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Abstract

Recent studies have shown that Large Language Models (LLMs) augmented with
chain-of-thought (CoT) reasoning demonstrate impressive problem-solving abil-
ities. However, in this work, we identify a recurring issue where these models
occasionally generate overly short reasoning, leading to degraded performance on
even simple mathematical problems. Specifically, we investigate how reasoning
length is embedded in the hidden representations of reasoning models and its
impact on accuracy. Our analysis reveals that reasoning length is governed by
a linear direction in the representation space, allowing us to induce overly short
reasoning by steering the model along this direction. Building on this insight, we
introduce ThinkEdit, a simple yet effective weight-editing approach to mitigate the
issue of overly short reasoning. We first identify a small subset of attention heads
(approximately 2%) that predominantly drive short reasoning behavior. We then
edit the output projection weights of these heads to suppress the short reasoning
direction. With changes to only 0.1% of the model’s parameters, ThinkEdit effec-
tively reduces overly short reasoning and yields notable accuracy gains for short
reasoning outputs (+5.44%), along with an overall improvement across multiple
math benchmarks (+2.43%). Our findings provide new mechanistic insights into
how reasoning length is controlled within LLMs and highlight the potential of fine-
grained model interventions to improve reasoning quality. Our code is available at
https://github.com/Trustworthy-ML-Lab/ThinkEdit.

1 Introduction

Recently, Reinforcement Learning (RL) has been applied to enhance Large Language Models
(LLMs), equipping them with strong chain-of-thought (CoT) reasoning abilities [5]. These models,
often referred to as reasoning models, first generate an intermediate reasoning process—a "thinking
step"—where they reason step-by-step and then self-correct before producing a final response. As a
result, they achieve remarkable improvement on mathematical reasoning tasks and demonstrate a
strong ability to generate detailed CoT reasoning [9, 5, 15].

However, despite these improvements, reasoning models still exhibit a non-negligible gap from
perfect accuracy on relatively simple benchmarks such as GSM8K [2]. As shown in Section 2,
we found that Deepseek-distilled reasoning models occasionally generate overly short reasoning
chains, which correlate with lower accuracy (about 20% drop on MATH-level5 benchmark [7]). This
issue appears consistently across models of different sizes, suggesting that reasoning length plays a
crucial role in problem-solving effectiveness. Yet, the mechanisms governing reasoning length within
the model’s internal representation remain underexplored, despite being crucial for understanding
reasoning models.

To bridge this gap, in this work, we first investigate how reasoning length is encoded within the hidden
representations of reasoning models. By performing a novel analysis of the residual stream, we
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Figure 1: The overview of ThinkEdit framework. We first identify that there exist linear directions
for controlling reasoning length in the hidden space, and then perform weight editing on the key
attention heads.

extract a reasoning length direction—a latent linear representation in the residual stream that enables
direct control over reasoning length as shown in Figure 1 (left). Our analysis reveals that overly short,
abstract, or high-level reasoning significantly degrades model performance, and this characteristic
is primarily embedded in the middle layers of the model. Furthermore, we identify a small subset
(approximately 2%) of attention heads in the middle layers that disproportionately contribute to short
reasoning. Building on this insight, we propose ThinkEdit, a simple and effective weight-editing
technique to remove the short-reasoning component from these attention heads’ output projection
layers, as shown in Figure 1 (right). Our findings demonstrate that disabling these components
leads to a non-trivial improvement in accuracy when the model generates short reasoning while also
enhancing overall performance. Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• We identify the prevalence of overly short reasoning across Deepseek-distilled reasoning models
of different scales and highlight its impact on the performance of math benchmarks.

• We extract a reasoning length direction in the model’s hidden representations, revealing that
middle layers play a crucial role in controlling reasoning length. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first work to systematically study the internal representations of reasoning models.

• We discover a small set of "short reasoning" attention heads that strongly contribute to the
generation of brief reasoning chains and propose ThinkEdit. By editing just 2% of the output
projection weights of these heads (0.1% of the model’s total parameters), ThinkEdit effectively
mitigates short reasoning, leading to improved performance both when short reasoning occurs
(+5.44%) and in overall model accuracy (+2.43%).

2 Unexpectedly Low Accuracy in Short Reasoning Cases

We begin our study by highlighting a consistent issue observed in Deepseek-distilled reasoning
models across a variety of sizes: significantly lower accuracy when the reasoning length is short.
This pattern holds across datasets such as GSM8K [2] and MATH-Level5 [7]. Figure 2 illustrates this
trend, with the x-axis indicating a cutoff threshold on reasoning length. For example, a threshold of
2000 denotes that we calculate the average accuracy over all responses whose reasoning length is
at most 2000 tokens. The y-axis shows the corresponding cumulative accuracy. The details of the
experimental setup are provided in Section 4.4.

Contrary to intuition, one might expect shorter reasoning to correspond to easier questions, as
such problems should require fewer steps to solve. This expectation is partially supported by
the trend in Figure 2 (right), where accuracy tends to decrease as reasoning length exceeds 2000.
However, the region with reasoning length below 2000 exhibits a different pattern: models consistently
underperform on these short-reasoning cases, with accuracy dropping significantly below the overall
average. This suggests that, rather than efficiently solving simple problems with brief reasoning,
models often fail when producing overly short chains of thought.

Motivated by this observation, we focus on investigating how a model’s internal representations
govern reasoning length and influence accuracy. In Section 3, we analyze the relationship between
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Figure 2: Cumulative accuracy as a function of the reasoning length threshold. The x-axis represents
the cutoff threshold on reasoning length, and the y-axis shows the corresponding cumulative accuracy.
Models consistently exhibit lower accuracy for overly shorter reasoning (e.g. length <1000).

hidden representations, reasoning length, and model performance. Building on these insights, we
propose ThinkEdit, a simple yet effective weight-editing method, in Section 4, which modifies the
output layer of a few key attention heads to mitigate the problem of overly short reasoning.

3 Understanding How Hidden Representations Affect Reasoning Length

In this section, we explore how reasoning length is encoded in the hidden representation of a reasoning
model. In Section 3.1, we provide an overview of the transformer structure, highlighting the specific
points in the residual stream where the representation of interest resides. Then, in Section 3.2, we
present our method for extracting linear directions that allow control over reasoning length. Finally,
in Section 3.3, we analyze the performance of reasoning models when guided by these extracted
reasoning length directions.

3.1 Background of Transformer Structure and Notations

A transformer model consists of multiple stacked layers, each containing a multi-headed self-attention
(Attn) module followed by a feed-forward Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP). The model maintains an
evolving Residual Stream, where representations are progressively refined as they pass through layers.
The update at each layer ℓ can be expressed as:

rattn
ℓ = rmlp

ℓ−1 + Attn(LayerNorm(rmlp
ℓ−1)), rmlp

ℓ = rattn
ℓ + MLP(LayerNorm(rattn

ℓ ))

where rmlp
ℓ−1 is the hidden state entering layer ℓ, which is also the output of the MLP from the previous

layer ℓ−1, rattn
ℓ represents the intermediate state of the residual stream after the self-attention module,

and rmlp
ℓ denotes the final output after the MLP transformation.

The models analyzed in this study, derived from LLaMA3.1 [4] and Qwen2.5 [25], adopt a pre-
normalization Transformer architecture, where layer normalization is applied before both the self-
attention and MLP modules. Our focus is on the hidden representations rattn

ℓ and rmlp
ℓ as illustrated

in Figure 1 (left), which capture the model’s state after the self-attention and MLP transformations,
respectively.

3.2 Extracting Reasoning Length Directions

To investigate how reasoning length is encoded in a model’s hidden representation, we begin by
collecting the model’s responses to 1,000 problems from the GSM8K [2] training set. In each
response, the chain-of-thought (CoT) is enclosed between special tags <think> and </think>. We
measure the length of each CoT by counting only the tokens within these tags. Based on this length,
we construct two datasets Dlong and Dshort, where Dlong consists of responses whose CoT exceeds
1000 tokens and Dshort includes those under 100 tokens. Each entry in these datasets contains: (1)
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the problem statement, (2) the extracted CoT, enclosed by <think> and </think> tags, and (3) the
step-by-step calculation process leading to the final answer.

Next, we input the problem statement along with its CoT into the model and extract hidden represen-
tations at each layer ℓ for both the post-attention and post-MLP residual streams, denoted as rattn

ℓ and
rmlp
ℓ , respectively. Specifically, let rattn

ℓ (i, t) and rmlp
ℓ (i, t) represent the hidden representations at layer

ℓ for token position t in the response to problem i. We first compute the mean hidden representation
over the chain-of-thought (CoT) tokens, where Ti denotes the set of token positions enclosed within
the <think> and </think> tags, and then compute the mean across all problems in the datasets
Dlong and Dshort, yielding layerwise embeddings:

rattn
ℓ,long =

1

|Dlong|
∑

i∈Dlong

1

|Ti|
∑
t∈Ti

rattn
ℓ (i, t), rattn

ℓ,short =
1

|Dshort|
∑

i∈Dshort

1

|Ti|
∑
t∈Ti

rattn
ℓ (i, t),

rmlp
ℓ,long =

1

|Dlong|
∑

i∈Dlong

1

|Ti|
∑
t∈Ti

rmlp
ℓ (i, t), rmlp

ℓ,short =
1

|Dshort|
∑

i∈Dshort

1

|Ti|
∑
t∈Ti

rmlp
ℓ (i, t).

Finally, we define the reasoning-length direction at layer ℓ as the vector difference between the “long”
and “short” embeddings:

vattn
ℓ = rattn

ℓ,long − rattn
ℓ,short, vmlp

ℓ = rmlp
ℓ,long − rmlp

ℓ,short. (1)

These two vectors, vattn
ℓ and vmlp

ℓ , capture how the model’s representation differs when reasoning
chains are notably longer or shorter. In the next section, we analyze how modifying these directions
in the residual stream influences both reasoning length and overall model performance.

3.3 Effects of Reasoning-Length Direction

In Section 3.2, we have obtained the steering vectors vattn
ℓ and vmlp

ℓ for reasoning length. We now
investigate how modifying the residual stream along these directions affects both reasoning length
and model accuracy. We begin with global steering, where we apply a uniform shift α across all
layers, and then delve into layerwise steering experiments to locate the portions of the network most
responsible for reasoning length.

Steering Reasoning Models with vattn
ℓ and vmlp

ℓ . Let α be a scalar weight in the range
[−0.08, 0.08]. For each layer ℓ, we apply the following transformations:

rattn
ℓ ← rattn

ℓ + α vattn
ℓ , rmlp

ℓ ← rmlp
ℓ + α vmlp

ℓ . (2)

This operation steers the model’s internal states either toward longer reasoning (if α > 0) or toward
shorter reasoning (if α < 0).

Experimental Setup. We evaluate the effect of these reasoning-length directions—derived from
1,000 GSM8K training examples—using two test sets:

• GSM8K (200 problems) [2]: A relatively simpler benchmark, consisting of the first 200 problems
from the GSM8K test set.

• MATH-Level5 (140 problems) [7]: A more challenging benchmark, comprising 140 problems
selected from the MATH test set. Specifically, we extract 20 level-5 (highest difficulty) examples
from each of 7 categories.

We set a maximum reasoning length of 8,192 tokens for GSM8K and 16,384 tokens for
MATH-Level5. Upon reaching this limit, the model is prompted to finalize its answer
immediately. We experiment on three publicly available reasoning models on Hugging-
face of different sizes: deepseek-distill-qwen-1.5B, deepseek-distill-llama3-8B, and
deepseek-distill-qwen-14B.
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Figure 3: Global steering on GSM8K. Each row shows a different steering vector (top: vattn
ℓ , bottom:

vmlp
ℓ ). Positive α extends reasoning length across all models and improves accuracy in the 8B and 14B

models, whereas negative α consistently shortens reasoning and lowers accuracy across all models.

Global Steering on GSM8K and MATH-Level5. Figure 3 illustrates our global steering results
on GSM8K. The top row applies the attention-based direction vattn

ℓ , while the bottom row applies the
MLP-based direction vmlp

ℓ . We vary α from −0.08 (shorter reasoning) to +0.08 (longer reasoning).
Across all models, increasing α extends the length of CoT (Figure 3, right), indicating that vattn

ℓ and
vmlp
ℓ indeed encode reasoning-length attributes. In terms of accuracy, the larger 8B and 14B models

improve when steered toward longer reasoning—particularly deepseek-distill-llama3-8B (or-
ange line), which benefits most from positive steering with 10% accuracy improvement. In contrast,
the smaller deepseek-distill-qwen-1.5B (blue line) model experiences a 10% drop in accuracy.
Figure 4 presents the results for the more challenging MATH-Level5 dataset. Similar to GSM8K, our
extracted directions effectively control reasoning length as expected, with negative α consistently
leading to shorter CoT and positive α extending them. In terms of accuracy, shorter reasoning also
consistently degrades performance. However, unlike GSM8K, there is no clear trend indicating that
longer reasoning reliably enhances accuracy; while moderate positive α might provide some benefits,
excessively long reasoning often negatively impacts performance.

Layerwise Steering Analysis. We conduct a layerwise experiment to determine which layers are
most influenced by the reasoning-length direction, as detailed in Appendix A.1. Our findings indicate
that the middle layers exhibit the most significant fluctuations, suggesting they play a crucial role in
encoding representations that control reasoning length.

Budget Control with Steering Representations. Recent work [15] proposed an interesting ap-
proach to enforce budget constraints by stopping the CoT or appending "Wait" to prolong it. However,
stopping the CoT prematurely may cause incomplete reasoning and appending "Wait" may risk
misalignment with the model’s natural CoT. Alternatively, steering representations may allow for
a more coherent way to modulate reasoning length (see Section A.2) – by directly manipulating
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Figure 4: Global steering on MATH-Level5. Negative α shortens reasoning and lowers accuracy.

the model’s internal representations, one can more effectively balance the computational cost and
performance.

Key insights. Based on these experiments, we observe that:

1. While steering the model toward longer reasoning (α > 0) does not always guarantee improved
performance, steering toward short reasoning (α < 0) consistently degrades accuracy. This
suggests that the overly short reasoning with reduced accuracy, as observed in Section 2, is driven
by a specific and identifiable pattern in the hidden representations.

2. Layerwise analysis reveals that the middle layers play a key role in regulating reasoning length.

Based on these findings, we hypothesize that certain critical components within the middle layers may
contribute to short reasoning. In the next section, we adopt a mechanistic interpretability approach to
pinpoint these components and perform weight editing to mitigate their effects.

4 ThinkEdit: Mitigate Overly Short Reasoning through Weight Editing

Building on the insights from Section 3.3, in this section, we propose ThinkEdit, an effective
weight-editing method to mitigate overly short reasoning. We start by analyzing whether specific
components within reasoning models significantly contribute to the phenomenon of short reasoning.
Our focus is on pinpointing particular attention heads, as the attention mechanism plays a crucial role
in information propagation across tokens. To explore this, we begin with an overview of the multi-
head attention mechanism in Section 4.1, where we define the contribution of individual attention
heads. Using this definition, we identify short reasoning heads in Section 4.2 and remove the short
reasoning component from these heads in Section 4.3. Finally, in Section 4.4, we evaluate ThinkEdit
and show that it effectively mitigates the overly short reasoning issue.
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4.1 Overview of Attention-Head Structure

A self-attention layer typically includes multiple attention heads, each responsible for capturing
distinct token-to-token dependencies. Let d denote the model’s hidden dimension, and H the number
of attention heads. Each head h operates on a subspace of size dh = d

H using the following steps:

• Q, K, and V Projections. Given a hidden-state r ∈ RT×d (for T tokens), each head h computes:

Qh = rWh
q ∈ RT×dh , Kh = rWh

k ∈ RT×dh , V h = rWh
v ∈ RT×dh .

Each head h has its own learnable projection matrices Wh
q ,W

h
k ,W

h
v ∈ Rd×dh , which transform

the hidden representation r into query, key, and value vectors.

• Self-Attention Computation. The head outputs an attention-weighted combination of V h:

Ah = softmax
(

Qh(Kh)⊤√
dh

)
V h ∈ RT×dh .

• Output Projection. Each head’s output Ah is merged back into the residual stream via a learned
projection matrix Wh

o ∈ Rdh×d, producing the final per-head contribution Ch:

Ch := AhWh
o ∈ RT×d. (3)

The final multi-head attention output is then obtained by summing the contributions from all
heads, and this result is added to the residual stream.

The per-head contribution Ch directly reflects how each attention head modifies the residual stream.
This contribution serves as the primary focus of our analysis, as it allows us to pinpoint attention
heads that drive short reasoning behavior.

4.2 Identify Short Reasoning Attention Heads

For a response to problem i, let Ti be the set of token positions corresponding to the CoT, i.e., the
tokens enclosed by <think> and </think> tags. Then, the overall average per-head contribution
over all problems in the short reasoning dataset Dshort is given by

C
h

=
1

|Dshort|
∑

i∈Dshort

(
1

|Ti|
∑
t∈Ti

Ch(i, t)

)
. (4)

Equation 4 first averages the per-head contributions Ch(i, t) over the CoT token positions for each
problem i and then averages these values across all problems in Dshort. Recall that the reasoning
length direction after an attention layer is defined as vattn

ℓ = rattn
ℓ,long−rattn

ℓ,short in Equation 1. To quantify

the short reasoning contribution of head h, we project C
h

onto the negative of the reasoning length
direction (i.e., the short reasoning direction). Using the unit vector v̂attn

ℓ =
vattn
ℓ

∥vattn
ℓ ∥ , we define the scalar

projection as

C
h

short =
〈
C

h
,−v̂attn

ℓ

〉
. (5)

Here, C
h

short quantifies the degree to which head h’s average contribution aligns with the short
reasoning direction. Larger values of C

h

short indicate that the head strongly promotes short reasoning
behavior. We visualize C

h

short for each attention head h with heatmap in Figure 5. Only a small subset
of heads exhibits notably high alignment with the short reasoning direction, and these heads tend
to cluster in the middle layers. This observation aligns with our analysis in section 3.3, where we
found that reasoning length is primarily encoded in the middle layers. Crucially, the sparsity of these
"short reasoning heads" suggests that it may be possible to effectively mitigate overly short reasoning
behavior with minimal modifications to the model. In the following section, we use these insights to
develop a targeted intervention ThinkEdit that removes short reasoning components while leaving
the vast majority of the model’s parameters unchanged.
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Figure 5: Heatmap illustrating the short reasoning contribution C
h

short for each attention head h. Heads
with higher values (in red) show stronger alignment with short reasoning behavior.

4.3 Editing Short Reasoning Heads

We introduce how ThinkEdit effectively removes the short reasoning direction from the output
projection matrices of the "short reasoning heads". Specifically, we identify the top 2% of attention
heads with the largest C

h

short values (as defined in Section 4.2), marking them as short reasoning heads.
Let Whℓ

o ∈ Rdh×d be the output projection matrix of head h in layer ℓ, and let −v̂attn
ℓ ∈ Rd denote

the short reasoning direction at layer ℓ. We then update Whℓ
o via:

Whℓ
o ← Whℓ

o

(
I −

(
−v̂attn

ℓ

)(
−v̂attn

ℓ

)⊤)
, (6)

where I is the d× d identity matrix. Intuitively, this operation projects each row of Whℓ
o onto the

subspace orthogonal to−v̂attn
ℓ , thereby removes the short reasoning component from the head’s output

contribution. Unlike the approach in Section 3.3, which adds a fixed direction to activations regardless
of the input, ThinkEdit modifies the weights of selected attention heads. This makes the adjustment
input-dependent, allowing more precise control over reasoning length while preserving the model’s
overall behavior.

4.4 Performance of Reasoning Models after ThinkEdit

Experimental Setup. We evaluate the reasoning models after applying ThinkEdit on four mathe-
matical reasoning benchmarks:

• GSM8K [2]: A test set of 1,319 grade-school-level math word problems.

• MMLU Elementary Math [6]: A subset of 378 elementary school math questions from the
MMLU benchmark.

• MATH-Level1: A collection of 437 easy (Level 1) problems drawn from the MATH dataset [7].

• MATH-Level5: The most challenging subset of the MATH dataset, containing 1,324 difficult
problems.

• MATH-500 [13]: A curated set of 500 high-quality, diverse math problems designed to assess
advanced mathematical reasoning.

For all datasets, we set a maximum CoT length of 16,384 tokens. If this limit is reached, the model is
prompted to immediately finalize its answer. To mitigate randomness, each dataset is evaluated over
10 independent runs, and the mean accuracy is reported. We do not include the phrase "Please reason
step by step" in any prompt, aiming to assess the model’s inherent reasoning capabilities.

Overall Accuracy. Table 1 reports the overall accuracy (in %) before and after applying ThinkEdit.
Across all math benchmarks, we observe consistent improvements in accuracy. Notably, the
deepseek-distill-qwen-1.5B model shows a substantial gain on the MMLU Elementary Math
subset. Manual inspection reveals that the unedited model occasionally ignores the multiple-choice
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Table 1: Overall accuracy (%) of each model before and after applying ThinkEdit.
Model GSM8K MMLU Elem. Math MATH-Level1 MATH-Level5 MATH-500

deepseek-qwen-14B Original 90.80 ± 0.36 95.08 ± 0.65 96.32 ± 0.35 90.25 ± 0.72 91.48 ± 0.55
ThinkEdit 93.50 ± 0.31 96.53 ± 0.54 96.50 ± 0.46 91.15 ± 0.59 91.78 ± 0.58

deepseek-llama3-8B Original 82.26 ± 0.91 96.01 ± 0.62 93.46 ± 0.84 85.49 ± 0.83 87.26 ± 1.16
ThinkEdit 88.97 ± 0.78 96.08 ± 0.86 94.12 ± 0.47 85.91 ± 0.48 87.60 ± 0.81

deepseek-qwen-1.5B Original 79.15 ± 1.08 68.52 ± 1.56 93.00 ± 0.33 75.48 ± 0.90 82.22 ± 1.29
ThinkEdit 83.34 ± 0.79 86.24 ± 1.12 93.89 ± 0.76 74.94 ± 0.85 82.74 ± 0.77

Table 2: Accuracy (%) of the top 5% / 10% / 20% shortest reasoning responses.
Model GSM8K MMLU Elem. Math MATH-Level1 MATH-Level5 MATH-500

deepseek-qwen-14b Original 96.31 / 95.65 / 92.93 93.89 / 96.22 / 95.60 99.52 / 99.30 / 97.70 89.39 / 94.32 / 96.25 86.40 / 91.40 / 93.50
ThinkEdit 96.62 / 96.03 / 96.12 96.11 / 96.22 / 96.27 100.00 / 99.77 / 98.85 95.76 / 97.65 / 98.07 89.60 / 92.60 / 94.70

deepseek-llama3-8b Original 88.92 / 87.18 / 85.82 97.22 / 96.49 / 96.80 97.14 / 94.88 / 94.83 78.64 / 88.79 / 93.41 82.00 / 81.40 / 88.30
ThinkEdit 97.08 / 95.27 / 93.95 97.78 / 98.65 / 97.87 100.00 / 99.30 / 98.62 95.61 / 96.89 / 97.12 92.80 / 93.60 / 94.40

deepseek-qwen-1.5b Original 88.46 / 87.48 / 85.02 62.78 / 62.16 / 60.53 97.62 / 95.12 / 93.91 91.52 / 95.00 / 95.72 82.40 / 89.80 / 93.40
ThinkEdit 92.46 / 92.37 / 92.05 77.22 / 80.54 / 79.73 96.19 / 95.81 / 97.36 93.79 / 95.83 / 95.80 92.80 / 94.40 / 94.90

format, outputting a direct answer instead of selecting from the given options. In contrast, the
edited model adheres to the instructions more reliably. This suggests that removing short reasoning
components from specific attention heads may not only enhance reasoning quality but also improve
instruction-following behavior. On the more challenging MATH-Level5 and MATH-500 datasets, the
accuracy gains are more modest but still positive, suggesting that while editing short-reasoning heads
has a stronger impact on simpler problems, it might still provide meaningful improvements even for
harder tasks that require longer and more complex reasoning chains.

Accuracy Under Short Reasoning. Table 2 shows the average accuracy for the top 5%, 10%, and
20% of responses with the shortest reasoning traces. After applying ThinkEdit, we observe substantial
accuracy improvements in these short-reasoning cases across most benchmarks. Interestingly, even
for the challenging MATH-Level5 and MATH-500 datasets, short-reasoning accuracy improves
noticeably. This suggests that ThinkEdit can effectively improve the reasoning quality when the
models generate short CoT.

Reasoning Length of the Shortest Responses. Finally, Table 3 reports the average reasoning
length among the top 5%, 10%, and 20% shortest responses. We observe that ThinkEdit consistently
increases the reasoning length in these short-answer scenarios, suggesting that the intervention
discourages excessively short reasoning, and therefore leads to higher accuracy as shown in Ta-
ble 2. Interestingly, despite the local increase, the average reasoning length across all responses
changes by +3.5% for deepseek-qwen-14b, +3.6% for deepseek-llama3-8b, and -6.7% for
deepseek-qwen-1.5b. As a result, the overall net change in reasoning length across all models is
a slight decrease of 0.5%. This suggests that ThinkEdit selectively extends short reasoning traces
without unnecessarily prolonging already long ones.

In summary, we identify a targeted subset of attention heads that drive overly short reasoning and
introduce ThinkEdit as an effective intervention to address this issue. Appendix A.3 provides several
examples demonstrating how ThinkEdit enhances reasoning quality.

5 Related Works

Reasoning Models. Recent advancements in reasoning models have enhanced LLMs’ problem-
solving capabilities across mathematics, coding, and science. OpenAI’s o1 [9] marks a paradigm shift
toward deliberate reasoning by leveraging Reinforcement Learning (RL) to refine its problem-solving
strategies. With a "chain-of-thought" mechanism, o1 generates structured reasoning before respond-
ing, enabling superior performance on complex tasks like AIME. This integration of RL enhances its
adaptability, establishing o1 as a significant milestone in AI-driven reasoning. DeepSeek-r1 [5] pro-
vides a cost-efficient alternative to o1, demonstrating that pure RL can effectively enhance reasoning
capabilities. It introduces Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) [18], an improvement that
eliminates the need for a reward model, enabling more efficient RL training. Additionally, DeepSeek
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Table 3: Average reasoning length for the top 5% / 10% / 20% shortest responses (in tokens).
Model GSM8K MMLU Elem. Math MATH-Level1 MATH-Level5 MATH-500

deepseek-qwen-14B Original 76.6 / 86.5 / 99.1 65.8 / 72.2 / 80.6 93.7 / 114.3 / 188.6 628.8 / 858.4 / 1125.9 198.7 / 434.3 / 697.0
ThinkEdit 95.4 / 106.3 / 120.2 79.1 / 87.1 / 98.7 125.1 / 150.2 / 243.4 698.5 / 906.6 / 1157.2 270.2 / 492.6 / 733.3

deepseek-llama3-8B Original 73.0 / 83.1 / 96.6 371.0 / 438.1 / 518.2 80.3 / 97.2 / 130.3 617.9 / 854.9 / 1126.5 159.5 / 357.5 / 644.5
ThinkEdit 93.2 / 106.9 / 127.4 396.5 / 464.2 / 543.2 137.4 / 173.3 / 277.1 791.2 / 954.8 / 1185.1 305.2 / 506.3 / 737.6

deepseek-qwen-1.5B Original 78.8 / 89.4 / 103.0 61.6 / 68.5 / 77.6 88.8 / 110.3 / 219.7 804.6 / 1017.9 / 1314.0 249.7 / 506.5 / 760.7
ThinkEdit 97.2 / 109.4 / 126.3 75.9 / 85.0 / 99.5 127.9 / 174.1 / 416.4 818.0 / 984.5 / 1214.3 435.0 / 612.9 / 800.6

has distilled its R1 model into multiple sizes of Llama3 and Qwen models, broadening access to
advanced reasoning models.

Controllable Text Generation. Controllable text generation has been extensively explored across
various domains [12], with methods generally classified into training-time and inference-time control.
These approaches aim to steer LLMs toward generating text with specific attributes while preserving
fluency and coherence. Training-time control is primarily achieved through fine-tuning [27, 24] or
reinforcement learning [16, 17], leveraging diverse datasets to shape model behavior. Inference-
time control encompasses prompt engineering [19, 11], representation engineering [20, 30, 10],
interpretable neuron intervention [22, 23], and decoding-time interventions [3], allowing flexible and
efficient control without model retraining.

In this work, we focus on the representation engineering paradigm, which involves modifying
the internal representations of language models, to investigate how reasoning length is embedded
within model representations. Specifically, we introduce a linear "reasoning-length direction" in the
representation space to examine its impact on reasoning capabilities in LLMs.

Attention heads and MLP-layer neurons intervention A growing body of research explores
the role of attention heads and neurons within the Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) layers in shaping
language model behavior. Studies such as [29, 28, 1] examine how safety mechanisms are embedded
in well-aligned models to defend against harmful prompts and jailbreak attacks [31, 14, 21]. Findings
indicate that a small subset of attention heads and MLP neurons play a critical role in safety alignments.
Fine-tuning these specific components has been shown to significantly enhance model robustness
against adversarial prompts. Similarly, research on hallucination mitigation has investigated the
contributions of attention heads and MLP neurons. [8] demonstrates that filtering out unreliable
attention heads can reduce erroneous generations, while [26] finds that activating subject-knowledge
neurons helps maintain factual consistency.

These insights suggest that targeted interventions on key components of LLMs can be leveraged to
steer model behavior, enhance factuality, and mitigate vulnerabilities. In our work, we investigate how
these components relate to reasoning processes, examining their impact on structured problem-solving
and logical inference.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we first identified overly short reasoning as a common failure mode in Deepseek-
distilled reasoning models, often resulting in reduced accuracy. To understand how reasoning length
is controlled, we analyzed the model’s hidden representations and uncovered a latent direction linked
to reasoning length, with middle layers playing a key role. Building on this, we pinpointed a small set
of attention heads that drive short reasoning, and propose ThinkEdit to mitigate the issue, leading to
significant accuracy gains for short reasoning outputs (+5.44%), along with an overall improvement
across multiple math benchmarks (+2.43%).

Future work could extend these techniques to achieve a more fine-grained understanding of how LLMs
control reasoning length or explore other attributes, providing deeper insights into the mechanistic
interpretability of reasoning models. Additionally, steering reasoning length could improve inference
budget control, balancing reasoning depth and cost. This offers a promising direction for future
research on efficient and adaptable models.
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A Appendix

A.1 Layerwise Analysis of Steering along Reasoning Length Direction

To identify which layers are most influenced by the reasoning-length direction, we perform a layerwise
experiment on the GSM8K dataset (Figure 6). Specifically, we use vmlp

ℓ to steer each MLP layer
separately, applying α = ±1 at a single layer ℓ. Notably, the middle layers elicit the largest
fluctuations, suggesting they encode key representations for controlling reasoning length.

Figure 6: Layerwise steering on GSM8K with vmlp
ℓ . We apply α = ±1 to one layer at a time,

revealing that the middle layers wield the strongest control over reasoning length and accuracy.
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A.2 Examples of Steering the Reasoning Length

To demonstrate the effect of steering the reasoning length, we present two examples from gsm8k in
Figures 7 and 8. Each figure contains three different reasoning outputs:

• Left: The model’s response when steered towards shorter reasoning with α = −0.04.
• Middle: The original unaltered response.
• Right: The model’s response when steered towards longer reasoning with α = 0.04.

These examples highlight that steering along the reasoning direction effectively modulates the
reasoning length without causing unintended truncation or artificial elongation. In contrast to naive
methods such as forcibly stopping the reasoning process—resulting in incomplete reasoning—or
appending redundant tokens like "Wait" to artificially extend responses, our approach enables the
model to generate complete and coherent reasoning of varying lengths. By directly manipulating the
internal representation, we achieve a more controlled and flexible mechanism for managing reasoning
length, which could be particularly useful for constrained computational budgets.
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Figure 7: GSM8k Example 1: Steering the reasoning length of deepseek-distill-llama3-8b. Left:
shorter reasoning (α = −0.04), Middle: original response, Right: longer reasoning (α = 0.04).
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Figure 8: GSM8k Example 2: Steering the reasoning length of deepseek-distill-llama3-8b. Left:
shorter reasoning (α = −0.04), Middle: original response, Right: longer reasoning (α = 0.04).
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A.3 Examples of Fixing the Overly Short Reasoning with ThinkEdit

To illustrate the effectiveness of our ThinkEdit approach in addressing the overly short reasoning
issue, we show two representative examples from the GSM8K and MATH-level5 datasets.

Example from GSM8K. The example is shown in Figure 9. In this problem, the Original model
misinterprets the question and quickly provides an incorrect conclusion. In contrast, after applying
ThinkEdit, the model first organizes the given information and displays a detailed reasoning process
that leads to the correct answer.

Example from MATH-LEVEL5. The example is shown in Figure 10. Both the Original model
and the model with ThinkEdit begin with an incorrect line of reasoning. However, the original model
does not revise its approach and proceeds to an incorrect final conclusion. In contrast, the model with
ThinkEdit revisits its reasoning steps, recognizes the mistake, and corrects the process in time to
reach the correct solution.

These examples demonstrate ThinkEdit can facilitate deeper, more accurate reasoning by guiding
the model to properly utilize problem details, reconsider faulty steps, and ultimately yield correct
solutions.
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Figure 9: An example of ThinkEdit from the GSM8K dataset. The original model provides a short,
flawed explanation. After ThinkEdit, the model’s reasoning process is more thorough.
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Figure 10: An example of ThinkEdit from MATH-level5. While both models initially make a
wrong assumption, the model after applying ThinkEdit corrects itself and arrives at the correct final
reasoning.
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