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Abstract

Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) and Reinforce-
ment Learning (RL) exhibit fundamentally differ-
ent behaviors in enhancing multi-task reasoning
for large language models (LLMs). Our prelim-
inary experiments revealed a phenomenon: SFT
suffers from severe task conflicts under multi-
stage training, whereas RL enables stable coexis-
tence across diverse tasks. Empirically, we trace
this to the parameter level, observing that RL in-
duces sparse and approximately orthogonal up-
dates across tasks. We provide a theoretical expla-
nation for this mechanism by analyzing multi-task
gradient interference. Our results reveal a distinc-
tion: interference in SFT is norm-limited, scaling
with the absolute gradient magnitude, whereas
interference in RL is variance-limited, bounded
by the gradient variance induced by advantage
normalization and on-policy optimization. This
small variance bound yields near-orthogonal op-
timization directions across tasks. Leveraging
this insight, we propose Parallel-RL, a paradigm
that decouples multi-task training, significantly
improving efficiency and flexibility. €) Code

1. Introduction

Enhancing the reasoning capabilities of large language mod-
els (LLMs) is a central research focus, with Supervised
Fine-Tuning (SFT) and Reinforcement Learning (RL) as the
dominant paradigms (Jaech et al., 2024; Guo et al., 2025).
Recent works have explored their differences in single-task
training (Chu et al., 2025; Matsutani et al., 2025). But
their behaviors in multi-task settings, which is also crucial
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Figure 1. SFT and RL exhibit significant differences during multi-
stage training. SFT shows task conflicts, which impairs perfor-
mance, while RL can steadily improve performance across tasks.

for achieving Artificial General Intelligence (AGI), remain
underexplored. We observe that in most existing works,
researchers typically construct mixed datasets from multiple
tasks for SFT (Dong et al., 2023; Park, 2025). In contrast,
for RL, apart from using mixed-data training, many works
commonly adopts multi-stage training, where each stage
focuses on a single task (Narvekar et al., 2020; Cho et al.,
2024). To explain this divergence, we conduct a compre-
hensive empirical and theoretical analysis comparing SFT
and RL in multi-task training.

We first tested the performance differences between SFT
and RL when using mixed-data and multi-stage strategy
for multi-task training. Table 1 reveals a striking contrast:
SFT suffers from performance collapses during multi-stage
training, showing an average decline of 23.1% compared to
the base model. Conversely, RL demonstrates robustness
improvement (with gains of 24.9%) in multi-stage settings.
Therefore, one of the key questions of our research is this sig-
nificant difference: why SFT collapses under multi-stage
training whereas RL achieves stable, cumulative per-
formance growth on different tasks across multi-stage
training? To answer this question, we examined the im-
pact of single-task training on untrained tasks. As shown
in Table 2, while SFT improves the target task, it causes
substantial degradation in others. Conversely, RL enhances
the target task while preserving performance on untrained
tasks. We term this phenomenon SFT Conflicts and RL
Coexists. This distinction in generalization directly answers
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our inquiry. As illustrated in Figure 1, although SFT pa-
rameters updates are toward improving performance of each
single task during single-stage training, severe conflicts arise
across multi-stages, leading to performance collapse in the
final multi-stage SFT model. In contrast, parameter updates
induced by RL across different tasks are approximately or-
thogonal and can therefore coexist, enabling multi-stage RL
to stably improve performance across tasks over stages.

To understand the mechanisms behind these phenomena,
we conduct an empirical analysis of the parameter updates
AW, as detailed in Section 3. As illustrated in Figure 1, we
highlight two observations. First, regarding the magnitude,
RL induces significantly smaller updates, with an average
magnitude over two orders of magnitude smaller than that of
SFT. Second, regarding the interference between different
AW , the similarity of AW across distinct tasks is negligible
for RL (~ 10~°) but substantial for SFT (~ 10~1).

We then provide a theoretical analysis in Section 4 to explain
these observations by examining their respective gradient
descent directions. Specifically, the two key differences
between their gradients lie in the Advantage Function and
Policy Source. Thus in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, we qualita-
tively analyze how the advantage function and the on-policy
nature of RL drive the observed sparsity of AW and small
interference between different tasks. Furthermore, in Sec-
tion 4.3, we derive the upper bound of gradient interference
between tasks. Our proofs demonstrate that SFT interfer-
ence is norm-limited and depends on the absolute gradient
magnitude. Conversely, RL interference is variance-limited
and is bounded by the variance of multiple rollouts (caused
by both advantage function and on-policy). This theorem
clarifies the distinct interference levels in multi-task settings
and reflects the fundamental objectives of SFT and RL.

Building on the insight that RL optimization directions
across tasks exhibit approximate orthogonality, we propose
Parallel-RL, a novel paradigm for multi-task RL. In this
framework, tasks are trained independently in parallel and
their updates are subsequently merged. Experiments show
that Parallel-RL matches single-task performance while im-
proving training efficiency, and ablation studies further con-
firm its ability to effectively decouple task-specific capabili-
ties. Guided by our analysis, we note that Parallel-RL goes
beyond model merging and additionally requires techniques
for task selection and single-task training.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we aim to provide preliminary evidence
revealing the fundamental differences between SFT and RL
in multi-task training paradigms, and to demonstrate their
generalization on other tasks when trained on single task.

2.1. Experiment Setup

We employ DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B as our base
model. Our experiments cover four representative reasoning
domains: math, science, coding, and logic. For RL, we
adopt the GRPO algorithm (Guo et al., 2025). We utilized
LoRA to facilitate efficient fine-tuning and analysis for both
RL and SFT. Here we select MATH500, MMLU, Knights &
Knaves, and LiveCodeBench as benchmarks for Math, Sci-
ence, Logic, and Code tasks, respectively. Implementation
details are provided in Appendix A.

2.2. Differences of Training Paradigms

There are two paradigms for multi-task learning: Mixed-
Data, which aggregates datasets from diverse tasks for joint
training, and Multi-Stage, where the model sequentially
learns distinct tasks in separate phases. For SFT, Mixed-
Data training has become the consensus approach to miti-
gate forgetting (Dong et al., 2023; Park, 2025). In contrast,
while also utilizing Mixed-Data, RL often follows a Multi-
Stage paradigm (Narvekar et al., 2020; Cho et al., 2024).
To understand this difference, we conducted an experiment
comparing two strategies, with results presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Accuracy (%) of SFT and RL with different strategies. Su-
perscripts denote performance changes relative to the Base Model.

Strategy Math Science Logic Code
Baseline

Base Model 83.1416 34.941 31.0478 15.0423

Mixed Data SFT ~ 84.6,%  38.9%°0  34.013%  16.01%

Multi Stage ST~ 78247 31.15% 9.0 1431,

Mixed DanRL 85215 43.20%  37.01%, 15719

Multi Stage RL 86615 49.3,'\  43.017¢  17.31%)

We observe that under multi-stage training, SFT suffers a
significant decline across tasks, averaging 23.1% below the
base model, whereas mixed-data SFT yields a 7.4% gain.
Conversely, RL exhibits robust improvements in both multi-
stage and mixed-data settings, achieving average gains of
24.9% and 12.6 %, respectively. The relatively smaller gain
in mixed-data RL may stem from factors such as gradient
imbalance across tasks (Wu et al., 2025b), which is not
the key focus of our work. We focus on the more striking
disparity: why multi-stage SFT leads to performance
collapse while RL sustains stable and significant growth?

Takeaway 2.2

Multi-stage SFT leads to performance collapse,
whereas RL enables stable and cumulative perfor-
mance growth across distinct tasks.
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2.3. Generalization of Single-Task Training

To investigate the underlying reason for the question above,
we analyze the impact of single-task training on the model’s
performance across other tasks.

As shown in Table 2, while SFT improves the target task
by an average of 4.0%, it comes at the cost of degradation
in untrained tasks, resulting in an average decline of 5.1%
across other tasks. In contrast, RL achieves a superior av-
erage gain of 6.8% on the target task while simultaneously
exerting a positive influence on others, yielding an average
improvement of 2.3% on untrained tasks. These observa-
tions indicate that SFT and RL differ fundamentally in how
they affect other capabilities during learning on a single task.
This phenomenon, which we term SFT Conflicts and RL
Coexists, directly determines their suitability for different
paradigms in multi-task settings.

Table 2. Accuracy (%) on all tasks after single-task training using
RL and SFT. Superscripts: performance changes to Base Model.

Train-Set Math Science Logic Code
Baseline
Base Model ~ 82.041¢ 349411 31.04,5 15.0403
NS Sl 0l 15048 12y
Science SFT ~ 74.6Y% 435135 10077 10515
Logic ST 78.4%%  36.01%  35.00%%  14.11%%
manRL  sselyy  a2sly  ssoly) 15600
ScienceRL  83.21' % 485100 310100 15.91%
CodeRL Loy 387l 3eolyy  17slhy

Takeaway 2.3

SFT suffers from task conflicts, where optimizing one
capability severely compromises others; in contrast,
RL exhibits task coexistence, allowing the model to
learn new tasks while preserving existing ones.

3. Parameter-Level Empirical Analysis

To investigate the mechanism underlying the contrasting
generalization behaviors during single-task training ob-
served in Section 2.3, we analyze the parameter update
dynamics. For each task 7;, we compute the parameter up-
date vector AW; and evaluate two key geometric properties:
the magnitude (L- norm) and the pairwise cosine similar-
ity between tasks. As visualized in Figure 2, we identify
two fundamental distinctions between SFT and RL updates.

Observation 1: The magnitude of RL updates is minimal

and sparse. The heatmaps reveal a stark difference between
AWpgy, and AWgpr in scale: the average Lo norm of AW
is approximately 3 x 102 for RL, whereas it reaches 7.4 for
SFT, showing a difference of over two orders of magnitude.
Furthermore, RL updates exhibit high sparsity; only about
20% of parameters in RL have magnitudes exceeding 107>,
compared to 93% in SFT. These results align with recent
findings (Mukherjee et al., 2025; Shenfeld et al., 2025) that
RL tends to make minimal adjustments. The sparse and
small parameter changes in the high-dimensional parameter
space are a significant factor that makes the training of RL
for different tasks less disruptive.

Observation 2: The optimization directions of RL across
different tasks are approximately orthogonal. We ob-
serve that the pairwise cosine similarity of AW between
different RL tasks is negligible, averaging around 1075.
In contrast, SFT exhibits high similarity across tasks (on
the order of 107! to 1.0), with some updates even point-
ing in opposite directions (e.g., Math vs. Code). Conse-
quently, the AW; for task 7; obtained from RL training
can be considered practically orthogonal, resulting in mini-
mal interference with the optimization landscapes of other
tasks. Whereas the AW, from SFT exhibit overlapping
optimization directions, which leads to significant mutual
interference and the observed catastrophic forgetting.

Overall, this empirical analysis shows that RL induces
sparser and nearly orthogonal parameter updates across
tasks, which are two key factors that explain its minimal
interference with other tasks.

Takeaway 3

Unlike SFT, RL induces sparse, minimal updates
that are approximately orthogonal across tasks,
naturally decoupling the optimization of different
tasks. This parametric mechanism fundamentally ex-
plains why RL supports robust multi-stage training.

4. Theoretical Analysis

Our empirical findings reveal two fundamental properties of
parameter updates from RL which enable the harmonious
coexistence of different task updates within a single model:
(1) Sparsity and Small Magnitude, where updates are con-
fined to a small subset of parameters with diminishing norms
compared to SFT; and (2) Orthogonality, where gradients
for different tasks occupy nearly disjoint subspaces. In this
section, we will use theoretical qualitative analysis to ex-
plain these two properties. To analyze the distinct parameter
updates AW of SFT and RL, we examine their respective
gradient descent directions. Let 7y denote the policy param-
eterized by 0, Texperr be the supervision distribution. The
expected gradients can be formalized as follows:
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Figure 2. Analysis of Parameter Update Dynamics across SFT and RL. The heatmaps display the pairwise cosine similarity (off-diagonal)
and the L2 norm magnitude (diagonal) of parameter update vectors for different tasks. Left: SFT update has a larger absolute similarity
value. (= 1.0). Right: RL updates show near-zero similarity, indicating orthogonal and task-specific parameter adjustments.

9s¥7 = Eup o [Vo log mo (y]7)]

9RL = Eonp yor, [Az, y) Vo log mo (y[x)] M
There are two fundamental distinctions: (1) Policy Source:
SFT is off-policy where the target response y is sampled
from the fixed expert distribution (7expert (ground truth). In
contrast, RL is on-policy, where y is sampled from my. (2)
Advantage (or Reward) Function: The RL gradient incorpo-
rates a scalar weighting term A(z,y).

In the following sections, we will conduct a qualitative theo-
retical analysis centering on these two mechanisms. Further-
more, in Section 4.4, we will perform a quantitative analysis
of the key factors obtained in the theoretical analysis.

4.1. Sparsity and Small Magnitude of RL Updates

Observation 1 of Section 3 highlights the conservative na-
ture of RL updates. Given the high-dimensional param-
eter space of LLMs, this minimal variation implies that
update vectors from different tasks are likely to be orthog-
onal. This inference is underpinned by the mathematical
principle that sparse vectors in high-dimensional spaces
tend to be mutually orthogonal with high probability (Cai
et al., 2013; Luisto, 2025). Recent theoretical advance-
ments have offered numerous explanations for the sparsity
of parameter changes in RL. A representative work is RL’s
Razor (Shenfeld et al., 2025), which demonstrates that even
in the absence of an explicit KL penalty term, on-policy RL
optimization is implicitly biased towards solutions that are
closest in KL-divergence to the initial policy. We restate
this theory as follows:

Proposition 4.1 (Convergence to KL-Minimal Solution,
Shenfeld et al., 2025). Let Y be a finite set of outputs and
let T1 C A(Y) be a convex family of feasible policies. Let

R : Y — {0,1} be a binary reward function and P* =
{q : Eq[R] = 1} be the set of optimal policies. Then, under
suitable regularity conditions, policy gradient converges to:

@

mupdated — aromin Dy (|| mo).

TeP*NIL
In other words, it selects the optimal policy closest in KL-
divergence to the initialization m.

During the theoretical derivation, they demonstrated that
under binary rewards, each RL update step is equivalent
to a two-stage alternating projection process (Information
Projection and Moment Projection). Crucially, both stages
implicitly satisfy the property of minimizing KL-divergence.
And these two stages correspond precisely to the two dif-
ference shown in Eq 1. I-Projection: Projects the current
policy onto the set of all policies with Reward = 1, cor-
responding to reward function. M-Projection: Projects the
intermediate policy derived from the I-Projection back to the
policy space representable by the model’s parameterization,
reflecting the role of on-policy. In summary, unlike SFT
which must bridge a potentially large gap to fit an extrinsic
expert distribution, RL implicitly minimizes D g 1, (7*||mo).
This restriction on deviation directly leads to the observed
sparsity and small magnitude in parameter updates.

4.2. Qualitative Analysis of Multi-Task Gradients

In this section, we will analyze why gradients from different
tasks in RL exhibit near-orthogonality. Similarity, we quali-
tatively examine this phenomenon from two perspectives:
policy and advantage function.

We consider two distinct tasks ¢ and j with data distribu-
tions D; and D;. Since many recent works on reasoning
enhancement use RL algorithms based on GRPO, we will
use it as a representative for analysis.
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Definition 4.2 (GRPO Gradient). Given an input x from
task ¢, we generate G group-wise rollouts {yk}kgzl. The
empirical gradient estimate is given by:

1<
9i(z) = & > Ai(@) Vo logm(ysla), ()
k=1

where A; ;. (z) is the standardized advantage. Let
rix(x) be the reward for the Fk-th sample, and

let p,(x) = &30 rip(e) and o, (x) =

\/é chzl(r@k(a:) — pir,(z))2 be the group mean
and standard deviation, respectively. The advantage is
defined as A; x(x) = (13, — por, (z)) /0, ().

Definition of Score Function. For notational convenience,
we will denote the log-likelihood gradient of the k-th rollout
by the score function S, 1 (z) = Vg log mg(yx|z) below.

According to the definition, the advantages for GRPO satisfy
the zero-sum property.

G
> A k(x) =0, (4

k=1

We contrast the inner products of gradient directions be-
tween tasks ¢ and j in RL with those in SFT. We refer to
this metric as the gradient interference term, which is
formalized as follows:

Gradient Interference in SFT. Let 7* denote the expert
policy (i.e., the supervision distribution). For a task ¢, the
target response is y; ~ 7*(-|z). Like RL, we define the
expert score function as S} (x) := Vg log mg(y;|x). Thus,
the expected gradient interference in SFT is as follows:

ISFT(ivj) = ]Ez,m/ [<Sz*($)7 SJ*(IE,))] . (5)

Gradient Interference in RL. For RL (GRPO), the ex-
pected inner product is given by:

IRL(i7 .]) = Ez,z’

Unlike SFT, we can decompose this raw form using the
zero-sum property of advantages shown in Eq.(4).
Lemma 4.3 (Gradient Inner Product Decomposition). Let
Si(z) = & chzl Si.i () be the mean score function for
input z, and let 6.S; 1.(x) = S; x(x) — Si(x) be the residual
score function. The expected inner product between the
gradients of task i and task j satisfies:

IRL(i7j) = Ez x/

which we prove in Appendix C.

Based on the derivations above, we analyze the gradient
interference in SFT and RL from two mechanisms.

Mechanism of Advantages. Based on Lemma 4.3, the
zero-sum property of advantage function algebraically re-
moves the contribution of the mean gradient direction S;().
This transforms the inner product of the score functions (i.e.,
log-likelihood gradients) (.S; ,.S;,;) into the inner product
of residuals (8.5; 1 (z), 05}, (2")), diminishing the gradient
interference in multi-task RL. Conversely, the SFT inner
product in Eq.(5) depends directly on (S} (z), S (z')). Con-
sequently, the gradient interference in multi-task SFT is
significantly larger than RL.

Mechanism of Policy Source. The second critical distinc-
tion is that SFT is off-policy, relying on an external expert
distribution, whereas RL is on-policy.

First, according to Lemma 4.3, the RL inner product 7 is
governed by residual score function, §5; ;(x). Intuitively,
the residual §.5(x) captures the intra-group policy diver-
gence across G rollouts for the same input x. Since both the
input and the model parameters remain fixed during genera-
tion, this divergence is inherently limited. (We quantify the
extent of this variation in Section 4.4.)

Second, for two distinct tasks ¢ and 7, the data distribu-
tions D; and D; are independent. Consequently, the small
vectors 0.5; and 65, generated from independent sampling
processes, are statistically independent zero-mean vec-
tors. In the context of high-dimensional parameter space of
LLM R, the Concentration of Measure phenomenon (Ver-
shynin, 2018) dictates that the independent, zero-mean
and sparse vectors are approximately orthogonal with high
probability. Formally, the probability that their inner prod-
uct deviates from zero decays exponentially with the di-
mension d: P (|(65;,89;)| > t) < 2exp(—ct®d) In con-
trast, SFT is off-policy, targeting an external distribution.
This requires dense, high-magnitude updates that signif-
icantly overlap across tasks, directly resulting in a large
interference term (S7 (z), S (z')). This intrinsic distinction
between on-policy and off-policy directly accounts for the
observed differences in gradient inner products. Quantita-
tive analyses supporting are provided in Section 4.4.

Remark. The advantage function acts as a filter that re-
moves the dense mean gradient S, leaving only the intra-
group residuals. The on-policy nature further ensures these
residuals 4.5 remain minimal and non-interfering.

4.3. Upper Bound of Gradient Orthogonality

We now derive an upper bound on the gradient interference
in formula 5 and 7. This derivation allows us to identify the
key factors contributing to the approximate orthogonality
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of RL observed in Section 3. To formally compare the
interference magnitude, we introduce bounds characterizing
the absolute magnitude of the score functions for SFT and
the intra-group variance for RL.

Assumption 4.4 (Bounded Expected Norm and Variance).
For any task ¢ with data distribution D;:

SFT Score Function Norm: The expected squared Lo
norm of the expert score function is bounded by a constant
M?. This characterizes the average energy of the updates:

Eonp, (IS (2)]5] < M.

RL Score Function Variance: The expected intra-group
variance of the residual score function (averaged over G
rollouts) is bounded by a constant V;%:

Z 168k (2)113

2

= i .

xw’D

Based on this assumption, we can give upper bounds for the
gradient inner product of SFT and RL for different tasks.

Theorem 4.5 (Upper Bound on Gradient Interference). Un-
der Assumption 4.4, the expected gradient inner product for
SFT and RL (GRPO) satisfies the following upper bounds:

1. SFT Upper Bound (Norm-Limited):

|Zser(i, j)| < M; - Mj. (UB-SFT)
2. RL Upper Bound (Variance-Limited):
|Zre (i, 7)] < Vi - V. (UB-RL)

Theorem 4.5 reveals a fundamental mechanistic difference
between SFT and RL gradient interference upper bounds.
The SFT bound depends on M;, the absolute norm of the
score function. As we have in our qualitative analysis in
Section 4, the magnitude of SFT score function M; is large.
However, the situation is completely different for RL. The
RL bound is controlled exclusively by V;, the magnitude of
the residuals §.5. This is actually the variance with a group
of rollouts generated by the model for the same input x. As
we analyzed in Section 4.2, due to the on-policy nature of
RL, the intra-group variation will be small. Furthermore, 6.5
will continue to decay as training converges. The proof of
this upper bound is provided in Appendix C.2. This theoret-
ical distinction mirrors the fundamental essence of the two
paradigms: SFT forces the model to fit fixed expert trajec-
tories, whereas RL optimizes based on intra-group relative
differences, reinforcing good trajectory while suppressing
bad ones. We note that most properties also hold for other
RL algorithms, as discussed in Appendix C.3.

(a) RL on Math vs Science (b) SFT on Math vs Science

» Math . » Math
» Science » Science

Dimension 2
Dimension 2

Dimension 1 Dimension 1

Figure 3. Distribution of the score function S sampled during
training by RL and SFT on different tasks (Math and Science). We
use t-SNE to reduce the dimensionality for visualization.

Takeaway 4.3

Gradient interference in SFT is norm-limited, gov-
erned by the absolute magnitude of parameter up-
dates. Conversely, RL interference is variance-limited,
strictly bounded by the diversity of intra-group roll-
outs, which filters the common-mode conflicts.

4.4. Quantification and Visualization

To quantitatively validate our theoretical analysis, we exam-
ine three key metrics related to the score function S: the
magnitude ||S||2, the residual 6.5 (derived in Lemma 4.3),
and the cosine similarity. We follow the setup in Section
2.1, using 200 sampled instances per task. The comparative
results are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3. Quantitative comparison of score function (.S) indicators
between SFT and RL. RL exhibits significantly smaller magnitude
and inter-task similarity, alongside a bounded residual §.

Indicator SFT RL

115]]2 ~ 7.1 ~ 1071
165]]2 - ~ 1072
CosSim(S;, S) ~ 107" ~ 1073

Verification of Interference Upper Bounds. We first eval-
uate the factors governing the gradient interference bounds
derived in Theorem 4.5. For SFT, the interference is norm-
limited. Table 3 shows that ||S||2 for SFT is substantial
(~ 7.1), confirming that fitting external experts leading to a
high gradient interference. In contrast, RL interference is
variance-limited, governed strictly by the intra-group resid-
ual 05. Empirically, the ||§S]|2 is observed to be small
(~ 1072). This confirms that filtering effect of the advan-
tage function restricts interference to this minimal variance
term, explaining the significantly lower interference in RL.

Verification of Task Separation. Next, we validate the
mechanism discussed in Section 4.2, which posits that on-
policy RL naturally leads to low overlap between updates
from different tasks, while SFT updates show significant
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Table 4. The accuracy (%) on different tasks. Superscripts denote accuracy change vs. corresponding single-task baseline. A Base
shows the average performance improvement over the Base Model. Retention (%) represents the percentage of performance retained
compared to the Single-Task Training Model before merging for Parallel Training method. Bold represents the best performance.

Base Model Method Math Science Logic ] Code Average Statjstic
MATHS00 AIME2025 MMLU GPQA KK LiveCodeBench A Base Retention (%)
Baselines (Full Parameter GRPO)
Base Model 82.0 26.9 349 323 31.0 15.0 - -
Single-Task SFT 85.8 315 49.1 35.4 37.0 16.3 +5.5 -
Single-Task RL 87.4 327 51.8 39.9 44.0 21.6 49.3 -
Previous Multi Task Training Paradigms
Mixed Data SFT 85.67"2 30.1° 14 485796 343711 38,0"10 17.0107 +5.2 -
Multi Stage SFT 71.071% 21,8797 3327199 9397122 110260 12,1742 8.3 -
DeepSeek-R1-  Mixed Data RL 87.0704 32,9192 509709 389710  450F10 20.770¢ +8.9 -
Distill-Qwen-1.5B _ Multi Stage RL 87.8104 331704 52.8t10 404705 480%*0 21.0°%6 +10.2 .
Parallel Training
Naive Parallel-SFT (mean)  63.27%2:6 1927123 9697222 92537101 960110 9.3770 -8.7 66.6
Naive Parallel-SFT (sum)  61.27246  20.07'"° 2597232 9268786 9307140 10.176-2 9.2 65.4
Naive Parallel-RL (nean) 85.67 1% 315712 47.37%%  36.47%%  39.07°° 19.07%¢ +6.1 93.3
Naive Parallel-RL (sum) 86.4~ 10 32,3704 48.07%% 37472  3907°° 18.4732 +6.6 942
TIES Parallel-RL 87.670:2 32,5702 49.2726  38471° 43,0710 19.7719 +8.0 97.4
SVD Parallel-RL 87.2702 31.97%% 483735  36.97%0 420720 15.97°7 +6.7 94.6
Adapted Parallel-RL 88.6712 33.8+11 50.97°Y 414715 49,0750 22,5109 +10.7 103.2
Baselines (Full Parameter GRPO)
Base Model 91.8 492 51.8 48.5 62.0 36.5 - -
Single-Task SFT 93.8 54.4 59.1 51.0 65.0 39.1 +3.8 -
Single-Task RL 94.6 57.1 63.5 53.0 68.0 423 +6.5 -
Previous Multi Task Training Paradigms
Mixed Data SFT 94.670-8 531713 617726 525715 66,0110 40.0109 +4.7 -
Multi Stage SFT 8147124 3867 1%8% 353728 3917119 4607190 295796 -11.7 -
DeepSeek-R1-  Mixed Data RL 95.070-4 56.5°°¢ 62277 5287%%  67.07"° 39.97%4 +5.6 -
Distill-Qwen-7B _ Multi Stage RL 95.0104 58.2t11  g5.9%2* 556726  66.02° 44,2110 +7.5 -
Parallel Training
Naive Parallel-SFT (mean)  61.073%8 3587186 3317260 389-121 480170 27.07 121 -16.0 67.3
Naive Parallel-SFT (sum)  59.273%¢ 3567188 3247267 378132 500150 26.57126 -16.4 66.6
Naive Parallel-RL (mean) 93.27 14 52.374%  59.07%*°  51.07%° 61.07"7° 38.3740 425 93.7
Naive Parallel-RL (sum) 93.6~ 10 53.17%0 59.67%°  5257%°  63.07°° 38.0°%% +3.3 95.1
TIES Parallel-RL 94.870:2 56.57°6 62571 520710 64.07%° 405718 +5.1 97.8
SVD Parallel-RL 93.27 14 55.27 19 614721 515715 650730 39.5728 +4.3 96.7
Adapted Parallel-RL 96.2+1:6 59,0119 6687332  54.0710 700720 415708 +8.0 102.4

overlap. Table 3 reveals that the cosine similarity for RL
(~ 1073) is much lower than that of SFT (~ 10™!), indi-
cating that RL updates occupy nearly orthogonal subspaces.
We also employ t-SNE to plot the distribution of score func-
tions. As shown in Figure 3, RL score functions form dis-
tinct, separable clusters for different tasks. Conversely, SFT
distributions exhibit heavy overlap. Together, these results
corroborate that SFT suffers from dense, conflicting updates,
whereas RL naturally decouples task optimization. More
visualizations are shown in Appendix E.3.

5. Application: Parallel-RL Framework
5.1. Methodology

Our preceding empirical and theoretical analyses establish
a fundamental geometric property of multi-task RL: param-
eter updates for distinct reasoning tasks occupy approx-
imately orthogonal subspaces (Section 4). This finding
implies that the interference term (AW;, AW;) is negligi-
ble. Considering optimization directions are irrelevant, the
sum of parameter updates obtained from parallel training of
different tasks should theoretically approximate the result
of multi-stage training of tasks.

Motivated by this insight, we propose Parallel-RL, a de-

coupled post-training paradigm. In Parallel-RL, we can
optimize each task independently. Formally, let 7 =
{T1,...,Tn} be asetof diverse reasoning tasks. We launch
N parallel RL training processes. Each process i produces
a task-specific update AW,. The final model parameter
W tinai is obtained by merging these independent updates:

Wfinal = Whase + M(AWh PN AWN)

where M is a merging function (e.g., linear averaging or
SVD, discussed in Section 5.2). We emphasize that Parallel-
RL is not merely a model merging technique, but a complete
post-training paradigm. Beyond the merging stage, it also
involves determining which tasks can be trained in parallel,
as well as adopting appropriate tricks for each single task
training, which are preliminarily discussed in Appendix D.

5.2. Main Experiment

Setup. We adopt DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B and 7B
as the base models for full parameter training. The configu-
ration follows the settings described in Appendix A. Here
we choose GRPO as the RL algorithm. Results for other RL
algorithms can be found in Appendix E.2.

Parallel-RL Method. We explore several basic strategies
for implementing and merging on Parallel-RL. (1) Naive
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Parallel-RL.We employ two strategies: (a) sum: directly
summing the AW;, (b) mean: averaging the AW;. (2)
Sparse Parallel. Two sparsification strategies are consid-
ered here. First, we adopt the standard TIES method (Ya-
dav et al., 2023). Second, motivated by evidence that the
rank-1 component of AW; encapsulates most RL training
effects (Cai et al., 2025), we perform SVD on each up-
date and retain only the rank-1 directions for merging. (3)
Adapted Parallel-RL. Since different RL models enhance
the sampling probability of high-reward trajectory for their
respective tasks, the merged model can benefit from light
post-merge adaptation. After Naive Parallel RL (sum), we
perform rapid adaptation using a small subset of samples
(5% of the original train-set size) to refine the model.

5.3. Main Results

As shown in Table 4, we observe that even Naive Parallel-
RL (sum) allows different task updates (AW;) to coexist,
largely preserving the performance gains (95%) from sin-
gle task training and achieving an average improvement
of 5.0% over the base model. In contrast, Parallel-SFT
(sum) suffers from severe task conflicts, with only 66% of
the performance of the corresponding single-task SFT re-
tained. Furthermore, incorporating sparsification strategies
further enhances the compatibility of various AW; for RL.
TIES and SVD Parallel-RL respectively retained 98% and
96% of the performance of the corresponding single-task
RL. Notably, Adapted Parallel-RL achieves the best per-
formance across most tasks. It delivers a 9.4% gain over
the base model and even surpasses individual task-specific
models, retaining an average of 102.8% of the Single-Task
RL performance. Despite these gains, this paradigm only
needs an additional 5% samples adaptation time compared
to single-task training, demonstrating both the efficiency
and superior efficacy of our approach. More experimental
results are available in Appendix E.1. We also performed
Pass@K analysis to further verify the stability of Parallel
RL, as shown in Appendix E.4.

5.4. Ablation Study

To intuitively assess the orthogonality and decoupling of the
learned task representations, we conduct an ablation study
by selectively excluding each task-specific update (AW;)
during the merging process. As reported in Table 5, remov-
ing a specific AW; leads to a significant performance drop
in its corresponding task, with an average drop (Argyget)
of 7.1%. However, In contrast, the performance on the re-
maining tasks stays remarkably robust, even exhibiting a
slight average improvement (Aopers) of 0.6%. This result
demonstrates that Parallel-RL effectively decouples capa-
bilities across tasks. Unlike multi-stage or mixed-data RL,
this paradigm allows for the flexible composition of models,
enabling modular adaptation to diverse task scenarios. More

ablation results are shown in Appendix E.2

Table 5. Performance (%) ablation study of Naive Parallel-RL.
Ararget and Aoihers highlight the change in accuracy on the cor-
responding task and other tasks after removing a certain module.

Method MATH500 MMLU KK LCB  Aguger  Aothers
Baselines
Single-Task RL 87.4 51.8 440 216
Base Model 82.0 34.9 31.0 15.0
Ablation of Parallel-RL (1.5B GRPO)
Parallel-RL 86.4 48.0 39.0 184 - -
- w/o Math 82.8 47.8 41.0 192 -3.6 +0.9
- w/o Science 86.0 37.5 39.0 184 -10.5 -0.1
- w/o Logic 85.6 49.6 30.0 203 -9.0 +0.9
- w/o Code 88.2 46.9 40.0 13.1 -5.3 +0.6
6. Related Work

We summarize research aligned with our core investigation
and provide a comprehensive discussion in Appendix B.
Enhancing the reasoning capabilities of LLMs has become a
focal point of recent research (Guo et al., 2025; Jaech et al.,
2024). The dominant training strategies remain SFT (Xu
et al., 2025; Hugging Face, 2025) and RL (Zheng et al.,
2025; Ouyang et al., 2022). Recently, significant efforts
have been made to distinguish the mechanisms of SFT and
RL in single-task settings. Chu et al. (2025) argue that
SFT memorizes, RL generalizes, suggesting SFT focuses
on learning new paths, while RL enhances generalization.
Similar works include (Matsutani et al., 2025; Jin et al.,
2025a), etc. There is also work (Mukherjee et al., 2025)
pointing out that compared to SFT, RL training only fine-
tunes the small subnetwork. Other works have explored the
combination of these two paradigms (Zhang et al., 2025; Fu
et al., 2025). Multi-task learning is also essential for scaling
towards AGI (Zeng et al., 2025a; Li et al., 2025a). However,
the divergence between multi-task SFT and RL remains
underexplored. Some works have explored related aspects.
RL’s Razor (Shenfeld et al., 2025) theoretically explains
that RL minimizes parameter deviation due to implicit KL
constraints, thereby reducing forgetting. Similar analysis
can be found in The Path Not Taken (Zhu et al., 2025).
However, their analysis targets forgetting rather than multi-
task learning and the fundamental differences in the training
paradigms. In contrast, our work is the first to systematically
investigate the divergence between SFT and RL in multi-
task training with theoretical and empirical analysis.

7. Conclusion

This work systematically analyzes the divergence between
SFT and RL in multi-task training. We observe that in
multi-stage training, SFT exhibits significant task conflicts,
whereas RL demonstrates a coexistence property, allowing
for stable improvements. Through mechanistic analysis,
we find that the optimization directions of RL across dif-
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ferent tasks share significantly lower similarity than SFT,
appearing approximately orthogonal. We further substan-
tiate these empirical findings with a in-depth theoretical
analysis, elucidating how the advantage function and on-
policy nature of RL drive this mechanism. Building on the
findings, we introduce Parallel-RL to decouple multi-task
training, enabling efficient, modular training that achieves
superior performance with minimal adaptation.

Impact Statements

This paper aims to advance the development of multi-task
learning for LLMs. By analyzing and improving the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of model learning across diverse
task scenarios, we hope to facilitate progress toward the
vision of AGI. However, we emphasize that while striving
for efficient multi-task training, it is also crucial to maintain
the safety and reliability of each individual task to ensure re-
sponsible deployment. Finally, we believe that this method-
ological study does not introduce distinct ethical risks or
societal impacts that warrant detailed discussion here.
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A. Experiment Details
A.1. Task and Dataset Description

In this study, we select four representative tasks widely utilized in reasoning enhancement research for multi-task learning:
Math, Science, Code, and Logic. In the following sections, we detail the training and evaluation datasets employed for each
of these tasks.

Training Datasets. We use different datasets that are more suitable for SFT and RL training, respectively. For SFT, we
utilize a subset of OpenR1-Math-220k (Hugging Face, 2025) as the math training set, a subset of AM-DeepSeek-Distilled-
40M (Tian et al., 2025b) for code generation, and a subset of AM-Thinking-vi-Distilled (Tian et al., 2025a) for science.
For the logical reasoning task, we employ the knights-and-knaves (Xie et al., 2024) dataset. Since the original data lacks
CoTs, we leverage the DeepSeek-R1 API to distill LongCoT data and ensure the correctness of the distilled answers using
the rule-based verification logic from Logic-RL (Xie et al., 2025). Regarding RL, our training data consists of a subset of
the DeepScaleR-Preview-Dataset (Meng et al., 2023) for math and a subset of the DeepCoder-Preview-Dataset (Luo et al.,
2025) for code. For science, we use a subset of the science portion from AM-Thinking-vI-Distilled. Finally, following the
protocol of Logic-RL, a subset of the knights-and-knaves dataset is used for the logical task.

Evaluation Benchmarks. We evaluate our models using six mainstream and widely recognized benchmarks. For
Mathematics, we select MATH500 (Lightman et al., 2023) and AIME2025. 1t is worth noting that the number of questions
for AIME2025 is relatively small. To avoid randomness, we report the evaluation metric as avg@ 16, which is the average
accuracy of 16 tests on the dataset. For Science, we employ MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021) and GPQA-Diamond (Rein
et al., 2023). Considering the massive scale of MMLU and the fact that some of its tasks are not directly related to scientific
reasoning, we specifically focus on the following subjects: high_school_physics, high_school_chemistry, college_chemistry,
college _biology, astronomy, and professional_medicine. For Code Generation, we primarily use LiveCodeBench (Jain et al.,
2024) for evaluation. Lastly, for Logical Reasoning, the knights-and-knaves dataset is used as the evaluation benchmark.

A.2. Training Details

We employ DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B and 7B as base models. All experiments are conducted on a machine of eight
NVIDIA A100 (80GB) GPUs. To facilitate efficient parameter analysis, some experiments are performed using LoRA (Hu
et al., 2021). For all LoRA experiments, we set the rank to r = 64 and the scaling factor to o = 32. For multi-stage training,
we chose the following task order: Math, Science, Code, Logic. For TIES merging (Yadav et al., 2023), we follow the
default settings and set the sensitivity parameter to 0.8.

SFT. SFT is implemented using the LLaMA-Factory (Zheng et al., 2024) framework. We fine-tune the models on teacher
CoT trajectories. The learning rate is set to 1 x 105, and the sequence cutoff length is configured at 8K tokens.

RL. We utilize the VeRL (Sheng et al., 2024) framework for reinforcement learning training, specifically employing the
GRPO algorithm. The RL learning rate is fixed at 3 x 1076, Following the official DeepSeck configuration, we set the
sampling temperature to 0.6 and top-p to 0.95. For each prompt, we generate G = 16 rollouts to perform group-based
relative reward estimation. The maximum output length is set to 8K tokens. Notably, we disable the KL divergence penalty
in the loss function for our specific analysis.

We acknowledge the exceptional contributions of LLaMA-Factory and VeRL teams. Their extensible and user-friendly frame-
works, which support diverse architectures and advanced algorithms, significantly facilitated our training implementation.

A.3. Evaluation Details

For the majority of the tasks, we conduct evaluation using the lighteval (Habib et al., 2023) toolkit provided by Hugging
Face. Consistent with the training configuration described above, we employ a sampling temperature of 0.6 and a top-p value
of 0.95 for all model generations. For the logical reasoning tasks, we utilize the specialized evaluation suite from Logic-RL.
We express our gratitude to the developers of these tools for their significant contributions to the open-source community,
which ensured the reliability and comparability of our evaluation results. All evaluation experiments are performed on
NVIDIA A100 (80GB) GPUs to maintain consistency in the computational environment.
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B. More Related Works

In this section, we provide a comprehensive review of the literature concerning post-training paradigms, the comparative
analysis of SFT (Wei et al., 2021) and RL (Ziegler et al., 2019), and multi-task learning.

Post-Training for Large Language Models. The mainstream post-training paradigms mainly include SFT and RL. In
the era of reasoning enhancement, SFT has evolved beyond simple instruction following to incorporate Chain-of-Thought
(CoT) methodologies (Wei et al., 2022; Jin et al., 2026; Zhu et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026b), which encourage models to
generate step-by-step reasoning paths (Li et al., 2025b; Longpre et al., 2023). Recent advancements have further refined
this approach through specialized reasoning fine-tuning, significantly boosting capabilities in mathematical and logical
tasks (Xu et al., 2025; Hugging Face, 2025; Tan et al., 2026b;a). At the same time RL has shifted focus from traditional
human preference alignment (Ouyang et al., 2022; Jin et al., 2025b; Li et al., 2026a; Men et al., 2025) to outcome-driven
reasoning optimization. By leveraging verifiable rewards in domains like mathematics and coding (Hao et al., 2026),
methods exemplified by DeepSeek-R1 (Guo et al., 2025) and other recent frameworks (Yu et al., 2025; Team et al., 2025;
Zeng et al., 2025a) have greatly improved the model reasoning capabilities (Li et al., 2026¢c; Men et al., 2026b).

Comparative Analysis of SFT and RL in Single-Task Learning. A representative comparative study (Chu et al., 2025)
characterize the distinction as “SFT memorizes, RL generalizes”, observing that while SFT is responsible for fitting
supervised training paths, RL focuses on generalization. Mechanistically, this divergence is often attributed to search space
dynamics. Other work (Matsutani et al., 2025) propose that “RL squeezes, SFT expands”, indicating that RL contracts the
policy towards high-reward regions, whereas SFT broadens the sampling space. Furthermore, Jin et al. (2025a) find that
RL can recover generalization capabilities lost during aggressive SFT. Other research has also compared the differences
between the two in terms of out-of-distribution (OOD) task generalization (Huan et al., 2025). There is also work(Mukherjee
et al., 2025) pointing out that compared to SFT, RL training only fine-tunes the small subnetwork. Recognizing the distinct
properties of RL and SFT, recent hybrid approaches integrate on-policy RL with off-policy SFT to leverage the benefits of
both paradigms (Fu et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025).

Multi-Task Learning. To enable deployment in complex real-world scenarios, enhancing the multi-task reasoning
capabilities of LLMs has become a priority (Google, 2025; OpenAl, 2025; Yang et al., 2025). For SFT, the common
practice is to train on mixed datasets spanning diverse tasks (Hugging Face, 2025). Existing studies suggest that conflicts in
multi-task SFT are often severe and evolve throughout training, motivating adaptive data selection, curriculum design, and
conflict-aware reweighting instead of static data mixing alone (Wu et al., 2024; Liang et al., 2025). In contrast, RL paradigms
exhibit more diverse strategies. Many works explore multi-stage training (Zeng et al., 2025a), or employ curriculum learning
strategies (Cho et al., 2024; Li et al., 2025a) to progressively build capabilities. Other studies investigate mixed-data RL
by alleviating gradient imbalance (Wu et al., 2025a) or scaling RL on heterogeneous reasoning data (Liu et al., 2025a).
Recent multi-task RL studies further show that cross-domain transfer is highly dependent on tasks: while some domains
are mutually beneficial, others induce negative transfer or capacity competition (Li et al., 2025c; Cheng et al., 2025).
Complementary optimization-based methods further seek to mitigate such conflicts by improving gradient compatibility
across domains (Liang et al., 2026). Despite these advances, the paradigmatic divergence between SFT and RL in multi-task
settings remains under-analyzed. Recent studies demonstrate that RL exhibits significantly less catastrophic forgetting than
SFT (Shenfeld et al., 2025; Lai et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2025). In contrast, our work is the first to systematically investigate
this divergence through both theoretical and empirical analysis. As the field evolves towards Agentic RL and the number of
reasoning tasks continues to grow (Zeng et al., 2025b; Men et al., 2026a), understanding these fundamental differences is
increasingly important for scalable AGI development.

Model Merging Techniques. The paradigm of model merging has emerged as a highly efficient strategy to integrate the
capabilities of multiple expert models without the prohibitive costs of retraining. Foundational works in this domain demon-
strated that models can be fused via simple weight averaging (Wortsman et al., 2022) or through Task Arithmetic (Ilharco
et al., 2022), which operates on task vectors to add or subtract specific model behaviors. However, directly combining
multiple task vectors frequently leads to severe performance degradation due to task conflicts. To mitigate this, subsequent
research introduced subspace and sparsification strategies. Most notably, TIES-Merging (Yadav et al., 2023) resolves
interference by pruning task vectors based on parameter magnitudes and electing a dominant sign direction to eliminate
sign conflicts during aggregation. Following a similar sparsification philosophy, DARE (Yu et al., 2024) randomly drops
parameters and rescales the remaining weights to seamlessly assimilate homologous models. Beyond sparsification, other
advanced methodologies calculate precise merging coefficients by evaluating parameter importance, utilizing tools such as
the Fisher Information Matrix (Matena & Raffel, 2022) or closed-form statistical solutions for linear layers (Jin et al., 2022).
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C. Theory and Proof

C.1. RL Inner Product Decomposition

We present the proof of Lemma 4.3 in the main text. This lemma states that for GRPO, the inner product of training gradients
for different tasks actually depends on the difference between rollouts within a group rather than the rollout itself.

Proof. We expand the inner product of the gradients defined in Definition 4.2:

(91( ) < ZAz kSz ky ~ G ZA],ZS, >

Substituting the decomposition S; , = S; + 0.5, i, the term for task ¢ becomes:

Q

el G
Ai 1 (Si 4+ 0Six) = S; Z A g+ Z A; 16S;

k=
0

G
= A 18 k.
k=1

k=1

The mean score direction S; is eliminated due to the zero-sum property of the standardized advantages. Substituting this
back into the inner product yields:

1 N o
(gi(2),9(2)) = re?] ZAi,kAj,l<5Si,k75Sj,l>~
kol

Taking the expectation over  ~ D; and 2’ ~ D; completes the proof. O

C.2. Proof of Theorem 4.5 (Upper Bound on Gradient Interference)

In this section, we derive the upper bounds for the gradient inner product for SFT and RL, as presented in Theorem 4.5.

C.2.1. PROOF FOR SFT (NORM-LIMITED)

Proof. As defined in Eq 5, the gradient interference term is defined as the expected inner product of the expert score
functions over independent data distributions D; and D; of different task 4 and j respectively:

Tsrr(is j) = Banp, w~p, [(S] (), S7(2))] -

First, we apply the property |E[Z]| < E[|Z|] (which follows from Jensen’s inequality) together with the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality for the inner product (|(u, v)| < ||ul2||v]2):

\Zspr(i, 5)| = |Eaar [<S;* () ]|
<E, . [||s;*(x>||2 : ||S;< ’)ll2] -

Since the samples = and z’ are drawn independently from D; and D;, the expectation of the product can be factored into the
product of expectations:

Eoor [I1S7(@)]l2 157 (2")l2] = Ea (1187 () ll2] - Eor [I185 (2)]l2] -

Next, we apply the property: (E[Z])? < E[Z?2], implying E[Z] < /E[Z2]. This can also be derived from Jensen’s
inequality.

Eq (1157 (2) 2] < 3/ Ee (157 () 3]

o (157 (2")ll2] < /B [[IS}(2)]I3].
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Finally, substituting this back into the expression and applying the bounds M; and M; defined in Assumption 4.4 (where
Eonp, [[IS] (2)[3] < M7), we obtain:
| Zsrr (i, )] < M; - M;.

This confirms the bound in Eq.(UB-SFT). O

C.2.2. PROOF FOR RL (VARIANCE-LIMITED)

Proof. For RL (GRPO series, i.e., RL algorithms that normalize the advantage function within group), we start with the
decomposition of the expected gradient inner product derived in Lemma 4.3:

1 G G
5> A4, <5szk,5sjl>].

IRL(Z j) ]Ez x’/

To derive the upper bound, we first apply the property |E[Z]| < E[|Z|] (Jensen’s inequality) and the Triangle Inequality to
the sum inside the expectation:

G
. 1 ioa
Zoo (6, §)| < Bawr || 73 ZAi,kAjJ<55i,k,55jJ>1
k=11=1
A R
<Eowr | =3 O D 1Akl Ajal[(6S5 k5 8550)]
k=11=1

Next, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (|(u,v)| < |lul]2]|v]|2) to the inner product: [(0.S;,05;;)| <
105;.%]121165;.1]|2. Thus the expression can be factored into the product of two independent sums:

G G

1 A )

re (ZIAi,k|||5Si,k||2> <Z Aj,l||55j,l||2>] :
k=1 =1

|IRL(7;7 j)| S ]Ex,x’

Since we consider two distinct tasks, the data sampling and rollout generation processes for task ¢ and task j are independent.
Consequently, the expectation of the product factors into the product of expectations:

Zee (6, )] < 3 Z | Ai k165112

G A~
Z|Aj,z||55j,z||2] :

Term; Term;

We now bound the term for task i (T'erm;). First, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (for scalars) to the sum inside
the expectation:

G G G
S Aill6Sikllz < ([ D A2 D 1168 k]3- ®)
k=1 k=1 k=1

For RL algorithms of GRPO series, the advantage estimates are standardized within each group to stabilize training.
Specifically, for a group of rewards {r; 1, ...,7; ¢}, the standardized advantage is computed as:

i rip —mean({r;})

Aik = std({r;})

By the definition of standardization, the mean of their squares is exactly 1:
1 & G
A2 _ A2 _
G =t = Y-
k=1
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Substituting this property into the inequality 8 simplifies the bound to:

G
1653, k113-
k=1

e
Z ‘Ai’k||‘5si,k”2 <VG-
k=1

Taking the expectation on both sides, we use Jensen’s inequality for the concave function f(z) = /2 (implying E[v/Z] <
E[Z)):

Term; =E,

3

G G
Z |Ai,k|55i,k||2] <E, |[VG- Z [0S,k
k=1 k=1

e
<VG-|E, Z||5Si,k||%1'
k=1

According to Assumption 4.4, the expected intra-group variance is bounded: E, [é Zszl 10.5: 1 ||§} < V;2, which implies

E, |39, 6S:x]12| < GV;2. Substituting this into the inequality:
Term; < VG - G- V2 =GV,
Applying the same bound for task j (T’erm; < GV}) and substituting back into the expression C.2.2:
T (i) < g (GV) - (GV}) = Vi V5.

This confirms the bound in Eq.(UB-RL). O

C.3. Generalization to Other RL Algorithm

The variance-limited interference mechanism is not exclusive to GRPO. First, in the context of the reasoning enhancement
or RLVR (Guo et al., 2025) focused on in this paper, most recent reasoning-oriented RL algorithms (e.g., GSPO (Zheng
et al., 2025), DAPO (Yu et al., 2025)) generally follow the GRPO paradigm by generating a group of rollouts for a single
prompt and performing group-wise advantage normalization. Consequently, these algorithms also satisfy the derivation
presented above. Second, regarding classical RL algorithms, this property also holds approximately. In fact, as long as
there is normalization for the advantage and the on-policy property, our derivation can hold. In this section, we provide a
derivation using PPO (Schulman et al., 2017) as an example.

Unlike GRPO which normalizes advantages within a group of outputs for the same prompt, PPO (as implemented in
VeRL (Sheng et al., 2024)) typically employs token-level GAE and performs Batch-Level Advantage Normalization. We
show that our theoretical framework seamlessly generalizes to this setting.

Definition (PPO Gradient with Batch Normalization). Consider a training batch 55 consisting of multiple trajectories. Let
KC be the set of indices for all valid tokens in this batch (flattening batch and time dimensions), with total count N = |K]|.
For each token k € I, let S, = Vg log my(ak|sk) be the score function and Ak be the normalized advantage. The empirical
gradient estimate for task 4 is given by:

| X
PPO _ 7
9 =N kz_lAkSk~

Crucially, the Batch-Level Advantage Normalization ensures that the advantages also satisfy the property that the sum of
advantage values is 0 and the variance is 1 over the batch:

N N
Zflkz(), and ZA%:N.
k=1 k=1
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Lemma (PPO Gradient Decomposition). Let Sp = % Z,Ile Sk lze the batch mean score function, representing the
common optimization direction of the entire batch. Let 4S5y, = S — S be the residual score for the k-th token. The PPO
gradient can be decomposed as:

1
PPO _ A
g; = ng_lAkéSk.

Proof. Substituting Sy, = Sp + 85} into the gradient definition:

This confirms that PPO also filters out the common mean component S, relying solely on the residuals over batch.

Theorem (PPO Interference Upper Bound). Let Assumption 4.4 be adapted to PPO such that the expected squared norm
of the residual scores over a batch of size IV is bounded:

| X
Eg~p, [N Z 1655 kI3
k=1

< V7

Then, the expected gradient inner product between task ¢ and task j (trained with PPO) satisfies:

|Zepo (4, )| < Vi - Vj.

The derivation steps are the same as in Section C.2.

Discussion on the Differences with GRPO Series. While the upper bound for PPO is algebraically identical to GRPO in
Eq UB-RL, the interpretation of 65 differs slightly. In RL algorithms utilizing group-wise advantage normalization (e.g.
GRPO), 4.5 captures the intra-group policy divergence corresponding to a single prompt. In contrast, within PPO, this
term represents the deviation across the prompts of entire batch. Nevertheless, the core mechanism remains the same: the
advantage term Aactsasa high-pass filter that removes the high-magnitude common direction (S). In GRPO, the filtered S
represents the common characteristics of the model’s responses to a specific input. This common direction exhibits a large
magnitude because, given a fixed model and input, the variance in model activations is inherently limited. Conversely, in
PPO, the filtering applies to the common direction across all samples in a batch. Intuitively, this common direction is weaker
than that derived from a single input. This results in PPO being more perturbative than GRPO during parallel training.
Supporting evidence can be found in Appendix E.1. However, since samples within a batch typically belong to the same
task domain (e.g., mathematics or coding), this process still effectively filters out significant commonalities associated with
task-specific features and linguistic priors. Consequently, the upper bound of interference in PPO is determined by the
policy fluctuations within the specific task. Drawing from this analysis, we propose a potential strategy to optimize PPO in
future work: by generating a group of rollouts for a single input and constraining the scope of advantage normalization to
these intra-group trajectories, PPO may potentially achieve orthogonality effects comparable to those of GRPO.

C.4. Supplementary Analysis: Cosine Similarity of Multi-Task Gradients

This subsection provides a complementary analysis to the derivation in the main text. In Section 4.3, we upper bounded the
gradient inner product between tasks, which characterizes practical interference. Here, we further study the problem from a
directional perspective by factoring out scale and directly examining the interference induced by different tasks under SFT
and RL. Specifically, we analyze the cosine similarity between task gradients for the two training paradigms.

To make the directional comparison explicit, we introduce an additional high-dimensional decomposition assumption on the
score function. Under this assumption, we show that SFT admits a positive lower bound on cross-task cosine similarity due
to the persistence of a shared dominant direction, whereas RL admits an upper bound controlled only by residual coupling,
because the shared direction is exactly canceled by the zero-sum advantage weights.
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Setup. Consider two independent tasks ¢ and j. For task ¢, given prompt z;, the model generates G rollouts {y; k}kG:ﬁ
similarly, task j generates {y;,}$_;.

We assume that the score function of each rollout admits the decomposition
Sik(i) = p+ e, Sim(Tj) = p + €j,m,

where p denotes a task-shared dominant direction, and e is a task- and sample-specific residual component.

High-dimensional geometric condition. We assume that, on a high-probability event £,
lull = My, el = llejmll = o =My, 7 <1

That is, the residual norm is concentrated and much smaller than the shared dominant direction.

We further define the fask residual coupling factor v; ; € [0,1] as

ek €im)
ax T S

Similarly, for distinct rollouts within the same task, we assume an intra-task coupling factor 7, < 1 such that

|{€i,ks €,m)]
DR ML A
max 2 < Yin

SFT gradients preserve the shared dominant direction. Under SFT, the gradient is the uniform average of score

functions:
G 1 &
SFT _
Z =p+&, &= Ezci,k
k=1 k=1

By the triangle inequality,
€]l < o =M.

We first lower bound the numerator:

(@7, g5 = (u+ &+ &)
=l + (&) + (. &) + (&, &)
> M — Myl&l — Myll&; || — 1€l 1€
> MZ(1—2n—n°).

Next, we upper bound the denominator:

g2 1 g5 1< el + NE D el + 11E51)
< MZ(1+n)>
Therefore,
1—217—7]2
SFT _SFT
cos , > — 9
[eos(g 63 = ©)

When n < 1, the right-hand side remains strictly positive and close to 1. Hence, even for distinct tasks, SFT gradients
remain directionally aligned because the shared component y, cannot be removed by uniform averaging.

RL gradients cancel the shared dominant direction. For RL algorithms such as GRPO, the gradient is weighted by
normalized advantages A; j, satisfying

G
=0, ZA? =
k=1
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Thus,
1 &
RL A
9; *EZAZ,IC(N“”Q k)
k=1
1 & 1 &
=rla > Ai,k) ta > A kein
k=1 k=1
1 &
== Z Az,kez,k
G k=1
Similarly,

We first upper bound the numerator:

(™", 93]

1l &,
8 5D P TP TR

By Cauchy-Schwarz,

and similarly for task j, yielding

(g™, g™ < i 0.

We now lower bound the denominator. For one task,

NP IR RN
g II” = o2 Z Z Ai kA m €k, €5,m)

k=1m=1
L (&
e ZA?,k||€i,k||2 + Z A kA (€ ks €6m)
k=1 k#m

Using ||€; |2 = o2 and the intra-task coupling bound,

1 N N
6712 > 25 [ Go® —imo® 3 1Aul i
k#m

Since

Ie. 2
S sl Mo < (z Az-,u) <o
k=1

k#m
we obtain
RLj2 < 7 ?
lgRH12 = % (1 = mG).
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The same bound holds for task j. Combining the bounds above,

RL RL i,; G

cos(gl™, g} < T (10)

In the high-dimensional regime where ~;, — 0,

|cos(gi", i) S O(7:,;G).

Interpretation. Eq. (9) and Eq. (10) reveal a directional contrast between SFT and RL. In SFT, averaging preserves the
shared dominant direction p, which induces a strictly positive lower bound on cross-task cosine similarity. In RL, the
zero-sum advantage weighting removes the shared direction algebraically, so the cosine similarity is controlled only by the
residual coupling factor «y; ;. Therefore, under weak residual coupling, RL gradients from different tasks become nearly
orthogonal, which provides an additional explanation for the observed task coexistence. We emphasize, however, that this
conclusion does not imply that all task pairs in RL are non-interfering. In particular, the residual coupling factor ; ; need
not always be very small. We discuss how to assess such cases in detail in Appendix D.1.

D. Parallel RL
D.1. Method for Judging Different Tasks

As discussed in Section 5.4 of the main text, the efficacy of Parallel-RL is sensitive to the selection of parallel tasks. Not all
task pairs qualify as ’coexist”; certain tasks may exhibit great interference and are thus unsuitable for parallel training. In
this section, building upon the analysis in Section 4, we conduct a preliminary exploration into defining whether two tasks
are independent and can be trained in parallel.

Based on the qualitative analysis in Section 4.2, we found that in two different tasks, high-reward trajectories activate
disparate neural circuits and patterns. Thus an intuitive method to verify this is to analyze the distributions of the score
functions S for the two tasks. Specifically, we visualize these distributions using t-SNE. Given that t-SNE is a dimensionality
reduction technique, the separation of score function distributions in the t-SNE latent space serves as a practical heuristic for
determining task coexistence. As illustrated in Figure 3 of the main text and Figure 6 in the Appendix E.3, the training data
for the selected tasks in main experiment exhibit relative separation for RL, suggesting their suitability for parallel training.
Next, we present a counter-example involving a task where the training data likely interferes with others. We selected
SynLogic (Liu et al., 2025b), a recent influential work that synthesizes data for logical reasoning games (e.g., Sudoku,
Mazes), which we refer to as the Game task. We trained DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B on this game task following the
same protocol as the main experiments and subsequently merged it with the Math and Code models trained in Section
5.2, respectively. The results reveal significant interference between the Game task and both the Math and Code tasks. The
results are shown in Figure 4 (c) and (d). Consistent with Table 4 in the main text, we primarily compare the performance of
the merged Parallel-RL model against the corresponding task-specific model. For instance, on the math task, we evaluate the
performance change of Parallel-RL relative to the single-task math model. We found that Parallel-RL of Game and Math
resulted in a performance decline of 4.0% on math and 6.0% on game. Similarly, a decline of 3.3% and 4.9% was observed
in Parallel-RL of Game and Code. These results demonstrate significant interference. Consistent with our methodology, we
generated score functions for the SynLogic data and visualized them using t-SNE. As depicted in Figure 4 (a) and (b), there
is a marked overlap between the distributions of the Game task and those of the Math and Code tasks. This observation
preliminarily validates the effectiveness of our proposed criterion for task compatibility.
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(a) RL on Math vs Game (b) RL on Code vs Game
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Figure 4. Analysis of RL training on interfering tasks. Top: Distribution of the score function S sampled during RL training on math,
code and game. Bottom: Corresponding performance comparison on Math (AIME25) and Code (LiveCodeBench) tasks. Training game
models in parallel with math or code models can lead to significant performance losses.
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D.2. Single-Task Training Techniques: Trade-off in Parallel RL

Based on the upper bound derived in Section

- UPPX Exploration-Interference Trade-off
4.3, the gradient interference of RL between

©
@
o

different tasks is limited by the intra-group = Math Model (Acc) 7.0 E)
variance of rollouts, specifically [Zz(i,j)| < & '_:_' gfé\éliirlﬂilrg;eﬁ?z—log " 6.5
Vi - V;. A deeper analysis of this theory re- = 87.0 —
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ingle-task RL training. . . . .
single-tas training Figure 5. The Trade-off between Single-Task Exploration and Multi-Task Coexis-

« Interference Cost: However, increased tence. When rollout temperature 7 grows, we calculates the performance of Math

exploration also amplifies the diversity
among the G rollout trajectories gener-
ated for the same prompt, thereby en-
larging the intra-group variance V. Ac-

Model, intra-group gradient variance (measured by — log V'), and Naive Parallel-
RL accuracy on MATHS00. Increasing 7 improves single-task performance but
also increases gradient variance, leading to higher gradient interference. As a
result, the non-monotonic trend of Parallel-RL performance reveals a sweet spot
that balances exploration benefits and interference costs.

cording to Theorem 4.5, the interference

between tasks rises accordingly. While

high exploration benefits single-task training, it increases the gradient interference. This may cause greater conflicts
and performance loss during the merging phase.

Empirical Analysis.

To verify this, we conducted an ablation study using sampling temperature 7 to control exploration. Since 7 directly affects
the entropy of the policy 7y, it serves as an effective control variable. Based on preliminary tests, we set the temperature
range to 7 € [0.4,0.8]. We varied the rollout temperature for the Math Model training while keeping other tasks constant.
We evaluated the accuracy of the Naive Parallel RL model on MATH500 and measured the negative log-variance (— log V)
of the intra-group variance V. Due to resource constraints, we performed this analysis using LoRA on a data subset.

As shown in Figure 5, the performance of Math Model improves as 7 increases from 0.4 to 0.8. At the same time — log V'
consistently decreases. This indicates a rise in intra-group variance and a corresponding increase in the interference upper
bound. Crucially, the Naive Parallel-RL performance exhibits a non-monotonic trend: accuracy first increases and then
degrades as 7 grows. At low temperatures, interference is small but single-task learning is insufficient; at high temperatures,
single-task performance improves but excessive inter-task interference degrades the merged model. This curve clearly
illustrates the exploration—interference trade-off.

Notably, around 7 =~ 0.65, Parallel-RL achieves the best performance, achieving an optimal balance between single-task
capability and multi-task interference. This result highlights that, under Parallel-RL, optimizing single-task exploration
alone is insufficient; controlling multi-task interference is equally crucial for effective task merging with low loss.
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E. More Experimental Results

In Section 5.2 of the main text, building upon our comprehensive empirical and theoretical analyses, we proposed the
Parallel-RL training paradigm. In this appendix, we present an extensive set of additional experiments to further substantiate
the efficacy and robustness of this approach. Specifically, Section E.1 provides the complete results corresponding to
the main experiments discussed in Table 4. Section E.2 presents expanded ablation studies (complementing Table 5) to
demonstrate how Parallel-RL effectively decouples capabilities across diverse tasks. Section E.3 visualizes the distributions
of score functions across tasks as referenced in Section 4.2. Finally, in Section E.4, we conduct a Pass@Fk evaluation of the
Parallel-RL model to provide a more rigorous assessment of its reasoning boundaries.

E.1. More Main Experiment Results

In this section, we present the results of Parallel-RL models derived from two additional training settings on the 1.5B base
model: (1) GRPO training using LoRA, and (2) full-parameter training using PPO.

We found that when using LoRA for training, the performance loss caused by parameter interference is minimal. Even direct
summation of AW, (Naive Parallel-RL (sum)) maintains 98% of the accuracy of the corresponding single-task models.
Adapted Parallel-RL even outperforms Single Task RL, achieving an average performance of 103% of Single Task RL. This
indicates that the reasoning capability of task-specific LoORA modules is largely preserved during the merging process.

For PPO, Parallel-RL is equally effective. Even Naive Parallel-RL model achieves an average performance improvement of
5.3% compared to the base model. Adapted Parallel-RL showed an average improvement of 9.1%. This demonstrates the
effectiveness of the Parallel RL paradigm. However, the performance of the single-task model that Naive Parallel (sum) of
PPO retained (92.9%) is lower than that of GRPO shown in Table 4 (94.2%). This aligns with our theoretical analysis in
Appendix C.3. GRPO-based parallel training exhibits lower interference compared to PPO.

Table 6. The accuracy (%) of several multi task training methods. Superscripts denote the performance gap relative to the corresponding
Single-Task Baseline. A Base shows the average performance improvement over the Base Model. Retention (%) represents the
percentage of performance retained compared to the Single-Task Baseline.

Base Model Method Math Science Logic A Code Average Statﬁstic
MATHS500 AIME2025 MMLU GPQA KK LiveCodeBench A Base Retention (%)
Baselines (LoRA GRPO)
Base Model 82.0 26.9 34.9 323 31.0 15.0 - -
Single-Task SFT 84.4 28.3 435 34.8 35.0 15.8 +3.3 -
Single-Task RL 85.6 31.3 48.5 35.9 38.0 17.8 +5.8 -
Previous Multi Task Training Paradigms
Mixed Data SFT 84.670-2 27.17 2 389746 323725 340710 16.010-2 +1.8 -
Multi Stage SFT 78.2762 19.2790 311714 25379% 907260 143710 15 -
DeepSeek-R1-  Mixed Data RL 85.2704 305798 4327%% 3484t 370710 15.77%1 +4.1 -
Distill-Qwen- _ Multi Stage RL 86.6710 31.5702 493108 36410° 43,0750 173705 +7.0 -
1.5B (LoRA) . Parqllel Training )
Naive Parallel-SFT (mean)  51.073%4  17.3711.0 9677168 958790 90 ~150 9.7761 -11.9 62.2
Naive Parallel-SFT (sum) 52.6731% 1697114 2717164 9477101 95 100 8.8770 -11.2 64.1
Naive Parallel-RL (mean) 85.470-2 28.5728 459726 31871 39,0+1° 16.970° +4.2 96.3
Naive Parallel-RL (sum) 85.270+4 29,2721 46.57%°% 328731 400720 16.970° +4.8 97.5
TIES Parallel-RL 86.0704 31.079%  47.07%° 3487 %1 42070 16.371° +5.8 100.0
SVD Parallel-RL 85.470-2 31.510-2 45877 328731 37,0710 15.6722 +4.3 96.5
Adapted Parallel-RL 86.61° 32,1108 483702 354705 450770 17.379° +7.1 102.9
Baselines (Full Parameter PPO)
Base Model (1.5B) 82.0 26.9 34.9 323 31.0 15.0 - -
Single-Task SFT 85.8 31.5 49.1 354 37.0 16.3 +5.5 -
Single-Task RL 86.6 31.5 49.8 37.9 46.0 20.3 +8.3 -
Previous Multi Task Training Paradigms
Mixed Data SFT 85.6792 301714 485796 343711 380710 17.0107 +5.2 -
Multi Stage SFT 710718 218797 3327159 9347120 1107260 12.1742 8.3 -
DeepSeek-R1-  Mixed Data RL 85.07 6 30.07*° 482715 374795 41,0°°° 16.07 %3 +5.9 -
Distill-Qwen- _ Multi Stage RL 87.8"12 33.5720 535137 394715 43,030 21.8+1° +9.5 -
1.5B (PPO) - N qujalllel Training
Naive Parallel-SFT (mean)  63.272%6  19.27123 92697222 9537101 96~ 110 9.37 70 -8.7 66.6
Naive Parallel-SFT (sum) 6127246 20.071° 2597232 268 %6 23070 10.17%2 92 65.5
Naive Parallel-RL (mean) 85.47 12 27.3742 49.17%7 338 %! 38.0°%° 16.1742 +4.6 91.7
Naive Parallel-RL (sum) 84.8718 28.3732 489799 343736 40.076° 16.578 +5.1 92.9
TIES Parallel-RL 86.0796 3041 514716 369710 440720 18.5° 18 +75 98.2
SVD Parallel-RL 85.4712 29.671Y 499791 354725 390770 17.5728 +5.8 94.4
Adapted Parallel-RL 87.0104 32,1106 544746 384105 45010 19.5708 +9.1 101.6
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E.2. More Ablation Study Results

In this section, we present more ablation studies on the trained Naive Parallel-RL model to evaluate the impact of excluding
specific task updates on the overall multi-task performance. As shown in Table 7, removing the update AW, of specific task
from the Naive Parallel RL model results in a sharp performance drop on that specific task, with an average change of -6.0%
(Argrget). However, the performance on the remaining tasks remains robust or even slightly improves, with an average
change of +0.9% (Aoihers)- This further shows that parameter updates AW, derived from RL on different tasks exhibit
low coherence and high decoupling. The update vector for a given task primarily affects the performance of that task with
minimal impact on others. This suggests that beyond improving multi-task training efficiency, the Parallel-RL paradigm
enhances the modularity and decoupling of task capabilities in the final model. We envision that future advancements in
Parallel-RL algorithms could enable the on-demand composition of model capabilities, allowing for flexible adaptation to
specialized real-world environments with specific requirements.

Table 7. Comprehensive ablation study across different model settings. Superscripts denote the performance gap (A) relative to the full
Parallel-RL model. Red indicates drop, Blue indicates improvement.

. MATHS500 MMLU KK LCB ATarget AoOthers
Model Setting Method (Math) (Science)  (Logic) (Code) (Impa?:t) (Side-effect)
Naive Parallel RL
Parallel-RL 85.2 46.5 40.0 16.9 - -
- w/o Math 82.4728 473108 380720 171102 -2.8 -0.3
1.5BLoRA - w/o Science 85.0792 387 7% 37.0°30 175106 7.8 -0.9
- w/o Logic 84.6706 471796 320780 16.3706 -8.0 0.2
- w/o Code 85.810-6 46.3792  39.0°10 147722 2.2 -0.2
Baselines
Single-Task RL 85.6 48.5 38.0 17.8 - -
Base Model 82.0 349 31.0 15.0 - -
Naive Parallel RL
Parallel-RL 84.8 48.9 36.0 16.5 - -
- w/o Math 82.8720 485704 38,0720 186121 -2.0 +1.2
1.5B PPO - w/o Science 85.8110 356133 44 0t80 181116 -13.3 +3.5
- w/o Logic 84.670-2 48.3706  30.0760 16.8103 -6.0 -0.2
- w/o Code 87.412:6 50.3714 450190 125740 -4.0 +4.3
Baselines
Single-Task RL 86.6 49.8 46.0 20.3 - -
Base Model 82.0 34.9 31.0 15.0 - -
Naive Parallel RL
Parallel-RL 93.6 59.6 68.0 38.0 - -
- w/o Math 90.2734 59.1795  67.0710 41.0130 34 +0.5
7B GRPO - w/o Science 94.2+0-6 497799 68,0100  39.5FL5 9.9 +0.7
- w/o Logic 93.810:2 60.2106  60.07%0 383103 -8.0 +0.4
- w/o Code 95.2+1:6 61.8t22  69.0t10 33.9-%1 -4.1 +1.6
Baselines
Single-Task RL 94.6 63.5 68.0 42.3 - -
Base Model 91.8 51.8 62.0 36.5 - -
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Figure 6. Distribution of the score function .S sampled during training by RL and SFT on different tasks (Math, Code and Logic). We use
t-SNE to reduce the dimensionality of the high-dimensional score function vectors for visualization.

E.3. More Visualizations

In Section 4.4, we presented a comparative visualization of the score function S distributions for Math and Science
tasks trained via RL and SFT, respectively. In this section, we provide additional t-SNE visualizations of score function
distributions covering a broader range of tasks. As illustrated in Figure 6, the top row displays the distributions for different
tasks trained using RL. We observe a clear separation between task clusters with minimal overlap. Conversely, the bottom
row shows the score functions S for SFT, where we observe a significant degree of overlap across different tasks. This
contrast serves as empirical evidence reflecting the high interference and conflicts of parameter updates inherent to SFT
training, as opposed to the incoherence and coexistence nature of RL updates.

E.4. Pass@K Analysis

Accuracy evaluation can be sensitive to the decoding strategy. To provide a more robust evaluation of the stability and
reasoning capability boundaries of the Parallel-RL paradigm, we adopt the pass@¥k metric. This metric measures the
probability that at least one out of k£ generated samples for a given problem is correct, serving as a proxy for the model’s
potential reasoning upper bound. In this section, we conduct a pass @k analysis on the Naive Parallel-RL described in
Section 5.2. Specifically, we select four representative benchmarks for our four tasks: AIME2025 (Math), GPQA Diamond
(Science), Knights & Knaves (Logic), and LiveCodeBench (Code). For each task, we compare three models: the Base
Model, the task-specific Single-Task RL model trained on corresponding task, and the Naive Parallel-RL model.

To reduce variance associated with small sample sizes, we employ an unbiased estimation method (Chen et al., 2021; Yue
et al., 2025). We do not strictly sample k times. Instead, we generate a larger pool of n samples (n > k) and compute the
unbiased estimator:

(")
pass@Qk =1 — ﬁ
(v)
where ¢ denotes the number of correct samples among the n generations. In our experiments, we set the total number of

samples 7 to 64, which covers the largest & value evaluated in our benchmarks.

We primarily analyze the pass @k performance for the DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B and 7B models trained via GRPO
(full-parameter), as well as the 1.5B model trained via LoRA. The results are presented in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Pass@K Analysis of Naive Parallel RL with full parameter GRPO

As observed in the figures, although the Parallel-RL model may exhibit a performance drop at Pass@1 compared to the
task-specific RL models, the Pass@F curves of the two models tend to converge as the number of samples increases. This
convergence indicates that their reasoning boundaries are nearly identical. This phenomenon provides strong evidence
for the low interference between RL tasks and the inherent stability of the Parallel-RL paradigm; even simple parameter
averaging does not disrupt the underlying reasoning mechanisms learned by individual RL modules.

Furthermore, it is notable that for most tasks, the performance gap between Naive Parallel-RL and Single-Task RL becomes
negligible at Pass@ 16. This observation indirectly validates the feasibility of Adapted Parallel-RL. Since our adaptation
phase utilizes G = 16 rollouts per prompt, the minimal gap at Pass@ 16 suggests that the model’s capability is preserved in
the merged parameters. Consequently, a small amount of adaptation data (e.g., 5%) is sufficient to realign the policy and
fully restore performance, as confirmed in our main experiments (Section 5.2).

F. Case Study

In this section, we present several response examples from models trained on different tasks. We also showcase the
performance of a multi-task model integrated using a naive parallel RL approach, which involves directly averaging the
parameters of individual task models. Specifically, we focus on responses within the math and logic tasks. Our case study
includes the base model (DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B), the task-specific model (math model and logic model), and the
multi-task model (Naive Parallel-RL as described in Section 5.2).

Figure 8,9, 10 and 11 display the responses of these four models to a test sample from MATHS500. Figure 12, 13 and 14
illustrate their performance on a ”Knights and Knaves” logic question. As observed, the original base model fails to solve
either task. While the math and logic models succeed in their respective domains, they produce errors when applied to
untrained tasks. In contrast, the Parallel-RL model demonstrates the capability to provide correct answers for both tasks.
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& Question of MATH500 (Math): Solve the following math problem efficiently and clearly. The last line of your
response should be of the following format: *Therefore, the final answer is: . I hope it is correct’ (without
quotes) where ANSWER is just the final number or expression that solves the problem. Think step by step before
answering. What is the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n™ roots of unity?

Q2 DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B (Base Model): © Incorrect
<think>Okay, so I need to find the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of the equation z* + 22 + 1 = 0
are n-th roots of unity. Hmm, let me think about how to approach this. First, I remember that the roots of unity are
complex numbers that satisfy 2z = 1 for some integer n. So, each root lies on the unit circle in the complex plane
and are equally spaced around it. The equation given is a quartic, which means there are four roots. So, all these roots
should lie on the unit circle as well. Let me rewrite the equation: z* + 22 + 1 = 0. Hmm, maybe I can factor this
equation somehow. Let me see if I can factor it as a quadratic in terms of z2. Let’s set w = z2. Then the equation
becomes w? + w + 1 = 0. That’s a quadratic equation in w. Let me solve for w. Using the quadratic formula:
w = [-14 T —4]/2 = [-1++/=3]/2. So, wis (=1 4 iy/3)/2. These are complex numbers, and they are the
primitive 3rd roots of unity because they satisfy w? = 1. Wait, let me check that. Let me compute w?: Take w = ?27/3,
which is (=1 + 4v/3)/2. Then w® = > = 1. Similarly, the other root is €**™/3, so it’s also a primitive 3rd root
of unity. So, w = 22 = €?27/3 or ¢'*7/3, Therefore, to find z, I need to take square roots of these. So, 22 = €?27/3
implies z = e™/3 or z = ¢?7/3, because when you square €'"/3, you get €'2™/3, and squaring e*>™/3 gives e?107/3
which is the same as ¢*47/3 because 107 /3 is 37 4 7 /3, which is equivalent to /3 in terms of the unit circle (since 37
is equivalent to 7 (mod 27)). Wait, no, that’s not right. Let me compute 57/3 squared: (57/3)% = 2572 /9. That’s
more than 2, so I should subtract 27 to get it within 0 to 27r. 257 /9 is about 2.7777, so subtract 27 (which is 187/9)
to get 77 /9. Wait, that can’t be right because 57 /3 is 300 degrees, and squaring it would be 600 degrees, which is
600 — 360 = 240 degrees, which is 47/3. So, z = ei4m/3. Similarly, 22 = ei4n/3 implies z = e2m/3 or ¢87/3 but
8 /3 is equivalent to 87/3 — 27 = 27/3. So, the roots are z = €!™/3 /3 17/3 ¢i27/3  Wait, [...](omit 3006
tokens) For example, the 3rd roots of unity have order 3, but perhaps in this case, the equation might have roots that are
of higher order, but in this case, they are 3rd roots. So, the minimal n is 3. So, the roots of the original equation are the
square roots of w, so four roots in total. Final Answer The smallest positive integer n is . </think> To solve
the problem of finding the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of the equation z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n-th
roots of unity, we start by factoring the given polynomial. First, we recognize that the equation can be rewritten by
substituting w = 22, transforming it into a quadratic equation:

w+w+1=0
Solving this quadratic equation using the quadratic formula, we find the roots:

o LEVE —14iv3
B 2 2

These roots are the primitive 3rd roots of unity, specifically e?2™/3 and e*4™/3.

equation by solving 22 = €*2™/3 and 22 = €'4™/3. The solutions are:

Next, we find the roots of the original

P 627T/3,67'57r/3, BZQTF/S, 6z47r/3

These roots are all 3rd roots of unity, meaning they satisfy z2 = 1. Since none of these roots are 1st or 2nd roots of
unity, the smallest positive integer n such that all roots are n-th roots of unity is 3. Thus, the smallest positive integer n

is| 3]. (3707 tokens)

Figure 8. Response from the base model (DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B) on a sample problem from MATHS500. As shown, the base
model fails to solve the problem.
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& Question of MATH500 (Math): Solve the following math problem efficiently and clearly. The last line of your
response should be of the following format: *Therefore, the final answer is: . I hope it is correct’ (without
quotes) where ANSWER is just the final number or expression that solves the problem. Think step by step before
answering. What is the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n' roots of unity?

Q Logic Model: © Incorrect
<think>Okay, so I’ve got this problem here: I need to find the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots
of the equation z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n-th roots of unity. Hmm, I’m a bit rusty on roots of unity, but let me try to
recall. First, I remember that the n-th roots of unity are the solutions to the equation 2™ = 1. They are evenly spaced
around the unit circle in the complex plane. The general form is z = ¢>™*/™ where k is an integer from 0 to n — 1.
The equation given is z* + 22 4+ 1 = 0. That’s a quartic equation, and I think it can be factored somehow. Maybe
it’s a quadratic in terms of z2. Let me try substituting w = 22. Then the equation becomes w? + w + 1 = 0. Oh,
right! That’s a quadratic equation. Let me solve for w. Using the quadratic formula: w = [-1 £+ +/1 —4-1-1]/2.
That gives me w = [—1 4 /=3]/2. So, the solutions are w = (—1 + i1/3)/2 and w = (—1 — i1/3)/2. These are
complex numbers, and I think they can be expressed in polar form. Let me calculate their modulus and argument. The

modulus for both is \/(—1/2)2 + (v/3/2)2 = \/1/4 +3/4 = /1 = 1. So, both are on the unit circle. What about

their arguments? For w = (—1 + iy/3)/2, I think that’s a complex number in the second quadrant. The angle is 120°
because cos(120°) = —1/2 and sin(120°) = +/3/2. Similarly, the other solution is 240° because cos(240°) = —1/2
and sin(240°) = —+/3/2. So, in exponential form, these are e27"2/3 and €274/, So w = €2>7"2/3 and w = €274/3,
But since w = z2 2 2mi2/3 and 22 = €274/3. To solve for z, we take the square roots of

, We can write z© = e
each. So for each w, z will be the square roots. Let’s compute them. Starting with w; = e2™*'2/3. The square
roots would be ¢™2/3+mik for L — 0,1. So, for k£ = 0: e2mi2/3:1/2 — omi2/3 — i'120° Similarly, for £ = 1:
eTi2/3+mi — gi2m/34im — i(2m/34m) — oi57/3  Similarly, for wy = e27*4/3, The square roots would be e™¢4/3+7ik
For k = 0: e*™/3 which is ¢?240°, For k = 1: e*™/3+7 = ¢T74/3 which is equivalent to €™/ because 77 /3 is more
than 27, so subtract 27 gives 7/3. So, the four roots of the equation z* + 2% 4+ 1 = 0 are z = !™/3, ¥27/3, ¢i47/3,
and ¢*°7/3_ Wait, let me make sure. So each of these roots is a 12th root of unity? Because ¢™/? is the same as
eldm/3:2 right? Hmm, no, wait. Let me think. Each of these roots is of the form et27k/12 hecause 2w /12 = 7 /6.
So, €'2™k/12 — ¢imk/6 [ et me check: for k = 1,it’s 7/6; k = 2, 21/6 = n/3; k = 3, 7/2; k = 4, 27/3; k = 5,
57/6;k =6, m k=17, 71/6; k = 8, 47/3; etc. Looking at our roots, they are e'™/3 (k = 2), e?>™/3 (k = 4), e47/3
(k = 8), and €"°™/3 (k = 10). [...](omit 2458 tokens) Therefore, the smallest positive integer n is 12. </think> To
solve the problem, we start by recognizing that the roots of the equation z* + 22 + 1 = 0 can be found by substituting
w = 22, transforming the quartic into a quadratic equation w? + w + 1 = 0. Solving this quadratic using the quadratic
formula gives the roots w = €>72/3 and w = >™**/3, Since w = 22, we solve for z by taking the square roots of
each w. This yields four roots: z = e*™/3 and z = e®>7%/3_ These roots are e*™*/3, ¢=57¢/3 which correspond to the
12th roots of unity. To confirm, we factor the quartic as (22 + z + 1)(22 — z + 1). The roots of 22 + z + 1 are the
primitive 3rd roots of unity, and the roots of z2 — z + 1 are the primitive 12th roots of unity. Thus, all roots of the
original equation are indeed 12th roots of unity. Since the roots are not all 6th roots of unity (as ™/ is not a root of
the quartic), the smallest positive integer n for which all roots are n-th roots of unity is . (3178 tokens)

Figure 9. Response from the logic model on a sample problem from MATHS00. The logic model is derived from the base model via
GRPO training on a logic dataset.
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& Question of MATH500 (Math): Solve the following math problem efficiently and clearly. The last line of your
response should be of the following format: *Therefore, the final answer is: . I hope it is correct’ (without
quotes) where ANSWER is just the final number or expression that solves the problem. Think step by step before
answering. What is the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n' roots of unity?

fl Math Model: @ Correct
<think>Okay, so I have this problem: I need to find the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of the
equation z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n-th roots of unity. Hmm, let me try to figure this out step by step. First, I remember
that roots of unity are complex numbers that satisfy 2™ = 1 for some integer n. So, each root is e>™*/™ where k
is an integer from 0 to n — 1. These roots are equally spaced around the unit circle in the complex plane. Now,
the equation given is z* + 22 + 1 = 0. I wonder if I can factor this or simplify it somehow. Let me see. Maybe
substituting w = 22 would make it easier. Let’s try that. If I let w = 22, then the equation becomes w? +w + 1 = 0.
That’s a quadratic equation in terms of w. I can solve this using the quadratic formula. The solutions for w would
be: w=[-1++/1—-4-1-1]/2 = [-1++/=3]/2 = (=1 £i/3)/2. So, the solutions for w are (—1 + iv/3)/2
and (—1 — iv/3) /2. These are complex numbers. I recognize them as the complex cube roots of unity, except that
the cube roots of unity are (1,w,w?) where w = €2>7%/3. Wait, but here the solutions are actually the primitive
cube roots of unity, because (—1 = i1/3)/2 are the non-real cube roots. So, they satisfy w® = 1, but aren’t equal
to 1 themselves. Wait, actually, let me check. Let me compute (—1 + Z\/g) /2. Let me denote this as w. Let’s
compute w?: w = *™/3 = cos(27/3) + isin(27/3) = —1/2 + i/3/2. So, yes, w is a primitive cube root of
unity, meaning w?® = 1. So, w = w and w = w?, where w? is the other cube root. So, w? + w + 1 = 0, so the
solutions are the primitive cube roots of unity. Therefore, w = 2™/ and w = e*™/3. But since w = 22, that
means z2 = e2™/3 or 22 = ¢*7/3. So, to find z, we take the square roots of these. Let me solve 22 = ¢2™/3, The
solutions are z = ¢™/3 and z = e™/3+7 = ¢47/3 Similarly, for 22 = e*™"/3, the solutions are z = €>™/3 and
2 = 2m/3+7 — 5Ti/3 Qo the roots of the equation 244 2241=0arez = e”/?’, 64’”/3, €2m/3 and e®™/3. Let me
list them: 1. e™%/3 = cos(m/3) +isin(n/3) = 1/2+i/3/2. 2. e*™/3 = cos(4m/3) +isin(4n/3) = —1/2 —i/3/2.
3. e?™/3 = cos(21/3) + isin(21/3) = —1/2 + i1/3/2. 4. €°™/3 = cos(5n/3) + isin(57/3) = 1/2 — i/3/2. So,
these are four distinct 12th roots of unity? Wait, no, wait. Let’s see. [...](omit 9841 tokens) They are 6th roots, so the
minimal n is 6. So, the final answer is 6. </think> Final Answer The smallest positive integer 7 is @ To solve the
problem of finding the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of z* 4 22 + 1 = 0 are n-th roots of unity, we
start by solving the given equation. First, we substitute w = z? to transform the equation into a quadratic equation:

w+w+1=0
Solving this quadratic equation using the quadratic formula, we get:

oo “LEVEE -1+ivV3
B 2 B 2

These solutions are the primitive cube roots of unity, denoted as w and w2, where w = €2™/3 and w? = e47/3, Next,
we solve for z by taking the square roots of w and w?. The square roots of w are e™*/3 and e*™*/3, while the square
roots of w? are e2™*/3 and €™/, Thus, the roots of the equation z* + 2% + 1 = 0 are:

P 67”/3,627”/3, 647”/3, 6571'2/3

These roots are all 6th roots of unity because each root can be expressed as €#™/3 where k is an integer, and the
smallest n such that all these roots are n-th roots of unity is 6. Therefore, the smallest positive integer n such that all

the roots of z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n-th roots of unity is: (10667 tokens)

Figure 10. Response from the math model on a sample problem from MATHS500. The math model is derived from the base model via
GRPO training on a math dataset.
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& Question of MATH500 (Math): Solve the following math problem efficiently and clearly. The last line of your
response should be of the following format: ’Therefore, the final answer is: . I hope it is correct’” (without
quotes) where ANSWER is just the final number or expression that solves the problem. Think step by step before
answering. What is the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n' roots of unity?

& Parallel-RL Model: @ Correct
<think>Okay, so I've got this problem here: I need to find the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots of
the equation z* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n-th roots of unity. Hmm, okay. Let’s see. First, I remember that roots of unity are
complex numbers that satisfy the equation z" = 1. So, they lie on the unit circle in the complex plane and are equally
spaced around the circle. The roots of unity are also the solutions to 2™ = 1. The given equation is z* + 22 + 1 = 0. I
need to figure out the roots of this equation and then determine the smallest n for which all these roots are n-th roots of
unity. Let me try to factor the equation or find its roots. Maybe I can factor it as a quadratic in terms of z2. Let me set
w = %2, so the equation becomes w? + w + 1 = 0. That’s a quadratic equation, which I can solve using the quadratic
formula. The quadratic formula says that for az? + bx + ¢ = 0, the roots are (—b 4= /b — 4ac)/(2a). Applying that
here,a = 1,b =1, ¢ = 1. So the roots are (—1 + /T — 4)/2 = (=1 £ /=3)/2. So, w = (—1 + i1/3) /2. Therefore,
22 = (-1x 2\/5) /2. So, to find z, I need to take the square roots of these two complex numbers. Wait, but I remember
that (—1 + iv/3)/2 is actually a complex number on the unit circle. Let me check its modulus. The modulus of a
complex number a + b is v/aZ + b2. So here, a = —1/2 and b = (1/3)/2. So modulus squared is (1/4) + (3/4) = 1,
so modulus is 1. So, it’s indeed on the unit circle. Similarly, (—1 — iV3) /2 also has modulus 1. So, these are both
complex numbers with modulus 1, which suggests they are points on the unit circle at angles of 120 degrees and 240
degrees, or 27 /3 and 47 /3 radians, respectively. So, if I can express these roots in exponential form, that might help.
Since they’re on the unit circle, they can be written as e*?, where 6 is the angle. So, for (-1+ z\/g) /2, 01s 27/3,
and for (—1 — i+/3)/2, 6 is 47 /3. Therefore, the solutions for 22 are ¢?>7/3 and €*4™/3. So, taking square roots, the
solutions for z would be the square roots of these. Wait, but when you take the square root of *?, you get '?/2 and
¢i(0/247) S0, let’s compute that. For the first root, 22 = €?2™/3, 50 z = ¢/™/3 and e!("/3+7) = ¢47/3_ Similarly, for
the second root, 22 = ¢™7/3, 50 z = ¢i27/3 and ¢'(27/3+™) — ¢i57/3 Wai, [...](omit 5291 tokens) Therefore, the
smallest positive integer n is 6. Final Answer The smallest positive integer n is @.< /think> To find the smallest
positive integer n such that all the roots of 2* + 22 + 1 = 0 are n-th roots of unity, we start by factoring the given
polynomial. First, we substitute w = 2 to transform the equation into a quadratic:

w? +w+1=0
Solving this quadratic equation using the quadratic formula, we get:

—14++/-3 —-1+iV/3
w = =
2 2

These roots are complex numbers on the unit circle, specifically: w = €*2™/3 and w = €**"/3 Next, we find the
roots of the original equation by solving for z:

1. For 22 = ¢2™/3 the roots are: z = ¢™/3 and z=e
2. For 22 = ¢¥47/3 the roots are: z = ¢2™/3 and z=¢
These roots are the 6th roots of unity, as they are at angles /3, 27 /3, 47 /3, and 57 /3. These angles are all multiples
of /3, which are angles of the 6th roots of unity. The 6th roots of unity are e*>™%/6 for k = 0, 1,2, 3, 4, 5. The roots
of the given polynomial are a subset of these, specifically excluding 1 and -1. Therefore, all roots are 6th roots of unity.
Thus, the smallest positive integer n such that all the roots are n-th roots of unity is: (6080 tokens)

idm/3
i57/3

Figure 11. Response from the Parallel-RL model on a sample problem from MATHS00. This model uses Naive Parallel-RL (shown in
Section 5.2), which is obtained by directly averaging the models trained on four tasks.
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& Question of KK (Logic): A very special island is inhabited only by knights and knaves. Knights always tell the
truth, and knaves always lie. You meet 2 inhabitants: Owen, and Penelope. Owen asserted: “Penelope is a knight if and
only if Penelope is a knave”. Penelope noted, “Owen is not a knave”. So who is a knight and who is a knave?

o 54 DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B (Base Model): €@ Incorrect
<think>Okay, so I have this logic puzzle about knights and knaves. Knights always tell the truth, and knaves always
lie. I need to figure out who is who between Owen and Penelope based on their statements.First, let’s break down
Owen’s statement: ‘“Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave.” The “if and only if”” part is a bit tricky
because it means both parts of the statement need to be true for the whole statement to be true. So, either Penelope is a
knight and also a knave, or she’s neither. But wait, knights are always truthful, and knaves always lie. So Penelope
can’t be both a knight and a knave at the same time. That makes Penelope’s statement a bit confusing.Now, Penelope’s
statement is: “Owen is not a knave.” Since knights tell the truth and knaves lie, if Penelope is a knight, her statement
must be true, meaning Owen is not a knave, so Owen must be a knight too. But if Penelope is a knave, her statement is
false, which would mean that Owen is a knave. However, if Owen is a knave, then Penelope’s statement is a lie, which
aligns with Penelope being a knave. Wait, but if Owen is a knight, then his statement must be true. So if Penelope
is also a knight, her statement “Owen is not a knave” would be true because Owen is indeed a knight. That seems
consistent. Alternatively, if Penelope is a knave, her statement would be false, meaning Owen is a knave. But if Owen
is a knave, then his statement “Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave” would be false because Penelope
is a knave and a knight at the same time, which isn’t possible. So that would lead to a contradiction.Therefore, the only
consistent scenario is that both Owen and Penelope are knights. That way, Penelope’s statement is true, and Owen’s
statement holds because he’s a knight.</think> Penelope and Owen are both knights. This is because Penelope’s
statement that Owen is not a knave is true, and Owen’s statement that Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a
knave is also true since both are knights. <answer> (1) Owen is a knight. (2) Penelope is a knight. </answer>
(523 tokens)

Q Logic Model: @ Correct
<think> Okay, so I'm trying to solve this logic puzzle where there are two inhabitants on an island: Owen and
Penelope. They’re either knights, who always tell the truth, or knaves, who always lie. I need to figure out who is who
based on what they said. First, let’s break down what each statement means. Owen said, “Penelope is a knight if and
only if Penelope is a knave.” That’s a bit of a mouthful, but let’s parse it. The “if and only if” means that both parts
of the statement are connected by an equivalence—so if one is true, the other must be true, and if one is false, the
other must be false. So, if Penelope is a knight, she tells the truth, so her statement must be true. That would mean
Penelope is both a knight and a knave, which doesn’t make sense because knights and knaves are distinct categories.
Wait, that’s a problem. So if Penelope is a knight, her statement that “Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a
knave” would have to be true. But that would require Penelope to be both a knight and a knave, which is impossible.
Therefore, Penelope cannot be a knight. That means Penelope must be a knave, and since knaves lie, her statement
is false. Now, let’s look at Penelope’s statement: “Owen is not a knave.” Since Penelope is a knave, her statement is
false. So the opposite of “Owen is not a knave” must be true. The opposite of “not a knave” is “knave,” so Penelope’s
statement being false means “Owen is a knave.” Therefore, Owen is a knave. To recap: - If Penelope is a knave, her
statement “Owen is not a knave” is false, meaning Owen is a knave. - Since Owen is a knave, his statement “Penelope
is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave” is false, which fits because knaves always lie. So, both Penelope and
Owen are knaves. </think> Penelope is a knave, and Owen is also a knave. <answer> (1)Penelope is a knave. (2)
Owen is a knave. </answer> (505 tokens)

Figure 12. Comparison of responses from the base model (DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B) and the logic model on a sample problem
from Knights and Knaves. The logic model is derived from the base model via GRPO training on a logic dataset. As shown, the base
model fails to solve the problem, while the logic model provides the correct answer.
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& Question of KK (Logic): A very special island is inhabited only by knights and knaves. Knights always tell the
truth, and knaves always lie. You meet 2 inhabitants: Owen, and Penelope. Owen asserted: “Penelope is a knight if and
only if Penelope is a knave”. Penelope noted, “Owen is not a knave”. So who is a knight and who is a knave?

B Math Model: @ Incorrect
<think>Okay, so I’ve got this logic puzzle about knights and knaves. Knights always tell the truth, and knaves always
lie. There are two people involved: Owen and Penelope. Owen says, “Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a
knave.” Penelope responds, “Owen is not a knave.” I need to figure out who is a knight and who is a knave. First, I’1l
try to understand what each statement means. The first statement by Owen uses a biconditional (“if and only if””), which
means both parts must be true or both must be false. So, if Penelope is a knight, then Penelope is a knight, and Penelope
is a knave. Wait, that can’t be right because Penelope can’t be both a knight and a knave at the same time. That seems
contradictory. On the other hand, if Penelope is a knave, then Penelope is not a knight, and Penelope is a knight. Again,
that’s a contradiction because a knave can’t be both not a knight and a knight simultaneously. Hmm, this is confusing.
Maybe I made a mistake in interpreting the statements. Let me break it down step by step. Let’s consider the two
possibilities: Penelope is a knight or Penelope is a knave. 1. **Case 1: Penelope is a knight.** - Since Penelope is
a knight, she tells the truth. Her statement, “Owen is not a knave,” means Owen is a knight. But wait, if Owen is a
knight, then his statement must be true. His statement is a biconditional: Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is
a knave. If Penelope is a knight, then the statement would be “Knight if and only if Knave,” which is a contradiction
because a knight cannot be a knave. Therefore, this case leads to a contradiction. 2. [...](omit 257 tokens) So, there’s
a problem here. I think I messed up the logical analysis. Let me try again. If Penelope is a knave, her statement is
false. Her statement is “Owen is not a knave.” The negation of “Owen is not a knave” is “Owen is a knave.” So, Owen
is a knave. Now, Owen’s statement is “Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave.” Both are knaves, so
the biconditional is true. But since Owen is a knave, his statement must be false. That can’t happen because a true
statement can’t be a lie. Therefore, the only consistent scenario is that Penelope is a knight and Owen is a knave. Wait,
but earlier that led to a contradiction. Let me think again. If Penelope is a knight, her statement is true. Her statement is
“Owen is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave.” Since Penelope is a knight, the statement is “Owen is a knight
if and only if Penelope is a knave,” which is “Owen is a knight if and only if not a knight.” That’s a contradiction
because a knight can’t be a knave. So Penelope can’t be a knight. Therefore, Penelope must be a knave, and Owen
must be a knight. But then Owen, being a knight, tells the truth about Penelope’s status. His statement is “Penelope
is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave,” which is a biconditional. Since Penelope is a knave, the statement is
false because Penelope is a knave but not a knight. But as a knight, Owen must tell the truth, so his statement must be
true. This is a contradiction. This is confusing. Maybe there’s no solution, but logically, Penelope must be a knave
because her statement leads to a contradiction if she were a knight. So the only consistent solution is that Penelope is a
knave, and Owen is also a knave, but that leads to a contradiction in Owen'’s statement. Therefore, the only solution is
Penelope is a knave, and Owen is a knight, but that contradicts Owen’s truthful statement. I think I need to conclude
that Penelope is a knave, and Owen is a knight, but that leads to a contradiction. Alternatively, Penelope is a knight,
but that leads to a contradiction. Therefore, there must be a mistake in my reasoning. Wait, perhaps if Penelope is a
knight, her statement is true, which would mean both Penelope and Owen are knaves, but that contradicts. If Penelope
is a knave, her statement is false, meaning Penelope is a knight, which is also a contradiction. Therefore, there must
be an error in the problem setup, but logically, Penelope must be a knave, and Owen is a knight, but that contradicts.
Alternatively, Penelope is a knight, and Owen is a knave, but that also contradicts. This is perplexing.</think>
<answer> Penelope is a knave, and Owen is a knight. </answer> (1399 tokens)

Figure 13. Response from the math model on a sample problem from Knights and Knaves. The math model is derived from the base
model via GRPO training on a math dataset.
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& Question of KK (Logic): A very special island is inhabited only by knights and knaves. Knights always tell the
truth, and knaves always lie. You meet 2 inhabitants: Owen, and Penelope. Owen asserted: “Penelope is a knight if and
only if Penelope is a knave”. Penelope noted, “Owen is not a knave”. So who is a knight and who is a knave?

'@ Parallel-RL Model: @ Correct
<think>Okay, so I've got this logic puzzle involving knights and knaves. Knights always tell the truth, and knaves
always lie. I need to figure out who is who between Owen and Penelope. Let’s break it down step by step. First, Owen
made a statement: “Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave.” That’s a bit of a mouthful. The “if and only
if” part means that both parts of the statement are connected by a biconditional, so they must be both true or both false
for the statement to hold. Penelope then said, “Owen is not a knave.” So Owen is claiming that Owen isn’t a knave.
Since knaves always lie, if Penelope is a knave, her statement would be false, meaning Owen is a knave. But wait, if
Penelope is a knave, that would mean Owen is a knave, which would make Penelope’s statement false, which aligns
with knaves always lying. Hmm, maybe I should approach this more systematically. Let’s consider the two possibilities:
Penelope is a knight or a knave. 1. Case 1: Penelope is a knight. - Since knights tell the truth, Penelope’s statement
“Owen is not a knave” must be true. So, Owen is not a knave. That means Owen is a knight. - Now, let’s look at Owen’s
statement. He said “Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave.” If both parts are true, that would mean
Penelope is both a knight and a knave, which isn’t possible because each inhabitant is either a knight or a knave, not
both. - Alternatively, if both parts are false, then Penelope is neither a knight nor a knave, which also contradicts the
fact that each inhabitant is either one or the other. - Therefore, Penelope being a knight leads to a contradiction because
Owen’s statement can’t be satisfied without a contradiction. So this case can’t be true. 2. Case 2: Penelope is a knave.
- As knaves always lie, Penelope’s statement “Owen is not a knave” is false. So, the opposite is true: Owen is a knave. -
Now, let’s check Owen’s statement again. He said “Penelope is a knight if and only if Penelope is a knave.” If both
parts are true, Penelope would have to be both a knight and a knave, which isn’t allowed. But since Penelope is a
knave, her statement is false, so the biconditional is false. That means either Penelope is a knight and a knave (which is
impossible), or Penelope is neither a knight nor a knave, which also isn’t possible. Wait, that doesn’t seem right. Let me
clarify: For a biconditional to be false, at least one part must be false. So, either Penelope is not a knight or Penelope
is not a knave. Since we’ve established Penelope is a knave, the second part is false. Therefore, the biconditional is
false, which is consistent with Owen being a knave, who always lies. So this case holds without contradiction. So,
putting it all together: - Penelope is a knave.- Owen is also a knave because Penelope’s lie makes him one. </think>
<answer> (1) Penelope is a knave. (2) Owen is a knave. </answer> (756 tokens)

Figure 14. Response from the Parallel-RL model on a sample problem from Knights and Knaves. This model uses Naive Parallel-RL
(shown in Section 5.2), which is obtained by directly averaging the models trained on four tasks.
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G. Prompt Templates

In this section, we provide the specific prompt templates used for both training and evaluation across the four representative
tasks discussed in the main text.

Training Prompts. The prompt templates used for training the Math and Science tasks are presented in Figure 15. For the
Logic task, we follow the configuration established in Logic-RL, with the specific prompt shown in Figure 20. Finally, for
the Code task, we adopt the prompt template displayed in Figure 21, which aligns with the settings used in DeepCoder.

Evaluation Prompts. For evaluation, we utilize the Lighteval framework and largely adhere to the prompt templates
provided in its official repository. For Math benchmarks, Figure 16 and Figure 17 illustrate the templates used for evaluating
AIME and MATHS00, respectively, following the Lighteval standard. For Science benchmarks, the prompt templates for the
MMLU and GPQA are shown in Figure 19 and Figure 18, also consistent with the Lighteval repository. For Logic and Code
tasks, the evaluation prompts are the same as those used during training.

Prompt for Math and Science Training

<|im_start[>system

You are a helpful assistant.<|[im_end|>

<|im_start>user

{question}

Let's think step by step and output the final answer within \\boxed{{} } .<|im_end|>
<|im_start|>assistant

- J

Figure 15. Prompt for Math and Science Task Training. We follow the prompt template settings in deepscaler.

Prompt for AIME Evaluation

<|im_start[>system

You are a helpful assistant.<|/im_end|>

<|im_start[>user

{question}

Solve the following math problem efficiently and clearly. The last line of your
response should be of the following format: 'Therefore, the final answer is:

$\\boxed { {ANSWER} }$. I hope it is correct' (without quotes) where ANSWER is
just the final number or expression that solves the problem.

Think step by step before answering.<[im_end|>
<|im_start|[>assistant

Figure 16. Prompt for AIME Evaluation. We follow the prompt template settings in Lighteval.
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Prompt for MATHS500 Evaluation

<|im_start[>system

You are a helpful assistant.<|im_end|>

<|im_start>user

{question}

Solve the following problem. The final line of your response MUST be of the
following format:

"ANSWER: SANSWER" (without quotes) where SANSWER is the final answer.
Think step by step before answering.<|im_end[>

<|im_start|>assistant

N J

Figure 17. Prompt for MATHS500 Evaluation. We follow the prompt template settings in Lighteval.

Prompt for GPQA Evaluation

<|im_start[>system

You are a helpful assistant.<|im_end|>

<|im_start/>user

Answer the following multiple choice question. The last line of your response

should be of the following format: 'Answer: SLETTER' (without quotes) where
LETTER is one of ABCD. Think step by step before answering.

{Question}

A) {A}

B) (B}

0 {C}

D) {D}. <|im_end>
<|im_start|>assistant

Figure 18. Prompt for GPQA Evaluation. We follow the prompt template settings in Lighteval.
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Prompt for MMLU Evaluation

<|im_start[>system

You are a helpful assistant.<|im_end[>
<|im_start[>user

The following are multiple choice questions (with answers) about {subject}.
Question: {question}

A. {choice A}

B. {choice B}

C. {choice C}

D. {choice D}

Answer: <[im_end|>
<|im_start|[>assistant

Figure 19. Prompt for MMLU Evaluation. We follow the prompt template settings in Lighteval.

Prompt for Logic Task (Knights&Knaves)

<|im_start[>system

You are a helpful assistant. The assistant first thinks about the reasoning process in
the mind and then provides the user with the answer. The reasoning process and
answer are enclosed within ' and<answer> </answer> tags, respectively, i.e.,
*“<answer> answer here </answer>. Now the user asks you to solve a logical
reasoning problem. After thinking, when you finally reach a conclusion, clearly state
the identity of each character within <answer> </answer> tags. i.e., <answer> (1)
Zoey is a knight

(2) ... </answer>.<|im_end|>

<|im_start[>user

{question}

<|im_end>

<|im_start|[>assistant

\ J

Figure 20. Prompt for Logic Task Training and Evaluation. We follow the prompt template settings in LogicRL.
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Prompt for Code Task (LiveCodeBench)

<|im_start/>system

You are a helpful assistant.<|[im_end|>

<|im_start|>user

You will be given a question (problem specification) and will generate a correct
Python program that matches the specification and passes all tests.

Question: {question_content}

{ if question.starter code }

You will use the following starter code to write the solution to the problem and
enclose your code within delimiters.

S on
{starter_code}

{else }

### Format:

Read the inputs from stdin solve the problem and write the answer to stdout (do not
directly test on the sample inputs). Enclose your code within delimiters as follows.

Ensure that when the python program runs, it reads the inputs, runs the algorithm
and writes output to STDOUT.

“python
# YOUR CODE HERE

### Answer: (use the provided format with backticks)<[im_end|>

<|im_start|>assistant
*python

Figure 21. Prompt for Code Task Training and Evaluation. We follow the prompt template settings in LiveCodeBench and deepcoder.
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