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ABSTRACT

Large Reasoning Models (LRMs) often suffer from computational
inefficiency due to overthinking, where a fixed reasoning budget fails
to match the varying complexity of tasks. To address this issue, we
propose Adaptive Overclocking, a method that makes the overclock-
ing hyperparameter α dynamic and context-aware. Our method ad-
justs reasoning speed in real time through two complementary sig-
nals: (1) token-level model uncertainty for fine-grained step-wise
control, and (2) input complexity estimation for informed initializa-
tion. We implement this approach with three strategies: Uncertainty-
Aware Alpha Scheduling (UA-αS), Complexity-Guided Alpha Ini-
tialization (CG-αI), and a Hybrid Adaptive Control (HAC) that com-
bines both. Experiments on GSM8K, MATH, and SVAMP show
that HAC achieves superior accuracy–latency trade-offs, reducing
unnecessary computation on simple problems while allocating more
resources to challenging ones. By mitigating overthinking, Adaptive
Overclocking enhances both efficiency and overall reasoning perfor-
mance.

Index Terms— Large Reasoning Models, Inference Efficiency,
Adaptive Computation, Chain-of-Thought, Overthinking

1. INTRODUCTION

Large Language Models (LLMs) such as GPT-O1[1] and DeepSeek-
R1[2] have demonstrated remarkable performance in complex rea-
soning tasks methods such as Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting[3],
which encourages models to generate explicit intermediate reason-
ing steps before reaching final answer. This structured approach
has proven to be fundamental to improving model performance in
domains like mathematics, logic, and code generation. However,
this advancement presents a critical trade-off. While more elabo-
rate reasoning chains can improve accuracy on complex problems,
they often introduce significant computational overhead, increased
inference latency, and a phenomenon known as “overthinking”.[4]
Overthinking occurs when a model generates verbose, redundant, or
even counterproductive reasoning steps, which makes LLMs suffers
from waste computational resources and degrade the quality of the
final answer as well.[4] This establishes a pressing need for methods
that can promote reasoning efficiency, characterized by optimizing
the length and quality of the thinking process to achieve a balance
between accuracy and efficiency.[5]

There has been a lot of interests in solving overthinking prob-
lems. Eisenstadt et al. introduced a paradigm shift in controlling
model reasoning with their “Overclocking” method.[6] Their work
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diverged from conventional approaches that focus on prompt engi-
neering or output post-processing. Instead, they demonstrated that
it is possible to directly manipulate a model’s internal hidden states
to control the length of its reasoning path. They identified a direc-
tional vector within the model’s activation space, termed the Think-
ing Progress Vector (TPV), which encodes the model’s internal esti-
mate of its progress through a reasoning task. By applying a static,
constant intervention along this vector during inference, they could
effectively accelerate the model’s thinking process, compelling it to
reach a conclusion more quickly.

Despite its novelty, the static nature of this intervention presents
a significant limitation. Reasoning is not a monolithic process, but
consists of steps with varying complexity, ranging from routine cal-
culations to complex logical leaps. A static intervention is inher-
ently inflexible, applying the same degree of acceleration indiscrim-
inately. This approach can be suboptimal, potentially rushing the
model through critical steps where careful deliberation is needed,
or failing to provide a sufficient push when the model is stuck in a
repetitive loop. Such limitation points to a clear research gap: the
need for a more intelligent adaptive control mechanism.

In this work, we introduce Adaptive Overclocking, a novel
method that elevates the static intervention paradigm to a dynamic,
closed-loop control system. Our approach replace the static inter-
vention parameter with a dynamic function that modulates the accel-
eration strength at each generation step. This function is guided by
real-time signals derived from the model’s reasoning state, applying
the uncertainty of next-token prediction as an indicator of overclock-
ing strength signals. To summarize, our primary contributions are as
follows:

1. We formalize an adaptive control mechanism for LLM rea-
soning that operates entirely at inference time without requir-
ing model retraining, and can be seamlessly combined with
many existing acceleration methods.

2. We identify and leverage real-time signals, together with
Complexity-Guided Alpha Initialization (CG-αI) and to en-
able dynamic, state-aware interventions directly within the
model’s generative process.

3. Extensive experiments show that our adaptive approach con-
sistently outperforms baselines, including the original static
overclocking method, in terms of both accuracy and effi-
ciency.

2. RELATED WORK

The Reasoning Length Trade-off. Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
prompting [7] reveals that intermediate reasoning is crucial for
complex tasks. However, the length of the reasoning chain presents
a critical trade-off. Excessive reasoning, or ”overthinking,” can
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degrade performance through error accumulation and increased
computational costs [8, 9, 10]. Conversely, insufficient reasoning, or
”underthinking,” prevents the model from capturing the complexity
required for a correct solution [11]. This dilemma highlights the
urgent need for mechanisms to control the length and trajectory of
an LLM’s reasoning.

Strategies for managing LLM reasoning length can be classified
into training-time and inference-time interventions. While training-
time methods modify model parameters directly, such as through
reinforcement learning [12, 13], our work focuses on inference-time
approaches, which can be further distinguished as static or dynamic
intervention methods. Static interventions apply a single and fixed
rule throughout generation. A prime example is the Overclocking
method [6], which uses a constant parameter to overclock the infer-
ence, thereby reducing the reasoning length but lacks the adaptability
for problems of varying complexity. In contrast, dynamic interven-
tions adjust their behavior in real-time. Existing dynamic methods,
however, tend to be output-reactive. They intervene by observing
the model’s generated text and subsequently modifying prompts[14]
or injecting external guidance [15, 16, 17]. This approach offers
more flexibility than static methods but does not leverage informa-
tion about the model’s internal computational process as it unfolds

Metacognition and Mechanistic Interpretability: Metacog-
nition, defined as the ability to monitor and regulate one’s own
thought processes, provides a conceptual blueprint for adaptive self-
regulation [18, 19]. In cognitive science, it explains how humans
dynamically allocate mental effort, accelerating when confident
and proceeding cautiously when uncertain. This principle high-
lights the potential for AI systems to achieve more intelligent and
resource-efficient reasoning. Mechanistic Interpretability seeks to
reverse-engineer neural networks to understand their internal com-
putational mechanisms [20, 21]. A core insight from this field is
that a model’s internal states contain meaningful, structured signals
about its reasoning process. This provides the technical foundation
to move beyond interventions based on final outputs to those that
can actively control the model’s internal operations in real-time.
Synthesizing these concepts, our work introduces Adaptive Over-
clocking, a novel control system that equips LLMs with a form of
computational metacognition by leveraging internal state signals to
dynamically regulate the reasoning process.

3. METHODS

In this section, we present our adaptive overclocking framework,
and Figure 1 provides a detailed illustration of our proposed archi-
tecture. Unlike previous static approaches, our method introduces
a dynamic α control mechanism that transforms the system into a
self-adaptive reasoning engine. We begin by reviewing the Thinking
Progress Vector (TPV) intervention in § 3.1, and then elaborate on
our dynamic α control strategies in § 3.2, including Hybrid Adaptive
Control , which unifies global initialization and local scheduling into
a single mechanism.

3.1. Thinking Progress Vector Intervention

We follow the intervention mechanism proposed by Eisenstadt et
al.[6] as the backbone of our approach. The process begins by gen-
erating full reasoning trajectories with a base large reasoning model
(e.g., DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen32B[2]). Each trajectory contains
the complete chain of thought from <think> to </think>.

For a trajectory of length N , let hj be the hidden state of the j-th
token, paired with its normalized position pj = j/N . This yields a

dataset
D = {(hj , pj)}Nj=1, (1)

on which we fit a linear regression model to predict pj from hj . The
regression vector θ is referred to as the Thinking Progress Vector
(TPV).

A static intervention modifies the hidden state by

hα = h+ αθ, (2)

where the parameter α scales the intervention. The magnitude of
α determines the degree of intervention, with larger absolute val-
ues signifying a stronger modification. This intervention acceler-
ates reasoning by adding a TPV to the model’s hidden state at each
generation step. This TPV, learned through linear regression on nu-
merous reasoning trajectories, represents a specific direction within
the model’s hidden space that correlates with advancing through a
thought process[6]. By nudging the hidden state along this vector,
the model is guided into a state that it typically associates with a
later stage of reasoning, prompting it to bypass intermediate steps
and generate a more direct path to the solution.

3.2. Dynamic Alpha Control Strategies

Instead of a constant α, we define a token-wise method

αt = H(·),

which dynamically adjusts at each reasoning step t. Such approach
allows model to slow down when uncertainty is high and accelerates
when confidence is strong, thereby striking a more effective balance
between efficiency and accuracy. The detailed methodology will be
illustrated in the following sections.

3.2.1. Complexity-Guided Alpha Initialization (CG-αI)

This dynamic strategy assigns a global α according to the estimated
difficulty of the input. To this end, we employ a lightweight com-
plexity router, implemented as a small language model (Qwen-4B-
instructed[22]), which is prompted in a few-shot manner to clas-
sify each problem Q into three levels: easy, medium, or hard. The
router can operate either on annotated datasets (MATH 500[23]) or
on proxy signals such as baseline reasoning length.

Formally, we map the predicted difficulty to an initial α value:

αinit = fc(difficulty(Q)) (3)

where the mapping assigns larger values to easier problems and
smaller values to harder ones, for instance,

αinit =


αhigh = 50 if easy,
αmid = 30 if medium,

αlow = 10 if hard

In this way, simpler problems are processed with stronger in-
tervention, while more challenging ones are handled with greater
caution.

3.2.2. Uncertainty-Aware Alpha Scheduling (UA-αS)

Building upon the initialization from CG-αI, we further introduce a
reactive strategy which adjusts α step by step according to predictive
uncertainty. At token t, we compute normalized entropy as follows:

ut =
Entropy(P (tokent|·))

log |V | (4)



Fig. 1. Overall framework of Adaptive Overclocking. First, TPV is learned by regressing token positions from hidden states of reasoning
trajectories, yielding a progress thinking direction. During generation, hidden states are guided to a more direct path to the solution, where αti

controls the reasoning pace. Build upon it, we further introduce two dynamic adaptive control strategies: (i) CG-αI assigns a global starting
αinit based on input difficulty. and (ii)For every token Ti, UA-αS further refines α token-by-token according to predictive uncertainty ui,
slowing down when entropy is high and speeding up when confidence is strong. Finally, HAC unifies the two by using αinit from CG-αI as
the baseline and adaptively expanding it through UA-αS, thus ensuring both global difficulty alignment and local uncertainty adaptation.

where |V | is the vocabulary size.
We then define the dynamic control function H(·) by mapping

ut to αt through a sigmoid-shaped transformation:

αt = H(ut, αbase)

= αbase + (αmax − αbase) ·
(
1− σ

(
k · (ut − uthr)

))
,

(5)

where αbase denotes the baseline intervention strength and αmax is
the maximum value. In general, both αbase and αmax can be flexibly
specified depending on the model and application scenario. The
hyperparameter uthr sets the uncertainty threshold, while k controls
the sharpness of the transition. Accordingly, the hidden state at step
t is updated as:

h′
t = ht + αtθ. (6)

This formulation makes explicit the connection between the abstract
update rule αt = f(·) and its concrete instantiation.

3.2.3. Hybrid Adaptive Control (HAC)

HAC integrates the two components into a unified mechanism. In-
stead of randomly setting the initial and maximum strengths, HAC
first employs the complexity router to determine an initial value αinit

(Eq. (3)), which subsequently serves as the base strength αbase in
Eq. (5). To enable dynamic refinement, we further define the maxi-
mum strength as

αmax = αinit + δ,

where δ is a user-defined range hyperparameter (typically set to 40).
The resulting unified control function is expressed as:

αt = H(αinit, ut). (7)

This hybrid design achieves global alignment with problem dif-
ficulty through αinit, while simultaneously enabling local adapta-
tion to uncertainty through ut. In this way, HAC provides a prin-
cipled mechanism for dynamic overclocking that balances stability
and flexibility.

4. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we combine dynamic TPV with two open-sourced
models: DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-32B, DeepSeek-R1-Distill-
Llama-8B [2]and conducted comprehensive token-limited experi-
ments within three widely-used mathematical datasets compared
with original model, static TPV to validate our framework’s effi-
ciency and effectiveness. All baseline model’s are either well fine-
tuned or followed their best parameter settings reported in original
papers[6].

4.1. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate on three mathematical reasoning benchmarks: GSM-
8K [24], Math500 [23], and SVAMP [25]. GSM-8K consists of
8.5K grade school word problems focusing on arithmetic reasoning.
Math500 is a curated subset of 500 competition-level problems from
MATH, spanning algebra, geometry, and other domains. SVAMP
is a robustness-oriented dataset derived from elementary math prob-
lems through paraphrasing and perturbations. Following prior static
TPV settings, we adopt similar training splits for vector initializa-
tion, using 80 problems from Math500 with the remaining 420 for
evaluation, and 30 problems each from GSM-8K and SVAMP with
300 reserved for evaluation.

Model performance is assessed using three complementary met-
rics: #Correct, the number of correctly solved problems identified
via the \boxed{} expression; #Answered, the number of gener-
ations producing an explicit answer; and #Ended, the number of
generations that finish naturally before hitting the token limit.

4.2. Dynamic TPV Results

As shown in Table 2, our dynamic TPV consistently achieves the
best #Cr results under both 512- and 1024-token settings. While
fixed-α variants (α = 50, 100) bring certain gains over the base
model, their acceleration remains limited and often unstable. In con-
trast, our adaptive strategy yields clear and consistent improvements:
on Math500, dynamic TPV reaches 9/9/4 under 512 tokens and
85/98/35 under 1024 tokens, substantially surpassing all baselines.



Table 1. Results for DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B on GSM-8K, Math500, and SVAMP at different context lengths (512, 1024, 2048 for
Math500; 512, 1024 for GSM-8K; 512, 1024 for SVAMP), showing #Correct ’#Cr’, #Answered ’#An’ and #Ended ’#En’ for each. Bold
numbers indicate the best result, and underline numbers indicate the second best.

Method
Math500 GSM-8K SVAMP

512 1024 512 1024 512 1024

#Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En

Llama-8B[2] 0 2 0 60 71 28 23 23 2 174 183 130 33 33 11 185 188 160
TPV[6] α = 50 0 1 0 69 77 27 28 28 3 192 203 145 26 26 3 202 207 178
TPV[6] α = 100 0 8 3 73 85 29 15 18 11 86 96 77 32 32 22 68 69 62
Ours 9 9 4 85 98 35 30 30 7 199 214 146 38 39 8 210 214 179

Table 2. Results for DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-32B on GSM-8K, Math500, and SVAMP at different context lengths (512, 1024 for
Math500; 512, 1024 for GSM-8K; 512, 1024 for SVAMP), showing #Correct ’#Cr’, #Answered ’#An’ and #Ended ’#En’ for each.

Method
Math500 GSM-8K SVAMP

512 1024 512 1024 512 1024

#Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En

Qwen-32B[2] 1 1 0 75 87 29 63 73 52 215 212 198 225 239 230 262 278 273
TPV[6] α = 50 5 5 2 89 105 45 79 87 68 234 250 193 242 261 254 267 288 282
TPV[6] α = 100 8 9 1 95 107 43 94 108 78 230 253 209 249 277 275 264 292 289
Ours 9 9 1 102 118 36 97 112 72 245 260 208 252 272 268 272 292 286

On GSM-8K, it achieves 30/30/7 Correct under 512 tokens and
199/214/146 under 1024 tokens, compared with 23–94 Correct for
non-adaptive settings. On SVAMP, dynamic TPV further improves
to 252/272 Correct, again outperforming both fixed-α and the base
model.

A key advantage of our method is its ability to slow down when
necessary. Dynamic TPV flexibly allocates more steps to harder
problems, boosting accuracy without sacrificing overall efficiency,
as evidenced by its competitive #Ended and #Answered counts.
This balance between exploration and control prevents both exces-
sive jumps on challenging tasks and stagnation on simpler ones,
allowing reasoning to proceed at an appropriate pace. More broadly,
dynamic TPV turns static acceleration into a feedback-driven regula-
tion mechanism, aligning the model’s trajectory with task difficulty
and confidence signals, and thereby delivering consistently superior
performance across datasets and token budgets.

4.3. Ablation Studies

We perform ablation studies on Math500, GSM-8K, and SVAMP
under the 1024-token setting (Table 3) to evaluate the contributions
of CG-αI and UA-αS. We can observe that removing CG-αI sub-
stantially reduces Correct scores, highlighting that coarse-grained α
intervention is crucial for steering the reasoning trajectory in com-
plex problems. Excluding UA-αS causes moderate but consistent
drops, suggesting that fine-grained, uncertainty-adaptive α is key to
preserving precision in challenging or ambiguous cases.

The full HAC model, integrating CG-αI and UA-αS, achieves
the highest Correct, Answered, and Ended counts across all datasets,
highlighting the complementary nature of coarse- and fine-grained
interventions and their collective contribution to effective reasoning.

Table 3. We perform ablation studies of model components on three
datasets (based on DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-32B) under the 1024
token limit.

Method Math500 GSM-8K SVAMP

#Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En #Cr #An #En

Base Model 75 87 29 215 212 198 262 278 273

HAC (w/o CG-αI) 94 109 38 238 253 211 266 281 276
HAC (w/o UA-αS) 79 94 34 229 246 191 269 288 285
HAC (Ours) 102 118 36 245 260 208 272 292 286

5. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce Adaptive Overclocking, a dynamic,
closed-loop control system that elevates static intervention to en-
hance LLM reasoning efficiency. Our method modulates reasoning
speed using two complementary signals: a static initialization based
on problem complexity (CG-αI), followed by real-time adjust-
ments guided by token-level predictive uncertainty. This state-aware
mechanism operates entirely at inference time, requires no model
retraining, and can be seamlessly combined with existing methods.
Extensive experiments demonstrate that our adaptive approach con-
sistently outperforms static baselines, achieving a superior trade-off
between accuracy and computational efficiency. This work vali-
dates the efficacy of controlling LLMs via their internal states and
suggests future research avenues, such as learned control policies
and richer signal integration, paving the way for more powerful,
efficient, and adaptable models.
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