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Abstract
It has been well-known that Chain-of-Thought
can remarkably enhance LLMs’ performance
on complex tasks. However, because it also
introduces slower inference speeds and higher
computational costs, many researches have at-
tempted to use implicit CoT, which does not
need LLMs to explicitly generate the interme-
diate steps. But there is still gap between their
efficacy and typical explicit CoT methods. This
leaves us a doubt that, does implicit CoT really
equal to explicit CoT? Therefore, in this study,
we address this question through experiments.
We probe the information of intermediate steps
from the model’s hidden states when it is per-
forming implicit CoT. The results surprisingly
indicate that LLMs hardly think about inter-
mediate steps, suggesting they may just rely
on experience rather than strict step-by-step
reasoning. Moreover, we find LLMs’ implicit
reasoning capabilities are susceptible and un-
stable, reaffirming the necessity of explicit CoT
to effectively support complex tasks.

1 Introduction

Advancements in Large Language Models (LLMs)
have unveiled unprecedented capabilities in han-
dling complex reasoning tasks. Chain-of-Thought
(CoT) prompting (Wei et al., 2022; Yu et al., 2023),
in particular, has demonstrated substantial improve-
ments in the reasoning abilities of LLMs by ex-
plicitly mapping out intermediate reasoning steps.
Moreover, recent works of CoT training, such as
OpenAI o1 (Qin et al., 2024) further demonstrate
the power of CoT.

However, the CoT approach, despite its effi-
cacy, it notably incurs slower inference speeds and
higher computational costs. These drawbacks have
spurred some researches on alternative reasoning
methodologies that bypass the explicit generation
of intermediate tokens, leveraging the model’s in-
herent “vertical” reasoning capabilities through its
internal processing layers. For example, (Deng

et al., 2024) remove the intermediate steps and fine-
tune the model to let model learn implicit CoT, and
(Deng et al., 2023) train a emulator which emulate
the intermediate states in CoT reasoning and train
a student model to generate answers from these
implicit states. This form of reasoning does not
need to output intermediate results as tokens, called
implicit reasoning or vertical reasoning, which con-
trasts with the “horizontal” reasoning, i.e. typi-
cal CoT. Figure 1 shows the difference between
explicit CoT and implicit CoT. Although the con-
cept of “implicit CoT (reasoning)” is rarely directly
mentioned, in many scenarios that require low la-
tency, users usually ask LLMs to output the final
answer directly, which actually has forced LLMs
to adopt the implicit reasoning way.

Despite the theoretical appeal of implicit reason-
ing as a more efficient alternative to traditional CoT
methods, empirical evidence suggests the perfor-
mance of implicit CoT still lag behind explicit CoT.
Moreover, though some previous researches have
confirmed the concept of implicit reasoning and
attempted to analyze its process and efficacy (Yang
et al.; Wang et al.; Allen-Zhu and Li), they usually
more focus on using knowledge-based problems to
examine whether LLMs can recall their paramet-
ric knowledge during implicit reasoning, instead of
investigating more basic and generic forms of multi-
step problems such as arithmetic. So far, there is
still no clear and widely accepted conclusion on
the rationale of implicit reasoning.

This situation makes us wonder fundamental
questions about the nature of the implicit reason-
ing, such as “Are LLMs doing the same thing in
the processes of implicit and explicit CoT?” and
“Can the hidden, internal and layer-by-layer pro-
cessing truly serve as an equivalent to explicit CoT
reasoning?” To answer these questions, our study
designs a elaborate set of experiments aimed at un-
covering the implicit reasoning processes within a
large model, specifically targeting the process of
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Figure 1: The examples of explicit CoT and implicit CoT. Explicit CoT is commonly used, which is completed by
step-by-step output tokens. The process of implicit CoT is just a hypothetical or conceptual situation, which could
be a layer-by-layer way.

handling multi-step arithmetic problems without
resorting to outputting explicit intermediate steps.

In our experiment, we leverage a powerful
open-source model, Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (Team,
2024), with 80 layers, to tackle simple arithmetic
problems that are easily solvable via typical CoT
reasoning (Ye et al., 2024). However, we force
the model to direct give the answer without out-
putting steps, so that we can examine whether these
tasks can be addressed through implicit reasoning
and how implicit reasoning happens. The arith-
metic problems has controllable number of rea-
soning steps, with each intermediate result being
known. By investigating the hidden states asso-
ciated with the final token of the given problem
statement across layers and employing a simple
linear classifier to probe those intermediate results,
we aim to find out if the model really calculates the
intermediate results in its implicit thinking process.

The experiment results are surprising and
counter-intuitive: we find the model hardly calcu-
lates the intermediate results in implicit reasoning,
despite it can often give the correct answer of the
multi-step problem. Moreover, through slightly

modifying the problem without even increase its
difficulty, we find implicit reasoning is more un-
stable and susceptible. This finding suggests in
implicit reasoning, the model may not strictly fol-
low a step-by-step reasoning process, but relies
solely on an intuitive and direct way of thinking to
complete the task, belonging to System 1 thinking
(Kahneman, 2011), which is faster but less reliable.

In conclusion, we think LLMs, despite they can
often directly give the correct answer of a multi-
step problem, especially when with a larger size,
they are not really doing step-by-step reasoning
(at least in arithmetic problems), unless adopting
explicit CoT. Implicit reasoning may just be an illu-
sion created by LLMs’ powerful memory and rich
experience, which is fundamentally different from
conventional reasoning. Our study provides critical
insights into the mechanics of implicit reasoning
and emphasizes the ongoing necessity for explicit
CoT methodologies in enhancing LLMs ability on
complex tasks.
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2 Approach

2.1 Expriment Design

To present the reasoning steps clearly, we adopt
simple multi-step arithmetic problems with only
addition and subtraction. Usually, when given such
problems, modern LLMs will automatically use a
CoT manner to address them. To investigate the
process of implicit reasoning, we use prompt to
force the model to give the answer without using
CoT. Therefore, an example of our prompt, which
is a 5-step problem, is as follows:

E = 8;
D = E − 5;
C = D + 2;
B = C + 5;
A = B − 1;

Question: What is the value of A? You must
answer directly with A=xxx.

Answer: A=

We randomly change the value in the problem
to generate 2000 different samples, and each in-
termediate results are record. For example, the
intermediate results of the above example should
be [8, 3, 5, 10, 9], i.e. the corresponding value of
E, D, C, B and A. The result of the last step is the
final answer.

The model will direct output the answer after our
prompt, thus we take the last token of the prompt
as our main research object and record its hidden
states of each layers. Then, we adopt a typical
linear probing method, which uses an 1-layer MLP,
to predict each of the intermediate results from the
hidden states. We control all of the intermediate
values is within -10 to 10 so that the probe is a
21-class classifier (each value corresponds to one
class).

We use 1600 samples to train the classifier for
10 epochs and 400 samples for testing its accuracy.
And respectively for each hidden state of the 20
groups, we use it as the input feature to train an
individual classifier. In training and testing, we set
the result of each step as the label respectively to
also train an individual classifier. Therefore, we
finally get 20∗num_steps classifiers. If the classi-
fier of the k-th hidden state shows high accuracy in
the n-th step, it represents the model has calculated
the result of the n-th step in the k-th hidden state.

We choose a large model, Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct
(Team, 2024), to perform implicit reasoning, be-

Figure 2: The accuracy of probing the result of each
step in a 3-step problem.

Figure 3: The accuracy of probing the result of each
step in a 5-step problem.

cause we find small 7B level models can hardly do
a multi-step problem correctly without CoT, while
a 70B level model can achieve an accuracy of over
50%. Because the 72B model has 80 layers, to
reduce the computing cost, we average the hidden
states across every 4 consecutive layers. So, after
the model processes our prompt, we get 20 groups
of hidden state per sample, as well as its answer.

2.2 Results of Probing Intermediate Steps

The results in Figure 2 and Figure 3 shows the
accuracy of probing the intermediate result of each
step when the problem is 3-step or 5-step. It is
clear that the results of the first step and the last
step can always be probed successfully in the back
layers, indicating the model does memorize the
input value (i.e. the result of the first step) and does
conceive the final answer (i.e. the result of the last
step). By contrast, the result of the second step can
barely be probed with a lower accuracy, and the
results of other steps in the middle can hardly be
detected. It looks that the curve of the last step just
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surges in the last layers, even without waiting for
the processing of the 3rd or 4th step.

However, since the result of the second step can
be detected to some extent, both in 3-step or 5-step
problems, this suggests that LLMs may have the
ability to perform a 2-hop reasoning (the 3-step
problem actually only needs 2 hops because the
result of the first step is already given) in implicit
reasoning, but not at all when there are more steps
involved.

This finding indicates that, in generic cases, there
is actually not a specific state where the model cal-
culates the results of the intermediate steps, even
when it correctly give a answer of the multi-step
problem. It actually skips the intermediate steps
and come up with the final result directly. There-
fore, we posit that perhaps due to a large model’s
strong abstraction and memory abilities, it has
learned a large number of answers to mathemat-
ical problems during the training stage. Therefore,
it can almost directly map problems with multiple
steps to their answers through intuition and mem-
ory, thus producing a “implicit reasoning” effect.
But in fact, its mechanism is not equivalent to the
explicit CoT process at all.

2.3 Result of Slightly Perturbing the Prompt

To further show the difference between implicit
reasoning and explicit reasoning, we slightly mod-
ify the problem by 2 methods: 1. reversing the
order of the equations; 2. dividing all values by
10. For humans, such modifications hardly increase
any difficulty of the problem. The examples of the
modified problem are as follows:

Reverse

A = B − 1;
B = C + 5;
C = D + 2;
D = E − 5;
E = 8;

Divide

E = 0.8;
D = E − 0.5;
C = D + 0.2;
B = C + 0.5;
A = B − 0.1;

We evaluate the model’s performance in these 3
types of prompts while the original values of the
problems are the same. We test with prompt styles
of both the implicit reasoning way (as shown in

Prompt
Implicit Explicit

3-step 5-step 3-step 5-step

original 85.01 53.95 100.00 100.00
reverse 70.62 13.71 100.00 100.00
divide 69.86 37.28 100.00 100.00

Table 1: The accuracy (%) of Qwen2.5-72b-instruct
under different problem presentations using implicit or
explicit reasoning on 3-step and 5-step problems.

section 2.1) and the explicit reasoning way (adding
“let’s think step by step” ).

From the results in Table 1, we can clearly see
that, compare to the original problems, the mod-
ified problems significantly degrade the perfor-
mance when using implicit reasoning. While the
performance of explicit reasoning is always perfect.
This contrast further demonstrate our inference that,
in implicit reasoning, the model is actually answer-
ing directly by experience and intuition, but not
by reasoning step-by-step. This cause the way of
implicit reasoning less robust and less reliable.

3 Conclusion

In this study, we investigate the mechanism of
LLMs doing implicit reasoning, and get a non-
trivial finding that, unlike some previous studies
which envisioned implicit reasoning as a substitute
for explicit reasoning, implicit reasoning cannot be
on par with explicit reasoning methods because it
actually does not follow a step-by-step process but
just intuitively thinks of the answer, which makes
it less reliable. This finding remind us that there
is no free lunch, that is, under current technologi-
cal conditions, there may not be a perfect solution
that can make LLMs output very few tokens while
keeping the accuracy on solving complex problems.
When you ask LLMs to give the answer directly,
you should know that it has not actually undergone
a real reasoning. Scaling the test-time by using ex-
plicit CoT may still be the most feasible method to
further propel the capabilities of LLMs at present.
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