. To align visual features with the LLM, we in-
corporates a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) as a projector
between the visual encoder and the language model.

For EMOVA-8B [5], we use the original setting of
EMOVA that uses InternViT-6B [6] and LLaMA-3.1-
8B [7]. The C-Abstractor [4] with two ResBlocks is
adopted as the projector.

A.2. SFT setting

The training of LLaVA-Llama-3-8B follows a structured
two-stage process [17]. In our experiment, we only load
its weights from pre-training stage and deploy supervised
fine-tuning. During SFT, the training data comprises the
LLaVA-Instruct-665k, a 46k subset of PRM800k and our
AMATH-SFT dataset. The weights of language model and
MLP projector are unfreezed. The model undergoes an
epoch of training with a reduced learning rate of 2e-5 and
batch size of 128.

To create AtomThink-EMOVA, we post-train EMOVA
using AMATH-SFT and a sub-sampled dataset of EMOVA-
SFT-4m, containing 200k samples. During this process, the
weights of the LLM and the C-Abstractor projector are up-
dated. EMOVA is fine-tuned for 1 epoch with a batch size
of 128 and a learning rate of 2e-6.

For both models, we set the maximum token length to
4096 to accommodate extended Chain of Thought (CoT)
outputs. This adjustment enables the model to process
longer input sequences, facilitating the generation of more
detailed and coherent responses in complex reasoning tasks.
To optimize GPU memory usage during fine-tuning, Full
Shard Data Parallel (FSDP) with ZeRO3-style is employed.
Experiment is conducted on 32 NVIDIA V100 GPUs.

A.3. PRM training setting

We utilize the pre-trained Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct [39]
and Math-psa-7B [35] models as our foundational architec-
tures. Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct is an open-source large
language model specifically designed for mathematical rea-
soning tasks. Math-psa-7B is a text-based process supervi-
sion model trained using datasets such as PRM80OK [15],
Math-Shepherd [36] and MATH-APS [35]. Low-Rank

Adaptation (LoRA) is applied to fine-tune with the fol-
lowing parameters: rank (r) of 8, alpha scaling factor of
32, dropout rate of 0.1, and targeting the q and v projec-
tors. Training is conducted over one epoch with a batch
size of 256 and a learning rate of le-5. We sample a 20k-
instance training set from PRM800K and combine it with
the AMATH-PRM dataset, which is derived from multi-
modal CoT annotations, to serve as our fine-tuning data.
All the samples include question, historical steps, and cur-
rent step, with each current step being assigned a label of
either correct or incorrect. In line with OpenR’s settings,
we designate ”\n\n\n\n\n" as the step separator and return
the conditional probability of the current step being correct.

A 4. Inference setting

In the inference phase, we employ four configurations: Di-
rect, Chain of Thought (CoT), Quick Think, and Slow
Think. For Direct and CoT, we set the temperature to O
and utilized prompts from Imms-eval to elicit either the fi-
nal answer or a concise reasoning chain from the model.
In the QuickThink setting, we configure the temperature to
0.5, top-p to 0.9, and top-k to 10, employing specifically
designed prompts to guide the model in generating step-by-
step atomic reasoning. For SlowThink, we set the tempera-
ture to 1.0, top-p to 0.9, and top-k to 10, and incorporated a
text-based AtomPRM to enforce process supervision. Fig-
ure 6 shows the Quick/SlowThink template in our inference
phrase. We adapt beam search as the primary search strat-
egy, with a beam width of 2 and candidate number of 3, to
expand the search space.

B. More Experiment Results

B.1. Test-time scaling law in multimodal tasks

Previous studies have demonstrated the existence of test-
time scaling law in language models [3, 15, 32]. In this
subsection, we evaluate the impact of inference-time ex-
pansion on experimental outcomes using a 200-sample sub-
set of the MathVerse dataset. We employ the AtomThink-
EMOVA-8B and AtomThink-LLaVA-8B in Sec. 4 as base
models, maintaining a fixed beam size of 1, and increase
the number of candidates per sampling to extend test time.
The results in Table 5 indicate that, as the number of candi-
dates increases, both models exhibit consistent performance
improvements on multimodal mathematical tasks. Specifi-
cally, AtomThink-EMOVA-8B’s accuracy rises from 38.0%
with a single candidate to 45.5% with 6 candidates, while
AtomThink-LLaVA-8B’s accuracy improves from 22.5% to



36.0% over the same range.

Candidate AtomThink-EMOVA  AtomThink-LLaVA

1 38.0 22.5

2 37.5 23.0

3 38.5 31.5

4 41.5 33.5

5 42.5 35.5

6 45.5 36.0
10 45.5 38.0

Table 5. Test-time scaling law of MLLMSs. Results suggest that
increasing the number of candidates during inference can enhance
models’ performance on mathematical tasks, aligning with the
finding of test-time scaling laws in language models.

B.2. Evaluate CoT Capability with Various
Prompts

Chain-of-Thought prompting has been demonstrated to en-
hance the performance of large language models by guid-
ing them to deliberate on their predictions [38]. However,
previous studies have indicated that such benefits emerge
predominantly in models exceeding 100 billion parame-
ters. In our investigation, we extend this analysis to multi-
modal large language models by employing various widely-
used prompts to induce step-by-step reasoning in the 8B-
parameter LLaVA-Llama3 model. In Table 6, the prompt
” Answer the question using a single word or phrase.” forces
model output directly and achieves the highest accuracy at
18.5%. In contrast, prompts explicitly instructing step-by-
step reasoning, such as “Let’s think step by step.” results in
lower accuracies of 11.1%. Other prompts that encourage
CoT output also lead to a significant decrease in reasoning
accuracy. These findings suggest that incorporating slow-
thinking capabilities into smaller models presents substan-
tial challenges.

C. Prompts Design

In this section, we present the prompts used in the multi-
modal CoT annotation engine, which include four compo-
nents: long CoT generation (Figure 7), short CoT augmen-
tation (Figure 8), data filtering (Figure 9), and quality scor-
ing (Figure 10).

D. Cases of AtomMATH Dataset

To further illustrate the AtomThink dataset we released, we
randomly select several examples. Figure 11 and Figure 12
show two case from AMATH-SFT. The positive and nega-
tive sample pairs of AMATH-PRM are displayed in Figure
14 and Figure 13.

E. Cases of AtomThink output

In Figure 15, Figure 16, Figure 17 and Figure 18, we present
the atomic CoT outputs generated by LLaVA-Llama3-8B
and EMOVA-8B models trained with AtomThink. Com-
pared to the original models, we are able to produce a struc-
tured thinking process similar to OpenAl-ol [26]. The mod-
els tend to use image features to decompose challenging
mathematical problems into multiple atomic sub-questions,
which are then solved step by step. The results demonstrate
that our outputs are more accurate in recognizing visual in-
formation and reduce reasoning hallucinations.



AtomThink Prompt

<image>

THE GIVEN QUESTION:

{question}

Answer the question using a single word or phrase.

HISTORICAL REASONING STEPS:
{steps}

Your task is to predict the next step of reasoning or calculation based on THE GIVEN
QUESTION and HISTORICAL REASONING STEPS. Ensure your prediction is a single
atomic reasoning step, which should be small and focused. If the historical reasoning
steps have already reached a conclusion, there is no need to predict the next step in
reasoning; simply reply with "To sum up, the final answer is: ...".

Figure 6. AtomThink template for quick/slow thinking. The model takes an image and a question as input, generating an atomic step
at each iteration. These steps are then concatenated into the historical reasoning steps, which are fed into model for the next round of
reasoning.

Prompt MathVerse200
Answer the question using a single word or phrase. 18.5
Let’s think step by step. 11.0
.First perform reasoning, thep finally answer the question and 95
provide the final value at the end in the following format: Answer: xxx.
Answer the following question step by step concisely. 14.5
Given the fc?llowing problem, reason and give a final answer tc? the problem. Your response 155
should end with ”The final answer is [answer]” where [answer] is the response to the problem.
Answer the following question. The last line of your response should be of the following 14.0

format: *Answer: xxx’ where *xxx’ is the answer. Think step by step before answering.

Table 6. Evaluate the CoT performance of LLaVA-Llama3-8B using different prompts. Results indicate that smaller multimodal large
language models exhibit limited CoT capabilities.



Dynamic Prompt to Generate Long CoT

<SYSTEM>

You are an expert Al assistant that explains your reasoning step by step. Your task
is to continue your previous conversation and predict the next step in reasoning.
Decide if you need another step or if you're ready to give the final answer. Respond
in JSON format with 'content', and mext_action' (either 'continue' or 'final_answer')

keys.

1. Ensure your output is a single atomic reasoning step, which should be small and
focused.

2. Ensure that your reasoning incorporates all relevant details from the provided
image.

3. Break down your explanation into clear, concise steps. Use as many reasoning
steps as possible while avoiding unnecessary or redundant information.

4. In your reasoning process, utilize various approaches to explore the answer
comprehensively, ensuring a thorough analysis.

5. Base your reasoning strictly on the information available in the image and prior
context to prevent inaccuracies.

Examples of valid responses:
{examples}

<USER>
{image}
{question}

<ASSISTANT>
I will now think step by step following my instructions.

<ASSISTANT>

NN

json

{

"content": "Step 1: The image shows ...",

n.n

"next_action": "continue"

}\\\

<ASSISTANT>

NN

json

{

"content": "Step N: The final answer is: ...",
"next_action": " final answer"

}\\\

Figure 7. Dynamic prompt for long CoT generation. Inspired by previous work, we designed a dynamic prompt template that generates
reasoning steps for each iteration. It effectively identifies the input visual information to generate detailed image captions and fine-grained
atomic steps.



LLM Data Augmentation Prompt

You are an advanced multimodal large language model. Your task is to generate a
Chain of Thought (CoT) reasoning for a question based on a provided image and a
reference answer. Break down your reasoning into clear, logical steps that are easy
to follow.

#Ht Requirements:

1. Construct a logical, step-by-step thought process using information from the
1image and the reference answer, along with any relevant external knowledge.

2. Ensure each step builds on the previous one and leads to the final answer.

3. Make necessary **inferences** based on the image content and additional
knowledge (e.g., science, mathematics, geography).

4. In the last step, provide a concise, well-supported answer to the question,
concluding with “Step N: To sum up, the final answer is: xxx.”

### Example Format:
[Input]
{input example}

[Output]

##Ht Note: Ensure that your reasoning is **clear, logical, and complete**, with no

omitted steps. This will demonstrate how the answer is derived from both the image
content and the reference answer.

[Your Input]
{image}
{question}

{reference answer}

[Your Output]

Figure 8. Prompt for short answer augmentation. Using the current math VQA dataset, which already includes short answers and CoTs,
we apply this template to enhance and generate detail atomic steps.



LLM Data Filtering Prompt

###t Instruction: Checking Answer Correctness

Given the question, image, and ground truth solution, follow these steps to
determine if the provided response is correct, including both the reasoning steps and
final answer.

1. Analyze the Question and Image:

- Ensure you understand the question statement and the context provided by
the image.
2. Compare the Provided Answer with Ground Truth:

- Verify that the steps, logic, and reasoning in the provided answer align with
the ground truth solution.

- Check for calculation correctness and factual consistency at every step of
the answer.
3. Evaluate the Final Result:

- Ensure the final answer matches the ground truth both in value and format.
4. Determine Correctness:

- If all steps, logic, calculations, and the final result match the ground truth
exactly, return "True’.

- If there is **any discrepancy** in the process, logic, or result, return "False".

### Example Format:
[Input]
{input example}

[Output]
True or False

##Ht Note:
Only return True or False based on the correctness evaluation. Do not provide any
additional comments, explanations, or intermediate outputs.

[Your Input]
{image}
{question}
{ground truth}

{response}

[Your Output]

\ y.

Figure 9. Prompt for filtering wrong CoT. Due to the quality gap between the reasoning steps generated by the Al assistant and human
annotations, we employ this template to double-check. It filters out samples with incorrect answers and reasoning processes.



LLM Scoring Prompt

Please evaluate the quality of the Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning provided by the Al
assistant for the given question and answer. Consider the correctness of reasoning,
logical coherence, readability, detailing, and depth of understanding of the problem.
Additionally, evaluate whether the model effectively addresses all parts of the question
and generates accurate intermediate steps leading to the final answer.

Start by explaining your judgment, highlighting strengths or weaknesses in the
reasoning. After your explanation, rate the quality of the CoT reasoning on a scale from
1 to 10, where 1 means significant flaws and 10 indicates a thorough, logical, and well-
structured response. Please explain your reasons for evaluation first, and then end in
the format of "Rating: [[X]]", where X is your score.

[Question]
{question}

[Answer]
{answer}

[Start of Assistant's Chain-of-Thought]

{cot}
[End of Assistant's Chain-of-Thought]

[Your output]

\, v

Figure 10. Prompt for GPT scoring. We use this template and GPT-40 to quantitatively evaluate the quality of the generated data. The
results show that our AtomMATH outperforms human annotations in terms of Al preference scores.



Meta Sample

y

Let f be twice differentiable function on the interval

—1<x<5with f(1) =0 and f(2) = 3. The graph

of f', the derivative of f, is shown above. The graph

of f' crosses the x-axis at x = —0.5 and x = 4. Let h

be the function given by h(x) = f(v/x + 1). Which is

the equation for the line tangent to the graph of h at
" x = 3?

-'1/0 12 3 4%

_5x 7 _5x_5 _ 7 7
| Graph of f' (A)y—12+4 (B)y—12+4 (C)y—12+4

AMATH-SFT

Step 1: We need to find the equation of the tangent line to the graph of the function h(x) = f(\/x + 1) at
x = 3. We are given that f is twice differentiable on the interval —1 < x < 5, with f(1) = 0and f(2) =
3. The graph of f', the derivative of f, is provided, and it crosses the x-axis at x = —0.5 and x = 4.

Step 2: The graph of £’ shows that f'(2) = !—; This information will be useful for finding the slope of the
tangent lineto h at x = 3.

Step 3: To find the equation of the tangent line to h(x) at x = 3, we need to determine h(3) and h'(x).
We start by finding h(3): h(3) = (V3 + 1) = £(2). Given that £ (2) = 3, we have h(3) = 3.

Step 4: Next, we need to find h'(3). Using the chain rule, h'(x) = f’(\/x + 1) -%(x + 1)—;. Evaluating
thisat x = 3, we get h'(3) = f'(2) -§(4)'%.

Step 5: We know from the graph that f'(2) = g Therefore, h'(3) = g X % (4)—; = g x% x% = g X

Step 6: The slope of the tangent line to h at x = 3 is 1—52 and the point of tangency is (3,3). Using the
5

point-slope form of the equation of a line, y — 3 = 1—52 (x — 3), we can rewrite thisasy = 1_52x +3- h
3=2x43-3=24x47 Therefore, the equation of the tangent lineis y = Sy
12 4 12 4 12 4

Step 7: To sum up, the final answer is: A.

Figure 11. Case of AMATH-SFT.



Meta Sample

~ e O ¢ . .

= The tank of liquid in the figure P2.139 accelerates to
28 cm T the right with the fluid in rigid-body motion. Compute

15 cm a, inm/s2.
100 cm
() () (A) 1.00m/s? (B) 1.50m/s? (C)1.28m/s>
Fig. P2.139
AMATH-SFT

Step 1: The problem involves determining the acceleration of a tank of liquid in rigid-body motion based
on the given dimensionsand the fluid surface slope.

Step 2: The image shows atank accelerating to the right with a liquid inside. The liquid surface is inclined,
with the left side at 28 cm and the right side at 15 cm. The horizontal distance between these points is 100

cm.

Step 3: To solve this problem, we need to use the relationship between the slope of the liquid surface and
the acceleration of the tank. The slope of the liquid surface is given by the difference in height divided by
the horizontal distance.

Step 4: The slope of the liquid surface in a tank accelerating horizontally can be described by the equation:
(hy=hp) _

slope =

distance between these points, a, is the horizontal acceleration, and g is the acceleration due to gravity
(9.81 m/s?).

Step 5: Calculate the slope using the given heights and horizontal distance: slope =
= 0.13.

13 cm
100 cm

Step 6: Using the slope and the equation slope = %‘, solve for a,:a, = slope- g = 0.13 X 9.81 m/s? =
1.2753 m/s?.

Step 7: Round the calculated acceleration to match the given options: 1.2753 m/s? rounds to 1.28 m/s?.
Step 8: The calculated acceleration matches option (C) 1.28 m/s?.

Step 9: To sum up, the final answer is: C.

%‘, where h; and h, are the heights of the liquid at two points, L is the horizontal

(28cm—-15cm) __
100cm

Figure 12. Case of AMATH-SFT.



Meta Sample

e
!

As shown in the figure, points A, D, B, and F are
collinear, and triangle ABC is congruent to triangle
FDE. If AF =10 and AD = 3.5, the length of BD is ().

(A)3 (B)3.5 (C)6 (D)7

E

Historical Steps

Step 1: The image shows two triangles, ABC and FDE, which are congruent. Points A, D, B, and F are
collinear, meaning they lie on the same straight line.

Step 2: Since triangle ABC is congruentto triangle FDE, corresponding sides are equal. Therefore, AB =
DF, BC =DE, and AC = FE.

Step 3: We are given that AF = 10 and AD = 3.5. We need to find the length of BD.

Step 4: From the congruence of triangles, AB = DF. Since AB - BD = DF - BD, it follows that AD = BF.
Given AD = 3.5, we have BF = 3.5.

True Step

Step 5: To find BD, we use the collinearity of points A, D, B, and F. The total length AF is the sum of AD,
BD, and BF. Therefore, AF= AD + BD + BF.

False Step

Step 5: To find BD, we use the parallelism of points A, D, B, and F. The total length AF is the sum of AD,
AC, and DF. Therefore, AF = AD + AC + DF.

Figure 13. Case of AMATH-PRM. We use GPT-40 to mutate the atomic steps in the existing AMATH-SFT to generate corresponding
erroneous steps.



Meta Sample

If the length of the AB side is 10, the BCDE shapeis a
rectangle where a semi-circle has been removed from
oneside of it, the perimeter of the BCDE shape is 50,
the length of the CG side is 19 and the area of the CDG
right triangle is 80, compute the degree of the BCA
angle. Assume = 3.14. Round computations to 2
decimal places.

Historical Steps

Step 1: Identify the given information.

- The length of side AB is 10.

- BCDE is a rectangle with a semi-circle removed.
- The perimeter of BCDE is 50.

- The length of side CG is 19.

- The area of triangle CDG is 80.

Step 2: Calculate the length of side CD.
- The area of triangle CDG is given byi X base X height = 80.

- Using CG as the base,i X 19 x CD = 80.
- Solving for CD gives CD = % = 8.42.

Step 3: Determine the dimensions of the rectangle BCDE.
- The diameter of the semi-circle is equal to CD, which is 8.42.
842XmW _

- The perimeter of BCDE is given by 2 X Unknown Side + 8.42 t— = 50.

- Solving for the Unknown Side:

) 8.42 x 3.14
2 X Unknown Side = 50 — 8.42 — ———— =50 —8.42 —13.22 = 28.36

2
- Therefore, the Unknown Side (BC) is%36 = 14.18.

Step 4: Analyze triangle ABC.
- Triangle ABC is a right triangle with AB = 10 and BC = 14.18.
- The hypotenuse AC is opposite angle BCA.

True Step

Step 5: Calculate angle BCA. ‘
- Use the sine function: sin(BCA) = —22posite_ _ 10
hypotenuse  14.18

- Calculate arcsin(0.71) to find angle BCA.
- BCA = 45.23 degrees.

False Step

Step 5: Calculate angle BCA.
- Use the cosine function: cos(BCA) = =—
hypotenuse 17.78

- Calculate arccos(0.71) to find angle BCA.
- BCA = 33.69 degrees.

adjacent _ 10

Figure 14. Case of AMATH-PRM.



Meta Sample

The graph shows an angle a in standard position with its terminal
side intersecting the figure at P. Find the value of cos a.

20
Answer: —
29

EMOVA

_adjacent \nmich side is adjacent to angle a? Which side is the
hypotenuse

3 q 3 . 3
hypotenuse? cosa = - So the answer is cosa = = The answer is cosa = -

Ina right-angled triangle, cos6 =

AtomThink EMOVA

Step 1: The image shows a unit circle with a point labeled P on its circumference. The terminal side of
angle a intersects the unitcircle at pointP.

Step 2: The x-coordinate of a point on the unit circle represents the cosine of the angle formed with the
positive X-axis.

Step 3: From the image, pointP is located at the coordinates (z—g,%).

Step 4: The x-coordinate of P is %’ which represents cos a.

Step 5: To sum up, the final answer is: j—g

Figure 15. Case of AtomThink EMOVA output.



Meta Sample

A E D
_r_f,f':_f}-? As shown in the figure, the perimeter of parallelogram ABCD is 16.0,
’\_-:_&j.fx""».\ then the perimeter of triangle DCE is ()
B;igfr NV (A) 10cm (B) 8cm (C) 6cm (D) 4cm
c

EMOVA

Solution: Since quadrilateral ABCD is a parallelogram, we have AB = DC and AD = BC. Given that the
perimeter of quadrilateral ABCD is 16¢m, we know that AD + DC = 8cm. Also, since DE = AD + DC,
we have DE = 8cm. Therefore, the perimeter of triangle DCE is DE + CE + CD =8+ 4 = 12cm.
Therefore, the correct answer is A.

Answer: A

AtomThink EMOVA

Step 1: The image shows a parallelogram ABCD with diagonals AC and BD intersecting at point O. The
perimeter of the parallelogram is given as 16.0 cm.

Step 2: In a parallelogram, opposite sides are equal. Therefore, AB = DC and AD = BC.

Step 3: The perimeter of a parallelogram is calculated as 2(AB + AD). Given the perimeter is 16.0 cm,
we have:
2(AB + AD) = 16.0
AB + AD = 8.0

Step 4: Since ABCD is a parallelogram, diagonal AC and BD bisect each other at point O. This means
AO = COandBO = DO.

Step 5: The reference solution states that the perimeter of triangle DCE is given by:
DE+ EC+DC =DE+EC + AD

Step 6: From the properties of parallelograms, AD = BC. Therefore, the perimeter of triangle DCE can be
expressed as:
DC + AD =8.0

Step 7: To sum up, the final answer is: B (8 cm)."

Figure 16. Case of AtomThink EMOVA output.



Meta Sample

Use a sector paper sheet with a central angle of 120.0 and a radius of
6.0 to roll into a conical bottomless paper cap, then the bottom
— perimeter of the paper cap is ()

(A) 2recm  (B) 3mem  (C) 4mrem (D) S5mem

LLaVA

To solve this problem, we need to use the formula for the area of a sector, which is given by:
1
Area = Erz(e — sinf)
wherer is the radius of the circle, 6 is the central angle of the sector, and sin 6 is the sine of the central
angle.

In this case, we are given that the central angle is 120.0 and the radius is 6.0. Plugging these values into
the formula, we get:

1
Area = 5% 6.02 X (120.0 — sin 120.0)

1
Area = x 36.0x (120.0 - sin 120.0)

Area = 36.0x 59.5
Area = 2148.0
Now, we need to find the perimeter of the bottom of the paper cap. The perimeter of a circle is given by
the formula:
Perimeter = 2nr

where r is the radius of the circle. In this case, the radius is 6.0, so the perimeter is:

Perimeter = 21 X 6.0

Perimeter = 12.0m

Perimeter = 37.7

Therefore, the final answer is: 37.7 cm

AtomThink LLaVA

Step 1: The image shows a sector of a circle being rolled into a cone. The sector has a central angle of
120m and a radius of 6 cm.
Step 2: To find the arc length of the sector, we use the formula for arc length:

0
= —— X
Arc Length 360 2nr

where 6 is the central angle in degrees and r is the radius of the circle.

Step 3: Substituting the given values, the arc length is:

ArcL th—lzoxz ><6—1><12 = 4
rc Leng =360 T =3 T = 41

Step 4: The arc length of the sector is equal to the circumference of the base of the cone. Therefore, the
perimeter of the base of the cone is 4w cm.

Step 5: To sum up, the final answer is: C.

Figure 17. Case of AtomThink LLaVA output.



Meta Sample

As shown in the figure, when planting trees on flat ground, the plant
spacing (the horizontal distance between two adjacent trees) is
required to be 4.0. If trees are planted on a hillside with a slope of

g 0.75, and the plant spacing is also required to be 4.0, then the slope
- distance between two adjacent trees is ()
(A)5m (B)6ém (C)7m (D)8m

LLaVA

To solve this problem, we need to use the concept of similar triangles. Let's call the slope distance
between two adjacent trees on the hillside “x”. We can set up a proportion to relate the slope distance to
the plant spacing:

x 1
_ 4.0 0.75
To solve for x, we can cross-multiply:
1
=4.0X—
¥ =40x575
x = 5.33

So the slope distance between two adjacent trees on the hillside is approximately 5.33 meters.
Answer: C

AtomThink LLaVA

Step 1: The image shows a series of trees planted on a hillside. The trees are aligned horizontally, and the
horizontal distance between them is given as 4.0 meters.

Step 2: The slope of the hill is provided as 0.75. This means for every 1 unit of horizontal distance, there
is a 0.75 unit vertical rise.

Step 3: To find the slope distance between two adjacent trees, we need to apply the Pythagorean theorem.
The horizontal distance (base) is 4 meters, and we need to find the slope distance (hypotenuse).

Step 4: The vertical rise (slope) is 0.75 times the horizontal distance. Therefore, the vertical rise is 0.75 X
4 meters = 3 meters.

Step 5: Using the Pythagorean theorem:
slope distance? = horizontal distance? + vertical rise?
slope distance® = 42+ 3%2 = 16 + 9 =25

Step 6: Solving for the slope distance:
slope distance = V25 = 5 meters

Step 7: To sum up, the final answer is: A.

Figure 18. Case of AtomThink LLaVA output.
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