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Good Pretraining, Bad SFT:
Checkpoint Quality Across the Training Stack
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Figure 1: Perturbation sensitivity and downstream performance of three MoE variants after completing
different training stages. (a—b) Distribution of scores after 100 Gaussian weight perturbations
(o = 0.005), relative to each checkpoint’s unperturbed score; (c) stage aggregates as a percentage
of the best checkpoint at that stage. CONSTANT and MERGE show greater solution density, i.e.,
perturbing the pretrained checkpoints retains higher scores at performance-preserving thresholds
compared to COOLDOWN. This observation is consistent with their stronger post-SFT performance.

Abstract

Language-model checkpoints are commonly selected by pretraining loss or bench-
mark scores, assuming that the highest-scoring checkpoint will remain the best
starting point for subsequent training. We show that this assumption can fail in a
full 30B mixture-of-experts training pipeline. The checkpoints that perform better
after the full downstream training stack also have higher solution density, i.e., retain
downstream performance under local weight perturbations.

1 Introduction

Language-model checkpoints are usually compared by asking which checkpoint is better now: which
has lower loss or higher benchmark scores. This is sufficient when training ends at that checkpoint.
Modern LLMs, however, are trained in a sequence of stages including pretraining, mid-training,
long-context adaptation, supervised fine-tuning (SFT), and further post-training (Ouyang et al., {2022}
S. Chen et al.,[2023; Olmo et al.,|2026). In this setting, the question is different:

Which checkpoint selection criteria will produce the best final model?

This matters because executing all training stages for every candidate is expensive and explodes
combinations. Using intermediate evaluations as selection criteria implicitly assumes that checkpoint
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Table 1: A better pretraining checkpoint can produce a worse final model. CONSTANT and
COOLDOWN share the first 6.7T tokens and the same 7.5T-token budget. All three sources then
receive the same downstream recipe.

Selection signal CONSTANT COOLDOWN MERGE
Train loss | 1.717 1.627 -
Validation loss | 1.734 1.648 -
Pretraining aggregate T 0.415 0.440 0.460
Post-SFT aggregate 1 0.360 0.247 0.363

rankings are preserved by later training. Our experiments show that this assumption can fail:
subsequent training can reverse the ranking of intermediate checkpoints.

Table [I] compares three source checkpoints from one 30B-parameter mixture-of-experts (MoE)
pretraining run. CONSTANT and COOLDOWN share the first 6.7T of 7.5T training tokens and differ
only in the learning-rate schedule over the final 800B tokens. MERGE is a weighted average of
CONSTANT checkpoints (Tian et al.,2026). COOLDOWN improves every available pretraining signal
relative to CONSTANT, yet after identical mid-training, long-context adaptation, and SFT, their
ordering reverses.

This motivates our central question: when do intermediate checkpoint rankings become predictive
of the final ranking? Across our training trajectories, neither the mid-training nor the long-context
aggregate separates CONSTANT from COOLDOWN, although rankings within a learning-rate sweep
stabilize after long-context adaptation (Figure [2).

Gan et al. (2026)) define solution density as the fraction of Gaussian perturbations that retain task
performance above a threshold. They show that this fraction increases with model scale, arguing
that denser neighborhoods of task-specific experts make useful specialists easier to reach through
post-training. Figure[I]shows a similar distinction across checkpoints of the same model: CONSTANT
and MERGE have greater solution density than COOLDOWN. MERGE is particularly informative: it
has the highest pretraining aggregate, remains more robust to perturbations than COOLDOWN, and
finishes effectively tied with CONSTANT after SFT. This suggests that the unperturbed score alone
misses how broadly performance persists under nearby weight changes. We therefore hypothesize
that solution density varies not only with scale but also across training trajectories, and that these
differences help explain downstream adaptability.

Contributions. We show that conventional pretraining metrics can misrank checkpoints for a fixed
downstream training pipeline, and show that intermediate aggregates do not anticipate this reversal.
We further connect this reversal to solution density and show that COOLDOWN’s largest downstream
failure reflects unstable response completion rather than absent latent code capability.

2 Experimental Design

We study a 30B-parameter MoE with 3B active parameters. Training consists of 7.5T-token pre-
training, 100B tokens of capability-focused mid-training at 8k context, 100B tokens of long-context
adaptation at 64k, and 10B tokens of conversational SFT at 64k. The optimizer state is reset with
repeated LR warmup at each stage. For details on architecture, training, and datasets see Section [B]

Pretraining sources. CONSTANT and COOLDOWN share their first 6.7T tokens and total token
budget. We decay the learning rate for the COOLDOWN run to 10% of the maximum during the final
800B tokens of training. MERGE (Tian et al.,|2026)) adds no training: it combines 20 equally spaced
CONSTANT checkpoints over a 600B-token trailing window vi
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2Checkpoint merging is well established and has been ablated in LLM training, for example in Nemotron Super (NVIDIA
et al.,2026). More directly, Y. Li et al. (2025) show that averaging constant-LR checkpoints can match annealed pretraining
performance, while Tian et al. (2026) connect checkpoint weighting to effective update decay. See SectionE]for details.



where the checkpoints are ordered from oldest to newest.

Learning-rate sweep. Starting from COOLDOWN, we train all nine combinations 7mid, Miong €
{1, %, % . where each factor scales a stage’s peak learning rate relative to the preceding stage. For
example, Miong = 1/3 sets t4he long-context peak learning rate to one third of the mid-training peak.
Mid-training uses either no decay when 71, = 1 or cosine decay to the long-context peak, yielding
a continuous schedule across stages. [ﬂ Long-context training then decays to one third of its peak
learning rate. Stage-wise evaluation aggregates are reported in Table[5]

The (1,1) mid/long schedule achieved the highest post-SFT aggregate among the nine schedules,
each followed by SFT factor 1/3. Due to compute constraints, we therefore reuse this schedule for
CONSTANT and MERGE.

Evaluation. At the pretraining, mid-training, and long-context boundaries, we use completion-
style benchmarks spanning knowledge, mathematics, and code. From mid-training onward, we add
long-context retrieval. These three aggregates are cluster-balanced: Pre averages three cluster means,
whereas Mid and Long average four cluster means. Post-SFT, we evaluate on six chat-formatted
benchmarks and take their unweighted mean. The stage-specific suites are given in Section|[C|

3 Checkpoint Rankings Change Across the Training Stack

3.1 Pretraining scores do not determine post-SFT scores

Table[T]shows that COOLDOWN improves every available pretraining signal over CONSTANT: train
loss (1.717 to 1.627), validation loss (1.734 to 1.648), and pretraining aggregate (0.415 to 0.440).
Under conventional checkpoint selection, COOLDOWN would therefore dominate CONSTANT.

After the identical mid-training, long-context, and SFT continuation, CONSTANT instead leads
CoOOLDOWN by 0.113. MERGE has the highest aggregate before and after the downstream pipeline,
although its final 0.003 advantage over CONSTANT is small.

Table 2: Post-SFT benchmark scores after the fixed downstream recipe; the last column excludes
HumanEval+.

Source AIME DAPO Skywork IFBench HE+ GPQA Mean w/o HE+

CONSTANT 0.221  0.430 0.390 0.238 0.646  0.237 0.360 0.303
CooLDOWN  0.171  0.450 0.355 0.250 0.049 0.207 0.247 0.287
MERGE 0.217  0.495 0.345 0.236 0.665 0.222 0.363 0.303

The complete six-task profiles in Table 2] show that COOLDOWN is not uniformly worse. The large
aggregate gap is amplified by a severe HumanEval+ failure, which we examine separately below;
without HumanEval+ it shrinks to 0.016 (Table [2).

3.2 Mid-training rankings remain unstable

Across the eleven training trajectories, the mid-training aggregate correlates only weakly with the
post-SFT aggregate (Pearson r = 0.473, p = 0.142; Spearman p = 0.482, p = 0.133). Figure [Tk
and Figure [2] show that rankings can still change substantially after this stage.

3.3 Long-context rankings stabilize within a sweep, not across sources

After long-context adaptation, the association changes substantially. Pearson correlation with the post-
SFT aggregate rises to 7 = 0.884 (p < 0.001) and Spearman correlation to p = 0.964 (p < 0.001).

3Following Olmo et al. (2026), optimizer state is reset and each stage begins with warmup, so continuity holds up to the
warmup.

4This comparison favors COOLDOWN: its schedule is selected from 9 mid/long configurations, or 27 including the SFT
sweep in Section@l whereas CONSTANT and MERGE are each run once. Tuning them could only improve their scores. Thus
the reversal’s direction in Section[3.1]is unaffected, though its magnitude and the CONSTANT-MERGE ordering may change.
Even the best of 27 COOLDOWN runs (0.294) trails untuned CONSTANT and MERGE (0.360, 0.363).
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Figure 2: Intermediate versus post-SFT aggregate scores. Dashed lines are ordinary least-squares fits.

Figure [2[ compares the post-SFT aggregate against two intermediate aggregates. The diffuse mid-
training relationship tightens into an almost monotone ordering after long-context adaptation.

This result is not driven by adding CONSTANT and MERGE: restricting the calculation to the nine
COOLDOWN trajectories gives r = 0.448 (p = 0.226), p = 0.450 (p = 0.224) after mid-training and
r = 0.935, p = 0.950 (both p < 0.001) after long-context adaptation. Notably, long-context scores
still fail to predict the ordering of CONSTANT, COOLDOWN, and MERGE at matched schedules:
COOLDOWN (1, 1) scores 0.637 against 0.636 for CONSTANT, yet trails by 0.113 after SFT.

We do not interpret this as evidence that long-context adaptation causally creates predictiveness: later
checkpoints are also closer to the final model.

4 What Checkpoint Scores Miss

The ranking reversal suggests that checkpoint scores miss properties that matter for subsequent
behavior. We examine this in two ways.

4.1 Solution density separates the more trainable sources

The preceding results define trainability operationally: how well a source checkpoint performs after
the same remaining training pipeline. But what local parameter-space geometry provides a signal of
this pipeline-conditioned quality that the unperturbed checkpoint score misses?

For checkpoint 6, benchmark b, perturbation ¢, and evaluation score s;(6), we define the relative-
threshold solution-density profile following Gan et al. (2026) as

do.b(T) = Fzr [5(0 +€) > 75,(0)] . (1)

Each source checkpoint is evaluated under 100 Gaussian perturbations on GSM8K and MBPP at
standard deviations o, € {0.005,0.001}. Figure shows that COOLDOWN is shifted toward lower
retained performance on both tasks. Thresholded profiles and exact counts appear in Figure
and Table@ On GSMBK, solution density at 7 = 0.90 is 27% for CONSTANT and 13% for MERGE,
but 0% for COOLDOWN. The separation persists at o = 0.001 (Figure [5|and Table [12).

Figure [3|provides a complementary two-dimensional view of the perturbation outcomes.

The perturbation ordering matches the controlled trainability result in Section [3.1] and Table [2}
CONSTANT and MERGE finish nearly tied at 0.360 and 0.363, while COOLDOWN reaches 0.247
despite its stronger pretraining signals (Table[I). We hypothesize that greater local robustness helps
these checkpoints tolerate the parameter displacement induced by subsequent optimization.

4.2 Retuning SFT does not repair stopping

COOLDOWN’s largest deficit is HumanEval+ (4.9% versus 64.6% and 66.5% for CONSTANT and
MERGE). Raw outputs reveal a broader failure: nearly all AIME and GPQA responses reach the
32k-token cap, with highly repetitive tails. Because this pathology appears after SFT, we hypothesized
that the SFT stage was responsible and swept its learning rate.
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Figure 3: Filled contours show interpolated accuracy changes relative to unperturbed checkpoints
on GSMSK (top) and MBPP (bottom). Stars mark each panel’s optimum. CONSTANT has the
greatest solution density, whereas MERGE starts stronger and degrades less under perturbation than
COOLDOWN, especially on MBPP (Table[I2)). Projections are descriptive only.

The sweep did not repair stopping. Changing the SFT factor from 1/3 to 1 leaves 100% of AIME
and 99% of GPQA responses at the cap, and although it raises the post-SFT aggregate from 0.247 to
0.294, no tested rate jointly resolves the failure: lower rates improve HumanEval+ on average but
reduce reasoning and the overall aggregate.

Sweeping all three SFT factors for each of the nine COOLDOWN mid/long combinations leaves all 27
checkpoints below the fixed-recipe CONSTANT and MERGE checkpoints. Evaluating only the first
generated code block from one COOLDOWN checkpoint raises HumanEval+ from 7.3% to 61.0%,
showing latent code capability but still trailing CONSTANT and MERGE (64.6% and 66.5%), though
thousands of repeated later blocks remain a genuine failure. Section[E.T|summarizes the nested sweep
with additional trajectory results, traces, and extraction details.

5 Related Work

Prior work shows that pretraining loss need not predict downstream adaptation: models with matched
loss can transfer differently (H. Liu et al.,[2023), and learning-rate decay can improve pretraining
metrics while hurting continued training and SFT (Yano et al., 2026). Related work links flatter
LLM solutions to better trainability (H. Li et al., 2024} Watts et al., 2026). We extend this line by
tracking checkpoint rankings across multiple training stages and asking when they predict the final
ranking. We also build on solution density, which measures whether nearby perturbations retain task
performance (Gan et al.,[2026), and on checkpoint merging, where checkpoints induce an effective
decay over updates (Y. Li et al.,[2023} Tian et al., 2026). Extended related work appears in Section [A]

6 Conclusion

Checkpoint quality depends on what comes next. COOLDOWN has better pretraining metrics than
CONSTANT but performs worse after the downstream pipeline. Rankings within a learning-rate sweep
stabilize after long-context adaptation, yet neither intermediate aggregate anticipates the reversal
between CONSTANT and COOLDOWN. Our audits further show that eval scores can miss properties
relevant to continued training. Checkpoint selection should therefore target performance after the
remaining pipeline, not the current score alone.

Limitations. Our results come from one 30B MoE family with one seed per setup, and we did
not test every combination of settings. Solution density is measured on only two tasks and does not
establish causation, and COOLDOWN’s stopping failure enlarges the observed gap.
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A Related Work

Checkpoint quality and downstream adaptability. A central assumption in model development
is that better intermediate metrics imply a better model for subsequent training. Prior work shows
that this need not hold even when pretraining loss is matched. H. Liu et al. (2023)) find language
models with similar pretraining loss but substantially different downstream transfer performance
and associate this difference with implicit biases of the pretraining procedure. More directly, Yano
et al. (2026) compare decay-based and decay-free LLM pretraining and find that learning-rate decay
can improve pretraining metrics while reducing performance after SFT. Their result persists with
additional mid-training and is associated with sharper pretrained solutions. Related work on LLM
fine-tuning connects loss-landscape geometry to catastrophic forgetting, finding that flatter solutions
preserve pretrained capabilities better during adaptation (H. Li et al.,|[2024). Our setting complements
these results by following checkpoint rankings through several consecutive training stages and asking
when intermediate evaluations become predictive of the final post-SFT ranking.

Flat minima and downstream adaptability. The relation between local geometry and model
quality has a long history in neural networks. Flat minima have been associated with improved
generalization (Keskar et al., |[2017), and methods such as stochastic weight averaging (Izmailov
et al.,2018) and sharpness-aware minimization (Foret et al.,[2021) explicitly favor broad low-loss
regions. At the same time, flatness is not an intrinsic property without specifying a parameterization
and metric: functionally equivalent networks can have arbitrarily different sharpness under common
definitions (Dinh et al., 2017)).

For language models, H. Liu et al. (2023)) show that pretraining-loss flatness, measured through
Hessian-based quantities, correlates with downstream transfer even when pretraining loss itself does
not. H. Li et al. (2024) connect flatter LLM loss landscapes to reduced forgetting during fine-tuning,
while Yano et al. (2026) find that learning-rate decay leads to sharper pretrained solutions together
with weaker post-SFT performance. Watts et al. (2026) show that SAM reduces forgetting after
post-training and quantization. These findings motivate asking whether local geometry contains
information about how a checkpoint will behave under subsequent training.

Our solution-density probe is closely related to this literature but measures a different object. A
conventional local flatness measure evaluates the change in the pretraining loss around checkpoint 6.
For example, for € ~ A/ (0, 2] ), one may consider

Fpre(ea 0') = E. [Lpre(e + 6) - Lpre(e)] : (@)

Under a local second-order approximation,

2
o
Fore(0,0) ~ 5 Tr (V?Lyre(6)) 3)
connecting isotropic perturbation flatness to Hessian-based sharpness.
Our probe instead evaluates whether nearby parameters preserve an external capability. For benchmark
b with score sp,, we measure

“

dpp(T50) = M > 'r] .

ew./\/'(OI,‘O'QI) |: 86(9)

The two quantities therefore probe the same local parameter neighborhood but apply different
functions to it:

Lore(0 +€) VSs. sp(0+¢€)
— N——
pretraining-loss geometry capability retention

There is no general implication between them. A direction can increase pretraining loss while
leaving a benchmark capability unchanged, or preserve pretraining loss while disrupting parameters
important for a particular downstream capability. Moreover, benchmark scores are generally discrete
and need not share the local differential geometry of the pretraining objective. Flatness and solution
density may therefore reflect a common robustness of the learned solution, but they are not equivalent
measures.

We observe that CONSTANT and MERGE have substantially more performance-retaining neighbor-
hoods than COOLDOWN, consistent with the hypothesis that local geometry relates to subsequent



adaptability. However, our experiment does not show that solution density causes, or generally
predicts, better post-training. We therefore use it as a diagnostic of checkpoint geometry rather than a
causal explanation.

Checkpoint averaging and learning-rate decay. Checkpoint averaging provides a second con-
nection to the geometry of our three pretraining sources. Averaging points along an optimization
trajectory is well established: stochastic weight averaging, for example, combines checkpoints ob-
tained under sustained or cyclical learning rates and tends to locate broader solutions than the final
SGD iterate (Izmailov et al.,|2018)). Checkpoint merging has since been applied directly during LLM
pretraining. Y. Li et al. (2025) study merging across dense and MoE models and show that combining
checkpoints from constant-learning-rate trajectories can recover much of the benefit of explicit
annealing. Tian et al. (2026)) develop this connection formally and show how checkpoint weights
induce an effective decay over the updates along a constant-LR trajectory. Checkpoint merging has
also been adopted in large-scale LLM training systems such as Nemotron Super (NVIDIA et al.,
2026).

B Model Architecture and Training Details

B.1 Architecture

The model is a decoder-only Transformer (Vaswani et al.,|2017) with 50 layers, of which the first
two are dense and the remaining 48 are mixture-of-experts (MoE) layers. It has approximately 30B
total parameters and activates approximately 3B parameters per token. Table 3] gives the complete
architecture.

Table 3: Model architecture.

Component Value

Vocabulary size 96,000

Layers 50 total: 2 dense, 48 MoE
Hidden size 2,048

Attention Causal grouped-query attention
Query / key-value heads 32/4

Head size 128

Query-key normalization Per-head RMSNorm

Dense MLP hidden size 6,144

Expert hidden size 768

MLP activation SwiGLU

Routed / shared experts per MoE layer 128 /1

Experts selected per token 8

Routing Token-choice, top-8 sigmoid routing
Pretraining sequence length 4,096

Position encoding RoPE, base 8 = 500,000

Each attention block uses causal grouped-query attention with 32 query heads and four key-value
heads (Ainslie et al.,2023). Query and key representations are normalized independently within each
head using RMSNorm (B. Zhang et al.,|2019). We use rotary position embeddings (RoPE) with base
6 = 500,000 (Su et al.,2021). Both dense and expert MLPs use SwiGLU activations (Shazeer, 2020).
Each MoE layer contains 128 routed experts and one shared expert. Token-choice sigmoid routing
selects the top eight routed experts for each token. The shared expert is applied independently of this
selection.

B.2 Pretraining data and objective

All parameters are randomly initialized with output matrices initialised to zero. We pretrain with the
causal next-token-prediction objective on a broad and diverse document corpus containing English
and German data, among other sources. Documents are packed into 4,096-token sequences.

Pretraining covers approximately 7.508T tokens over 35,800 optimization steps. The global batch
contains 51,200 sequences, or 209.715M tokens per step, using five gradient-accumulation steps



across 512 GPUs. The learning rate is warmed up linearly for 358 steps and then held constant for
the remaining 35,442 steps.

B.3 Optimization

We partition parameters by role and dimensionality. The token embedding matrix, all one-dimensional
backbone parameters, router weights, and language-model head are optimized with AdamW
(Loshchilov et al., [2019). Their respective learning rates are 0.02916, 0.02916, 0.0001139, and
0.0004556. All other two-dimensional backbone parameters are optimized with Nesterov Muon us-
ing spectral norm convention at learning rate 0.01458 (Jordan et al., 2024)). Thus embeddings and the
output head use AdamW despite being matrices, while Muon is reserved for internal two-dimensional
backbone parameters.

We apply weight decay 0.0001221 independently to all decay-eligible parameters. Embeddings,
normalization parameters, and expert-balancing biases are excluded. The expert-balancing bias is
updated separately using SMEBU (Soft-clamped Momentum Expert Bias Updates; Singh et al., 2026).
During pretraining, an auxiliary load-balancing loss further encourages uniform expert utilization
after routing.

B.4 Continued training and systems

For capability-focused continued training, the sequence length increases to 8,192 tokens and the
global batch decreases to 25,600 sequences, preserving the 209.715M-token batch. The 100B-token
phase therefore spans approximately 477 optimization steps. This phase uses a 50-step linear warmup
followed by a constant learning rate; long-context adaptation and SFT use the same 50-step warmup.
The auxiliary MoE load-balancing loss is disabled during this phase and remains disabled during
long-context adaptation. MoE load remains balanced throughout this stage despite this.

Long-context adaptation and SFT both use 65,536-token sequences. Long-context adaptation keeps
the 209.715M-token global batch, SFT uses a global batch of 384 sequences (25.2M tokens per step),
i.e. approximately 397 optimization steps for its 10B tokens. During long-context adaptation the
learning rate decays to 1/3 of its peak; during SFT it decays from its peak to an absolute value of
1075, for every SFT learning-rate factor.

Training runs on 512 GPUs using a PyTorch-based TorchTitan distributed-training stack (Liang
et al.,2024). We train in bfloat16 with optimizer states, gradients, accumulation and master weights
in float32. Gradients are clipped to a maximum global norm of 1.0. Optimizer state is reset and
learning-rate warmup is repeated at each stage, as described in the main text.

B.5 MERGE construction and effective update weights

MERGE does not add optimization steps. It combines a trailing window from the CONSTANT run
using WMA coefficients that rise linearly from the oldest to the newest checkpoint. For checkpoints

01, ..., 05 ordered from oldest to newest, the selected source is
20,
emer e — 792 5
g Z 210 Q)

i=1
The oldest checkpoint therefore receives weight 1/210, while the newest receives weight 20/210.
To expose the effect on individual updates, write 6; = 6y + Zi:l AG;, where A0y = 0, — 0;,_1.
Substitution and exchange of the summations give

20 20
emerge = 90 + Z thetv qt =

t=1 i=t

1

210° ©
Although the checkpoint weights increase linearly, their cumulative coefficients on parameter updates
decrease across the window: ¢; = 1 for the earliest update and go9 = 20,/210 =~ 0.095 for the latest.
The merge therefore attenuates later updates after training. This resembles learning-rate decay at the
level of the final weighted update history, but it is not equivalent to cosine cooldown because the
optimizer never follows the decayed trajectory.
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Y. Li et al. (2025) report that merging constant-learning-rate checkpoints can attain performance
comparable to annealed pretraining checkpoints, and Tian et al. (2026)) formalize model averaging
schemes that emulate several decay schedules. Their experiments use other training runs and model
families, so they motivate this source construction rather than validate it for our pipeline.

C Evaluation Suites and Aggregate Construction

We use a stage-specific evaluation suite at each training boundary. All evaluations are run with
(Aleph Alpha Research, |[2026)). Pre, Mid, and Long use completion-style inference, while SFT uses
chat-formatted prompts and the original inference and evaluation adapters. The suite also expands
across the pre-SFT stages: Mid adds long-context evaluation to the Pre clusters, and Long uses a
larger code and long-context suite. Table []lists every score included in each reported aggregate.

Table 4: Stage-specific evaluation suites and aggregation. Lengths in parentheses are context lengths.
Pre, Mid, and Long first average scores within each cluster and then weight the cluster means equally.
SFT directly averages its six benchmark values.

Stage Cluster Benchmark scores Aggregation

Pre General EN ARC (Clark et al.,[2018), HellaSwag (Zellers et al.,|2019), MMLU (Hendrycks Equal mean of 3 cluster
et al., |2021a), MMLU-Pro (Y. Wang et al., 2024), PIQA (Bisk et al., 2020), means
TriviaQA (Joshi et al.,2017)

Math EN GSMBSK (Cobbe et al.,|2021), MATH Minerva (Hendrycks et al.,[2021b)
Code EN HumanEval (M. Chen et al.,|2021)
Mid General EN ARC, HellaSwag, MMLU, MMLU-Pro, PIQA, TriviaQA Equal mean of 4 cluster
means
Math EN GSMS8K, MATH Minerva
Code EN HumanEval
Long Context HELMET JSON-KV (Yen et al.,|2024) (8k); RULER (Hsieh et al.,2024) NIAH
and QA (4k, 8k, 16k, 32k, 64k); RULER VT and WE (4k, 8k, 16k)
Long General EN ARC, HellaSwag, MMLU, MMLU-Pro, PIQA, TriviaQA Equal mean of 4 cluster
means
Math EN GSMS8K, MATH Minerva
Code EN HumanEval, MBPP (Austin et al.,|2021)
Long Context HELMET JSON-KV (8k, 16k, 32k, 64k); RULER NIAH, QA, and VT (4k, 8k,
16k, 32k, 64k); RULER WE (4k, 8k, 16k)
SFT Direct task scores  AIME 2026 (Dekoninck et al.,[2026), DAPO Math (Yu et al.,[2025), Skywork Unweighted mean of 6

ORI Math (J. He et al.,|2025), IFBench (Pyatkin et al.,[2025), HumanEval+ (J. benchmark values
Liu et al.,[2023)), GPQA Diamond CoT (Rein et al.,2023)

For checkpoint 4, let s; ;, € [0, 1] be the scalar score for benchmark configuration b, and let y;(B)
denote the mean over a set of configurations B. Let G and M denote the General EN and Math EN
sets in Table[d] C; and £, denote the stage-specific Code EN and Long Context sets, and S denotes
the six SFT benchmark values. The reported stage aggregate is

1
1i(B) = 3] > sin,

beB
1i(G) + Mz(/\;) + :“i(CPre)7 t = Pre,
| | | ‘ @)
A 11(G) + pi(M) Z HilCo) + 1a(Le) o \fid, Long),
% Z sib, t = SFT.
besS

Consequently, individual pre-SFT benchmarks do not all have equal final weight. For example, Pre
contains nine benchmark scores, but HumanEval alone forms the Code EN cluster and therefore
receives one third of the aggregate rather than one ninth. Mid and Long similarly assign one quarter
of the aggregate to each cluster, irrespective of the number of scores in that cluster. Each listed
long-context task—length pair is one score when forming its Long Context cluster mean.

The SFT aggregate is instead a direct unweighted mean of six benchmark values. [FBench contributes
one value, formed by averaging its loose and strict prompt-level scores. This single value enters the
six-task mean. We never pool example-level correct counts across benchmarks. Invalid or unparsable
answers are scored according to the original adapter and are not removed before averaging.
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For HumanEval+, the primary score is pass@1 after extracting the final fenced Python block, matching
the original adapter. Section [Hreports the diagnostic first-block rescore, which is not substituted into
any primary aggregate. Table 2] gives all six post-SFT benchmark scores and their aggregate for the
CONSTANT, COOLDOWN, and MERGE comparison. Table ] gives the corresponding intermediate
and post-SFT aggregates for every training trajectory used in the correlation analysis.

D Complete Training Trajectories

Table [3lists the training trajectories used in the stage-association analysis. Every post-SFT aggregate
in that analysis comes from a checkpoint trained with SFT learning-rate factor 1/3. No rate is
selected per trajectory. Separately, each of the nine COOLDOWN trajectories receives an auxiliary
SFT learning-rate sweep, summarized in Section[E.T]

Table 5: Intermediate and post-SFT aggregate scores. All eleven trajectories enter the reported
correlations.

Source Mid, Long factors Mid aggregate Long aggregate Post-SFT aggregate
CooLDOWN 1,1 0.515 0.637 0.247
CoOLDOWN  1,1/3 0.564 0.626 0.199
CooLDOWN  1,1/9 0.544 0.621 0.187
CoOLDOWN  1/3,1 0.557 0.626 0.228
CoOLDOWN  1/3,1/3 0.543 0.618 0.191
COOLDOWN  1/3,1/9 0.537 0.610 0.119
COOLDOWN 1/9,1 0.516 0.602 0.160
COOLDOWN  1/9,1/3 0.521 0.588 0.104
CoOLDOWN  1/9,1/9 0.512 0.581 0.087
CONSTANT 1,1 0.556 0.636 0.360
MERGE 1,1 0.540 0.644 0.363

Table 6: Association between intermediate and post-SFT aggregate scores across the eleven training
trajectories. Reported p-values are two-sided.

Signal Pearson r p Spearman p P
Mid-training aggregate 0.473 0.142 0.482 0.133
Long-context aggregate 0.884 < 0.001 0.964 < 0.001

The correlations are computed from the unrounded aggregate scores using two-sided tests. Pearson
coefficients have 95% confidence intervals of [—0.177,0.836] after mid-training and [0.605, 0.970)
after long-context adaptation. Spearman coefficients use average ranks. Restricting the analysis to the
nine COOLDOWN trajectories yields mid-training » = 0.448 (p = 0.226) and p = 0.450 (p = 0.224),
compared with long-context » = 0.935 (p < 0.001) and p = 0.950 (p < 0.001).

E Stopping and Repetition Audit

We compare retained raw generations from the fixed-recipe COOLDOWN checkpoint with the corre-
sponding CONSTANT and MERGE checkpoints. After observing severe repetition, we additionally
inspect COOLDOWN (1, 1) with SFT factor 1, which has the highest post-SFT aggregate among the
complete COOLDOWN checkpoints in the recorded SFT-rate sweep.

The audit covers 294 IFBench prompts, 240 AIME generations, and 198 GPQA Diamond prompts
per checkpoint under a 32,768-token payload cap. AIME and GPQA record generated sequence
length directly. IFBench is retokenized with the tokenizer used for training. “near cap” denotes at
least 32,000 tokens.

The fixed-recipe COOLDOWN checkpoint is substantially less likely to terminate than the CONSTANT
and MERGE checkpoints. Median zlib-to-raw byte ratios are 0.019, 0.044, and 0.027 on IFBench,
AIME, and GPQA, compared with 0.288, 0.310, and 0.059 for CONSTANT and 0.299, 0.328, and
0.066 for MERGE. The long COOLDOWN outputs therefore contain extensive repeated material.

Changing COOLDOWN from SFT factor 1/3 to factor 1 does not repair the behavior. The correspond-
ing compression ratios remain 0.022, 0.053, and 0.031.
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Table 7: Stopping behavior under the 32,768-token cap. Cells report median tokens followed by the
percentage near the cap for IFBench or exactly at the cap for AIME and GPQA.

Checkpoint IFBench AIME GPQA

COOLDOWN (1,1),SFT 1/3 32,616/759% 32,768/100% 32,768 / 99.0%
CONSTANT (1,1),SFT 1/3 1,899/33.0% 6,552/29.6% 32,768 /54.5%
MERGE (1, 1), SFT 1/3 1,805/33.3% 5,135/25.8% 32,768/ 54.0%

COOLDOWN (1,1),SFT 1 32,676/93.2% 32,768 /100% 32,768 / 99.0%

E.1 SFT-rate diagnostic

The additional COOLDOWN checkpoints are used only as a debugging sweep. All three SFT factors
are complete for all nine mid/long trajectories, giving 27 evaluated checkpoints. These additional
checkpoints are not included in the primary source comparison or trajectory correlations.

Table 8: Auxiliary COOLDOWN diagnostic by SFT learning-rate factor. Values are descriptive
averages across complete runs. Reasoning is the mean of AIME, DAPO, Skywork, and GPQA.

SFT factor n  Post-SFT aggregate Reasoning HumanEval+
1 9 0.190 0.187 0.168
1/3 9 0.169 0.140 0.243
1/9 9 0.153 0.109 0.293

On the fixed (1, 1) upstream trajectory, changing the SFT factor from 1/3 to 1 increases the post-
SFT aggregate from 0.247 to 0.294, the highest recorded complete COOLDOWN result. Its original
HumanEval+ score is 0.067.

Across upstream schedules, lower SFT learning rates improve HumanEval+ on average while re-
ducing the reasoning and overall aggregates. No tested SFT factor therefore dominates all recorded
capabilities. Final SFT loss is also not a sufficient selection signal: the lowest-loss checkpoint is the
extraction-sensitive COOLDOWN (1, 1), SFT-factor-1 checkpoint rather than a uniformly superior
assistant.

E.2 Compact-answer sensitivity

Table 9: Official accuracy and a heuristic first-explicit-answer rescore on identical generations. The
heuristic compares the earliest explicit or boxed answer with the target and is used only diagnostically.

Checkpoint AIME official — first GPQA official — first
COOLDOWN (1,1),SFT 1/3 17.08% — 20.42% 20.71% — 22.73%
COOLDOWN (1,1),SFT 1 18.33% — 23.75% 25.25% — 29.80%
CONSTANT (1,1),SFT 1/3 22.08% — 22.08% 23.74% — 23.74%
MERGE (1, 1),SFT 1/3 21.67% — 21.25% 22.22% — 24.24%

First-answer sensitivity is measurable for COOLDOWN but much smaller than the HumanEval+
first-block effect. Official GPQA parsing marks 115/198 and 106/198 COOLDOWN responses invalid,
but also 111/198 CONSTANT and 114/198 MERGE responses, so GPQA extraction fragility is not
specific to COOLDOWN.

IFBench strict scores likewise do not directly expose the stopping failure: COOLDOWN with SFT fac-
tors 1/3 and 1 scores 23.47% and 22.79%, compared with 22.11% for the corresponding CONSTANT
and MERGE checkpoints. The same response pathology therefore interacts differently with different
evaluation contracts.

E.3 Qualitative examples

The following examples illustrate, rather than estimate, the observed repetition pattern.

An IFBench response initially satisfies exact keyword-count constraints and subsequently repeats
“(Answer ready.)” 575 times and its keyword audit 685 times, causing the response to violate the
same constraints it had already satisfied.
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One AIME generation repeats “I hope it is correct.” 4,208 times, reaches the generation cap, and
drifts from an earlier correct answer of 190 to an officially extracted answer of 290.

One GPQA response repeats the sentence “the nitro group is attached to the carbon bearing the nitro
group” 2,012 times, reaches the cap mid-word, and is marked invalid despite stating the correct option
earlier.

The most extreme 32k HumanEval+ response contains 5,318 fenced code blocks but only four unique
blocks. One block appears 5,314 times.

These examples show why one underlying stopping failure can produce different measured penalties
under whole-response, compact-answer, and final-block evaluators.

F HumanEval+ Re-execution Audit

For response y, extractor F/, and functional verifier V', the measured code score is
Sg =E[V(E(y))]. ®)

The original evaluation adapter extracts the final fenced Python block. We compare it with the first
fenced block. Selecting the first syntactically valid block produces the same aggregate as selecting
the first fenced block in every audited run.

Table 10: HumanEval+ pass@1 under alternative extraction from identical generations. Counts are
out of 164.

Checkpoint Cap Last block First block A

COOLDOWN (1,1),SFT1 1k 9(5.49%) 97 (59.15%) +53.66
CooLDOWN (1,1),SFT1 32k 12(7.32%) 100 (60.98%) +53.66
CONSTANT (1,1),SFT 1/3 32k 108 (65.85%) 106 (64.63%) —1.22
MERGE (1,1), SFT 1/3 32k 108 (65.85%) 107 (65.24%) —0.61

All scores reuse the same raw generations. Candidate programs are executed against the original 164
HumanEval+ test suites in a network-disabled container. Re-executing the final block reproduces
every original verdict, so extraction is the only changed scoring variable.

For both audited COOLDOWN caps, no last-block success becomes a first-block failure. Every gain
comes from a response containing a passing early program and a failing final program. At 32k,
COOLDOWN has a median response length of 32,690 tokens and a 72.6% near-cap rate, compared
with medians of 657 and 484 tokens and near-cap rates of 15.2% and 7.3% for CONSTANT and
MERGE.

COOLDOWN also has a median of 1,609 fenced blocks per response, with a maximum of 5,318,
compared with a median of one and maxima of four and two for CONSTANT and MERGE.

Increasing the output cap does not repair the behavior. COOLDOWN'’s first-block accuracy remains
near 60% while its generations continue to contain thousands of repeated blocks.

The fixed-recipe COOLDOWN SFT-1/3 checkpoint has an original HumanEval+ score of 8/164
(4.88%), but its evaluation artifact retains only aggregate scores. First-block rescoring would require
raw generations that are no longer available. We therefore do not transfer the corrected score from
SFT factor 1 to the primary source comparison.

G Solution Density Probe Details

G.1 Estimator

For checkpoint 6, benchmark b, threshold 7, and ng ;, valid perturbations, we estimate

ng,b
~ 1 1 |:Sb(0+62) > T:| '

5(0) ©))

Each score is divided by the unperturbed score from the same checkpoint. We retain the latest
result for each matched perturbation job and exclude results without numeric benchmark summaries.
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Missing values are not imputed. Both perturbation scales contain 100 perturbations per checkpoint
and benchmark.

G.2 Primary perturbation scale
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Figure 4: Solution-density profiles at 0. = 0.005. Each curve reports the fraction of 100 perturbations
retaining at least threshold 7 of the corresponding unperturbed score.

Table 11: Perturbations above each score threshold at o, = 0.005. Cells report counts out of 100
followed by percentages.

Benchmark  Checkpoint n T > 0.90 T > 0.95 T > 1.00 T > 1.05 T > 1.10
GSMSK CONSTANT 100 27/100 27.0%)  10/100 (10.0%)  2/100 2.0%)  1/100 (1.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)
CooLDOWN 100 0/100 (0.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)
MERGE 100 13/100 (13.0%) 0/100 (0.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)
MBPP CONSTANT 100 3/100 (3.0%) 17100 (1.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)
COOLDOWN 100 0/100 (0.0%) 0/100 (0.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)
MERGE 100 0/100 (0.0%) 0/100 (0.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)

Zero cells indicate that no success was observed among the 100 perturbations, not that the underlying
probability is zero. We therefore treat the curves as empirical profiles rather than estimated continuous
densities.

G.3 Smaller perturbation scale
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Figure 5: Solution-density profiles at 0. = 0.001. CONSTANT has the greatest density around the
unperturbed score. On MBPP, 3% of COOLDOWN perturbations match or exceed the unperturbed
score, compared with 50% for CONSTANT and 20% for MERGE.

Values above 100% indicate that a perturbed checkpoint outscored its single unperturbed evaluation.
They should not be interpreted as established local improvements without repeated unperturbed
evaluations. The stable observation is relative: COOLDOWN has lower solution density around
performance-preserving thresholds than CONSTANT and MERGE, particularly on MBPP.
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Table 12: Results at . = 0.001. Mean is the average perturbed score as a percentage of the
corresponding unperturbed score.

Benchmark  Checkpoint n Mean T > 0.95 T > 1.00 T > 1.05 T > 1.10
GSM8K CONSTANT 100 103.5% 100/100 (100.0%)  92/100 (92.0%)  24/100 (24.0%)  2/100 (2.0%)
COOLDOWN 100 100.7% 98/100 (98.0%) 57/100 (57.0%) 7/100 (7.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)
MERGE 100 100.1% 1007100 (100.0%)  54/100 (54.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)
MBPP CONSTANT 100 99.7% 96/100 (96.0%) 50/100 (50.0%) 2/100 (2.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)
CooLDOWN 100 952% 54/100 (54.0%) 3/100 (3.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)  0/100 (0.0%)
MERGE 100 98.3% 94/100 (94.0%) 20/100 (20.0%) 0/100 (0.0%) 0/100 (0.0%)
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