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ABSTRACT

Looped Transformers increase effective depth by repeatedly applying a shared
block, offering a parameter-efficient approach to language modeling. However,
most existing works directly reuse each loop’s output as the next’s input, which
can lead to hidden-state scale growth and perturbation amplification as recurrence
deepens. We propose Rectified Looped Transformer (RLT), which redesigns
feedback between loops using an interpolation schedule inspired by flow-based
modeling. At each loop, RLT forms the next input by linearly interpolating between
the current state and its prediction. Such interpolation distributes state changes
across loops, encouraging a smoother trajectory from the initial input to the final
output. Theoretical analysis proves that, under appropriate assumptions, RLT
keeps state magnitudes uniformly bounded across loops and reduces the worst-
case perturbation amplification. We evaluate RLT on language modeling corpora
and downstream benchmarks. At matched training and inference depths, RLT
consistently achieves lower perplexity than a standard looped Transformer, while
exhibiting greater robustness to input perturbations and variance in inference
depth. Consistent with the theoretical results, latent trajectory analysis shows that
RLT maintains more stable hidden-state norms across loops, which also facilitates
extrapolation-based decoding strategies. Notably, RLT achieves these gains without
requiring additional trainable parameters or extra recurrent block evaluations, thus
providing a simple yet more stable feedback mechanism for looped Transformers.

1 INTRODUCTION

Improving language model capabilities while controlling parameter count is an important challenge
in model scaling. Looped Transformers address this challenge by repeatedly applying a shared
stack of layers, increasing effective computational depth without increasing the number of physical
parameters. This makes recurrence depth an additional axis for scaling language models. Early
work (Saunshi et al., 2025) establishes the reasoning potential of looped Transformers through
controlled experiments and theoretical analysis. Huginn (Geiping et al., 2025) demonstrates their
feasibility at scale, while Ouro (Zhu et al., 2025) further scales pretraining to trillions of tokens,
achieving performance competitive with larger standard LLMs and gains on tasks requiring multi-hop
reasoning. Together, these advances establish latent recurrent computation as a promising route to
more capable, parameter-efficient language models.

A key design choice in recurrent computation is how each loop’s output becomes the next loop’s
input. GRUs (Cho et al., 2014) use interpolation between existing and candidate states for effective
sequence modeling (Chung et al., 2014); Thinking with Looped Flows (Suleymanzade et al., 2026)
couples answer-space flow updates with recurrence to improve structured reasoning. In the direct-
feedback formulation (hereafter referred to as Standard Looped Transformer, SLT) commonly used
in current looped language models, including Ouro (Zhu et al., 2025), Loopie (Gao et al., 2026),
and LoopFormer (Jeddi et al., 2026), the network output fully replaces the current input, without
retaining it as a separate component of the feedback update. From a dynamical systems perspective,
this applies the entire change from the current state to the network prediction at every loop, coupling
prediction with state advancement. As the shared network is repeatedly applied, these changes can
accumulate into hidden-state scale growth and perturbation amplification. STARS (Yang et al., 2026)
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Figure 1: Overview of Rectified Looped Transformer (RLT). (a) SLT and RLT share the same
looped architecture and uniform all-step supervision. RLT replaces direct feedback with interpolation
between the current input and the predicted endpoint. (b) Schematic latent dynamics under matched
and mismatched loop counts, illustrating more uniform state advancement and more stable final
predictions in RLT, while SLT may fall short or drift beyond the target region.

links performance degradation at larger recurrent depths to unstable latent dynamics; our SLT likewise
exhibits sensitivity to loop count, accompanied by pronounced changes in state scale. This raises a
concrete question: can retaining the current input state and controlling its advance toward each new
prediction yield more effective and stable recurrent computation?

To address this gap, we propose Rectified Looped Transformer (RLT; Figure 1(a)), which organizes
recurrent feedback through linear interpolation inspired by rectified flow (Liu et al., 2023). RLT
treats the network output at each loop as an endpoint prediction and combines it with the current
input state to form the next input. The interpolation weight on the endpoint prediction increases
as the remaining number of loops decreases. Intuitively, each loop re-estimates the endpoint and
distributes the remaining displacement over the remaining steps. This provides a geometric intuition
of approximately linear progress toward a shared target region, while allowing the endpoint estimate
to evolve across loops (Figure 1(b)). The design separates prediction from state advancement and
explicitly organizes how network updates accumulate across loops. Our theory establishes depth-
uniform bounds on feedback-state and output magnitudes under time-dependent residual control.
Even when the network can amplify perturbations, RLT reduces the worst-case amplification bound
for initial perturbations from exponential to polynomial in depth under a uniform sensitivity bound.

Empirically, with identical uniform all-step supervision, RLT consistently achieves lower perplexity
than the direct-feedback SLT when training and inference depths are matched. Besides, experiments
show greater robustness to perturbations and changes in inference depth, including inference with
both fewer and more loops than used during training. Trajectory analyses reveal differences in
scale accumulation and prediction evolution, while improved scale stability also benefits contrastive
decoding and guidance. Notably, these gains require only elementwise interpolation, with no
additional trainable feedback parameters or recurrent-block forward passes, highlighting the efficiency
of RLT’s feedback design.

Our main contributions are as follows:

• We introduce Rectified Looped Transformer (RLT), which interprets each loop’s output
as an endpoint prediction and organizes latent-state feedback through a remaining-time
interpolation schedule.
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• We theoretically analyze state and prediction magnitudes and perturbation amplification,
establishing depth-uniform magnitude bounds under time-dependent residual control and
polynomial bounds on initial-perturbation amplification under a uniform Lipschitz condition.

• We empirically demonstrate improvements in language modeling and robustness to changes
in loop count and numerical perturbations, supported by latent-trajectory analyses and
extrapolation-based decoding experiments.

2 RELATED WORK

Looped Transformers for Language Modeling. Looped Transformers repeatedly apply a shared
stack of layers, increasing effective computational depth without adding physical parameters. Early
architectures such as Universal Transformers (Dehghani et al., 2019) and ALBERT (Lan et al.,
2020) established parameter sharing across depth, while subsequent theoretical and empirical studies
demonstrated its potential for algorithm execution (Giannou et al., 2023) and reasoning (Saunshi et al.,
2025). Recently, Huginn (Geiping et al., 2025), Ouro (Zhu et al., 2025), and Loopie (Gao et al., 2026)
have extended this paradigm to large-scale language modeling, achieving performance competitive
with larger standard LLMs on commonsense and reasoning benchmarks while using fewer physical
parameters. Existing efforts seek to improve the performance and efficiency of looped language
models through sparse experts (Gao et al., 2026; Chen et al., 2026; Lee et al., 2026), depth-specific
adapters (Bae et al., 2025a), and adaptive allocation of recurrent computation (Bae et al., 2025b; Fu
et al., 2026; You et al., 2026), etc. In this work, we focus on state feedback and propose RLT to
improve language modeling and recurrent stability.

State Feedback and Recurrent Stability. State feedback determines how each loop’s output
becomes the next input. The most common practice in looped Transformers is direct feedback,
which reuses the output as the next recurrent state, as in Ouro (Zhu et al., 2025), Loopie (Gao et al.,
2026), and LoopFormer (Jeddi et al., 2026). Recent work has begun to explore feedback control
by scaling the residual update between the current state and the network output. ELR (Ladhak
et al., 2026) seeks to preserve one-loop performance while benefiting from additional loops, using
learned gates to scale residual updates; TAPS (Wang et al., 2026) aims to improve recurrent inference
efficiency by adaptively adjusting update magnitudes according to persistent progress and fluctuation
estimated from the trajectory. Recent studies such as STARS (Yang et al., 2026) also reveal that
looped Transformers can become unstable as recurrence deepens. To stabilize these dynamics,
Fixed-Point Reasoners (Movahedi et al., 2026) use damped feedback to suppress oscillation and
promote convergence toward fixed points. Our RLT uses a predefined remaining-time interpolation
schedule, with theoretical analysis establishing tighter control over state magnitudes and perturbation
amplification than direct feedback.

Flow-based Modeling and Iterative Reasoning. Flow-based generative modeling (Lipman et al.,
2023) connects individual state updates to continuous transport between distributions through learned
ODEs. Rectified Flow (Liu et al., 2023) uses linear interpolation between source and target samples
as training paths, encouraging straighter flows that support sampling with fewer steps. Recent work
combines looped computation with flow-based generation. In structured reasoning tasks such as
Sudoku and maze solving, Thinking with Looped Flows (Suleymanzade et al., 2026) couples a
noise-to-answer flow with recurrent hidden states and local denoising supervision; Unrolled Flow
Models (Izermine et al., 2026) use a DiT (Peebles & Xie, 2023) backbone to learn flow-based answer
generation through their own latent rollouts with a terminal prediction loss. In contrast, our RLT
applies flow-inspired interpolation to state feedback in autoregressive language models, combining
each loop’s output with its input state to form the next input.

3 RECTIFIED LOOPED TRANSFORMER

3.1 PRELIMINARIES: LOOPED COMPUTATION AND STATE FEEDBACK

As illustrated in Figure 1(a), a looped Transformer repeatedly applies a shared stack of layers to
the input sequence’s representation. We focus on the recurrent computation for predicting the next
token from a fixed input context. The initial input state at the prediction position is x0 ∈ Rd, formed
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from token and positional embeddings, where d is the hidden size. We associate K ≥ 1 loops with a
uniform time grid on [0, 1]:

∆t =
1

K
, tk =

k

K
, k = 0, . . . ,K − 1. (1)

The shared Transformer stack Fθ performs one loop of computation and receives time and step-size
conditioning through AdaLN-style modulation (Peebles & Xie, 2023). For brevity, we suppress
its step-size argument and conditioning on the current prefix representations below. At loop k, xk

denotes the input state and hk+1 the hidden output. A feedback coefficient ηk determines their
contribution to the next input:

hk+1 = Fθ(xk, tk), xk+1 = (1− ηk)xk + ηkhk+1, 0 ≤ ηk ≤ 1. (2)

Standard Looped Transformer (SLT) uses direct feedback, setting ηk = 1 and directly feeding the
output hk+1 back as the next input state. Parameters are shared across loops and held fixed when
varying inference depth.

The shared readout D acts on each hidden output:

D(h) = WRMSNorm(h), ℓk = CE(D(hk),y), (3)

where W is the vocabulary projection, y denotes the next-token target, and CE is the cross-entropy
loss. In this work, the looped Transformer receives uniform all-step supervision with training loss
K−1

∑K
k=1 ℓk. Inference decodes the final hidden output hK .

3.2 FLOW-INSPIRED STATE FEEDBACK

Inspired by linear interpolation in rectified flow (Liu et al., 2023), we propose Rectified Looped
Transformer (RLT), which treats each loop’s network output as an endpoint prediction and separates
prediction from state advancement. At time tk, the displacement from the current state to the predicted
endpoint is hk+1 − xk, and the remaining time is 1− tk. Advancing by one time step gives

xk+1 = xk +∆t
hk+1 − xk

1− tk
.

The feedback weight is therefore the fraction of the remaining time covered by one step:

ηk =
∆t

1− tk
=

1

K − k
, k = 0, . . . ,K − 1. (4)

The weight increases from η0 = 1/K to ηK−1 = 1, forming a smoothly interpolated trajectory from
x0 to the final prediction xK = hK . Intuitively, each loop re-estimates the endpoint and distributes
the remaining displacement over the remaining loops. When endpoint estimates agree, the rule yields
uniformly spaced states along the line from the initial state to the endpoint (Figure 1(b)).

We next establish stability guarantees for RLT by bounding state and output norms and initial-
perturbation amplification as loop depth increases.

3.3 THEORETICAL ANALYSIS OF STABILITY

We establish depth-uniform bounds on state and hidden-output norms and polynomial bounds on
initial-perturbation amplification for the RLT schedule. Throughout, ∥ · ∥ and ⟨·, ·⟩ denote the
Euclidean norm and inner product. Constants in depth-uniform bounds, including those hidden by ≲,
are independent of K. Theorem 1 below bounds state norms under general feedback schedules.
Theorem 1. Suppose there exist M ≥ 0 and 0 < α ≤ 1 such that, for all 0 ≤ t < 1,

sup
x∈Rd

∥Fθ(x, t)− x∥ ≤ M(1− t)α. (5)

Then the feedback rule in Eq. (2) satisfies

∥xk∥ ≤ ∥x0∥+M

k−1∑
j=0

ηj(1− tj)
α, 1 ≤ k ≤ K. (6)
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Remark. For α = 1, Eq. (5) is equivalent to supx,t ∥vθ(x, t)∥ ≤ M for the flow-inspired velocity
field

vθ(x, t) =
Fθ(x, t)− x

1− t
. (7)

For 0 < α < 1, the condition allows supx ∥vθ(x, t)∥ ≤ M(1 − t)α−1, relaxing uniform velocity
boundedness to permit integrable growth near t = 1.

In practice, we observe pronounced norm growth under SLT’s direct feedback, while RLT maintains
more stable norms (Section 4.2). The following two corollaries characterize the different depth
dependence of these feedback rules.
Corollary 1.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, SLT’s direct feedback (ηk ≡ 1) gives

∥xK∥ ≤ ∥x0∥+M K−α
K∑
j=1

jα︸ ︷︷ ︸
−→∞ (K→∞)

. (8)

Corollary 1.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, the RLT schedule in Eq. (4) gives

max

{
max

0≤k≤K
∥xk∥, max

1≤k≤K
∥hk∥

}
≤ ∥x0∥+

M

α︸ ︷︷ ︸
constant in K

. (9)

These corollaries show that SLT’s direct feedback permits unbounded state-norm growth with depth
(Appendix A.1), whereas the RLT schedule keeps both input-state and hidden-output norms uniformly
bounded as loop depth increases. Under an additional radial condition on the residual, we obtain the
following stronger bound.
Corollary 1.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1 and the RLT schedule, suppose ⟨xk,hk+1 −
xk⟩ ≤ 0 for 0 ≤ k < K. Then

max
0≤k≤K

∥xk∥2 ≤ ∥x0∥2 +M2 K−2α
K∑
j=1

j2α−2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
−→ 0 (K→∞)

. (10)

The radial condition makes the first-order contribution to squared norm growth nonpositive, while the
accumulated squared update magnitudes vanish with depth. Proofs of Theorem 1 and its corollaries
are provided in Appendix A.1.

We next examine how perturbations to the initial state x0 propagate across loops. The following
theorem bounds the separation between two trajectories under a Lipschitz condition on the shared
network.
Theorem 2. Suppose Fθ(x, tk) is Lk-Lipschitz in x, with Lk ≥ 0. If xk and x̃k follow Eq. (2) with
the same contextual conditioning and feedback schedule, then

∥xk − x̃k∥ ≤
k−1∏
j=0

(1− ηj + ηjLj)∥x0 − x̃0∥, 1 ≤ k ≤ K. (11)

Theorem 2 bounds trajectory separation through a product of per-loop factors, relating the difference
between terminal states to the initial perturbation. A uniform Lipschitz bound L > 1 allows
perturbations to be amplified across loops. The following corollary compares the resulting depth
dependence under the feedback rules of RLT and SLT.
Corollary 2.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2, suppose Lk ≤ L uniformly in k and K, with
L > 1. Then SLT’s direct feedback (ηk ≡ 1) gives

∥xK − x̃K∥ ≲ LK∥x0 − x̃0∥. (12)

For the RLT schedule,

∥xK − x̃K∥ ≲ KL−1∥x0 − x̃0∥. (13)
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Corollary 2.1 shows that the RLT schedule reduces the depth dependence of the worst-case
amplification bound from exponential to polynomial, providing tighter control over sensitivity
to initial perturbations. Since xK = hK , it also controls the sensitivity of RLT’s final hidden output.
Proofs of Theorem 2 and Corollary 2.1 are provided in Appendix A.2.

For a time-independent nonexpansive network, recurrent computation can also be viewed as fixed-
point iteration (Movahedi et al., 2026). RLT then follows the classical Krasnosel’skii–Mann
iteration (Cominetti et al., 2014), yielding the following fixed-point residual bound.

Proposition 3. Suppose Fθ(x, t) = Fθ(x) is nonexpansive on Rd and Fix(Fθ) := {x ∈ Rd :
Fθ(x) = x} ̸= ∅. Then, for the RLT schedule and K > 2,

∥Fθ(xK)− xK∥ ≲
dist(x0,Fix(Fθ))√

logK
, (14)

where dist denotes distance from a point to a set.

Proposition 3 follows from Cominetti et al. (2014, Proposition 11); a brief proof appears in
Appendix A.3. Together, these results connect RLT’s remaining-time feedback rule to controlled state
scales, reduced perturbation amplification bounds, and fixed-point residual decay. These properties
provide theoretical support for the stability of RLT’s recurrent computation.

4 EXPERIMENTS

We compare SLT and RLT in language modeling, recurrent stability, and latent-state dynamics.
Matched architectures and training settings allow us to examine the effect of state feedback.

Following LoopFormer (Jeddi et al., 2026), we adopt a GPT-2-style looped Transformer conditioned
on time and step size (Figure 1(a)). Each loop maps its input state to a hidden output through
the shared Transformer stack. SLT feeds this hidden output back as the next loop’s input state,
whereas RLT constructs the next input by interpolating between the current input state and the hidden
output using a remaining-time schedule. These feedback rules are formalized in Sections 3.1–3.2.
Our default configuration is 3⊗ 8: three shared Transformer layers applied over eight loops, with
278M physical parameters. We denote the training and inference loop counts by Ktrain and Ktest,
respectively. Unless otherwise specified, inference follows the uniform time grid defined in Eq. (1),
with tk = k/Ktest and ∆t = 1/Ktest.

Both models are trained from scratch on the deduplicated version of The Pile (Gao et al., 2020), with
the training data comprising 6.88B tokens and uniform all-step next-token prediction supervision.
We train for 14,000 optimizer steps with a peak learning rate of 6 × 10−4 and a global batch
size of 480 sequences of 1,024 tokens. We measure perplexity on The Pile (Gao et al., 2020),
FineWeb-Edu (FWE) (Penedo et al., 2024), and OpenWebText (OWT) (Gokaslan & Cohen, 2019),
and evaluate zero-shot accuracy following lm-eval harness (Gao et al., 2023). Our downstream
evaluation covers ten well-established benchmarks spanning commonsense reasoning, reading
comprehension, scientific question answering, and discourse completion: COPA (Roemmele et al.,
2011), HellaSwag (HS) (Zellers et al., 2019), LAMBADA (LB) (Paperno et al., 2016), OpenBookQA
(OBQA) (Mihaylov et al., 2018), PIQA (Bisk et al., 2020), RACE (Lai et al., 2017), SciQ (Welbl
et al., 2017), ARC (Clark et al., 2018), Social IQA (SIQA) (Sap et al., 2019), and WinoGrande
(WG) (Sakaguchi et al., 2021). We report accuracy or normalized accuracy as appropriate, averaging
ARC-Easy and ARC-Challenge before computing the ten-task mean.

Further details on the model architecture, training hyperparameters, and datasets are provided in
Appendices C, D, and E, respectively.

4.1 LANGUAGE MODELING PERFORMANCE

We first compare SLT and RLT at matched training and inference depths, Ktrain = Ktest = K ∈
{2, 4, 8}. At each depth, both models use three shared Transformer layers, identical training settings,
and uniform all-step supervision. Table 1 shows that RLT consistently achieves lower perplexity
across all three depths and all three evaluation corpora. At K = 4, it reduces PPL by 4.2%, 5.5%,
and 5.2% on Pile, FWE, and OWT, respectively. This advantage also holds at K = 2 and K = 8.
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Table 1: Language modeling and downstream performance at matched depth K = Ktrain = Ktest.
Structure denotes shared layers ⊗ loops. Accuracy is reported in percentages; Avg Acc is the
unweighted mean across ten benchmarks. Bold marks the better result within each depth group.

Variants Structure
Perplexity ↓ Accuracy (%) ↑

Pile FWE OWT COPA HS LB OBQA PIQA RACE SciQ ARC SIQA WG Avg Acc

K = 8

SLT 3⊗ 8 11.08 27.58 25.39 64.00 36.50 33.00 29.50 62.50 28.57 66.50 30.22 36.92 55.91 44.36
RLT 3⊗ 8 10.82 26.74 24.61 62.00 36.50 34.00 28.00 60.87 29.52 70.50 31.31 38.46 44.09 43.53

K = 4

SLT 3⊗ 4 11.76 29.76 27.30 64.00 35.50 26.00 27.50 59.78 26.67 66.50 32.38 37.44 48.03 42.38
RLT 3⊗ 4 11.27 28.14 25.88 68.00 35.50 31.00 29.00 60.33 23.81 65.50 33.01 34.87 51.97 43.30

K = 2

SLT 3⊗ 2 12.49 32.24 29.52 64.00 35.50 23.50 27.50 59.24 20.95 65.50 31.94 39.49 48.03 41.56
RLT 3⊗ 2 12.44 32.04 29.33 60.00 35.00 28.50 25.50 60.87 22.86 63.00 29.81 39.49 48.03 41.31
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Figure 2: Cross-loop hidden-state scales relative to the first-loop output h1 (left) and the initial
embedding input x0 (right), with Ktrain = Ktest = 8.

On downstream benchmarks, the two methods achieve comparable average accuracy, with task-
specific differences across depths. At K = 4, RLT increases the ten-task average from 42.38% to
43.30%. LAMBADA accuracy improves at all three depths, with gains of 5 percentage points at
both K = 2 and K = 4. These results show that reorganizing state feedback consistently improves
language modeling while maintaining competitive downstream performance. We next examine how
this feedback design affects the numerical behavior of recurrent computation.

4.2 RECURRENT STABILITY AND ROBUSTNESS

We first examine hidden-state scales and responses to initial-input and recurrent perturbations to study
RLT’s recurrent stability. We then assess the practical effects of these properties through contrastive
decoding and guidance, followed by an evaluation of performance under quantization.

Hidden-state scale. We measure the scale of each loop’s output hi before the final RMS
normalization. Figure 2 compares the token-wise RMS ratios relative to the first-loop output h1 and
the initial embedding input x0. SLT exhibits pronounced scale accumulation over the early loops: by
loop eight, the mean ratio relative to h1 reaches 5.08, compared with 0.65 for RLT. The comparison
relative to x0 likewise shows substantial scale accumulation in SLT, while RLT maintains a more
controlled scale across loops. These observations are consistent with the output-magnitude bound in
Corollary 1.2. Measurement details are provided in Appendix F.1.
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Robustness to perturbations. We first inject RMS-scaled Gaussian noise into the initial embedding
input x0 and measure the resulting displacement of the final hidden output. Across all three corpora
and all tested noise levels, RLT exhibits smaller absolute output displacements (Figure 3), in line
with the initial-perturbation analysis in Theorem 2.

We then inject noise at every loop, either into the block output h before feedback or into the state x
after feedback. As shown in Figure 4, RLT better preserves predictive performance overall under both
schemes, with larger benefits for output perturbations. At ρ = 0.5, output perturbations increase Pile
cross-entropy by 0.61 nats/token for RLT versus 2.86 for SLT. The dependence on injection location
reflects the role of interpolation: output noise passes through the feedback coefficient, whereas noise
added after feedback enters the next loop directly. See Appendix F.2 for experimental details.

Loop-wise contrastive decoding. Contrastive decoding (Li et al., 2023) exploits differences
between stronger and weaker predictions to improve downstream task performance; related methods
in looped Transformers (Yu et al., 2026; Liu et al., 2026) construct these contrasts from different
recurrent depths. We apply hidden-state extrapolation before the final readout, using either native
intermediate outputs hi or predictions ĥi from an auxiliary MLP branch. The branch predicts the
complete block output from its first layer’s representation and is trained with relative mean squared
error (see Appendix F.3 for details).
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Using references from the first three loops, RLT obtains consistently larger accuracy gains than
SLT across both reference types and RMS-alignment settings. As shown in Figure 5, RLT benefits
more from early references without RMS alignment, whereas SLT shows little or no improvement.
Aligning reference magnitudes to the final output makes SLT’s early references more effective: with
the first-loop reference and λ = 0.5, accuracy increases from 42.79% to 43.35%. RLT also benefits
from MLP references, reaching 44.45% from a 42.73% baseline with the third-loop reference at
λ = 0.5 without alignment. These findings highlight how RLT’s more stable representation scales
support the effective use of intermediate predictions and improve contrastive decoding.

Guidance during recurrence. We
further examine guidance within the
recurrent computation, drawing on
autoguidance with a weaker version
of the model (Karras et al., 2024).
At selected loops, we extrapolate the
block output away from the RMS-
aligned MLP prediction and feed the
result into subsequent computation.
See Appendix F.4 for details. Guiding
loops 3–5 improves RLT at every
tested strength shown in Figure 6,
reaching a gain of 0.76 percentage
points at λ = 0.3. In SLT, guid-
ance over loops 1–3 or 1–7 causes
substantial degradation as strength
increases. RLT can therefore benefit
from interventions during recurrence,
with the middle loops providing an
effective guidance interval.

2 4 8
10
14
18
22

Pile

2 4 8
30

50

70
FWE

2 4 8
25

40

55

OWT

2 4 8
10
14
18
22

2 4 8
30

50

70

2 4 8
25

40

55

2 4 8
10
14
18
22

2 4 8
30

50

70

2 4 8
25

40

55

W
8A

16
W
4A

16
W
8A

8
PP

L

Inference loops Ktest

RLT SLT

Figure 7: Perplexity under quantization at different inference
depths. Rows and columns correspond to quantization settings
and evaluation corpora, respectively.
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Model Perplexity ↓ Acc (%) ↑
Pile FWE OWT Avg Acc

Ktest = 4

SLT 13.01 33.62 30.87 42.95
RLT 11.76 29.56 27.06 41.96

Ktest = 2

SLT 21.60 69.18 62.04 39.24
RLT 13.85 35.82 32.81 40.76

Table 2: Fewer-loop inference with
Ktrain = 8. Bold marks the better
result at each depth; Avg Acc averages
ten benchmarks.
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Figure 8: Performance across inference depths for models trained
with Ktrain = 8. The dashed line marks the training depth, and the
shaded region indicates larger inference budgets.

Robustness under quantization. Finally, we evaluate W8A16, W4A16, and W8A8 quantization
at inference depths of 2, 4, and 8 loops. Figure 7 shows that RLT retains its perplexity advantage
across all three quantization settings, inference budgets, and evaluation corpora. This extends the
performance advantage to quantized computation, including reduced-loop inference. Quantization
configurations and implementation details are provided in Appendix F.5.

4.3 LATENT DYNAMICS ACROSS INFERENCE DEPTHS

We first compare SLT and RLT across inference depths, then use PCA visualizations to examine the
latent dynamics underlying their performance differences. Both models are trained with eight loops
and evaluated at smaller and larger inference budgets.

Adaptation to inference depth. We first reduce the inference budget while keeping the trained
weights fixed. Table 2 shows that RLT achieves lower perplexity on all three corpora at lower budgets.
At Ktest = 2, it reduces PPL by 35.9%, 48.2%, and 47.1% on Pile, FWE, and OWT, respectively,
while increasing average downstream accuracy from 39.24% to 40.76%. These results demonstrate
that RLT better preserves language modeling quality when fewer recurrent steps are available.

We then extend the sweep to inference depths between 2 and 32 (Figure 8). The results show that
RLT achieves lower Pile perplexity at every evaluated depth and exhibits a flatter performance profile
around the training depth. Beyond eight loops, SLT’s perplexity rises rapidly and its downstream
accuracy declines, whereas RLT tolerates the increased depth more effectively. At Ktest = 32, RLT
achieves a PPL of 17.72 versus 57.72 for SLT and an average accuracy of 42.88% versus 38.05%.
RLT thus supports a broader range of inference budgets, with improved performance retention both
below and above the training depth. Evaluation details are provided in Appendix G.1.

Hidden-state trajectories. To examine the latent dynamics behind these performance differences,
we use 3D PCA to visualize the final token’s hidden outputs h1, . . . ,hK in three examples from
randomly sampled OpenWebText windows (Figure 9). Each panel overlays inference budgets Ktest ∈
{4, 6, 8, 12, 24} in a common projection, with the matched-depth endpoint at Ktest = Ktrain = 8
highlighted as a reference. Trajectory extraction, PCA construction, and visualizations of additional
windows are provided in Appendix G.2.

Figure 9 clearly shows that RLT dynamically adjusts its state-update step sizes using time information
as the inference budget changes, while keeping its final hidden outputs concentrated around the
matched-depth endpoint. Several RLT trajectories near the training depth also exhibit more uniform
step-to-step changes than their SLT counterparts. In SLT, fewer loops fall short of the matched-
depth endpoint, whereas additional loops drift beyond it and substantially expand the trajectory.
For example, the terminal PC1 coordinate in Window 2 increases from 31.2 at Ktest = 4 to 62.5
at Ktest = 8 and 388.3 at Ktest = 24, reaching over six times the matched-depth value. These
contrasting behaviors agree with the schematic dynamics in Figure 1(b) and connect RLT’s greater
tolerance of inference-depth changes with more controlled representation dynamics. They also align
with RLT’s remaining-time feedback schedule, which adjusts the amount of state advancement to the
chosen loop budget.
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Figure 9: 3D PCA projections of final-token hidden outputs h for three OpenWebText windows. SLT
and RLT are on the top and bottom rows, respectively. Colors indicate the inference budget; stars and
squares mark h1 and hK . The outlined green square marks the matched-depth endpoint.

5 CONCLUSION

We introduced Rectified Looped Transformer (RLT), which improves recurrent computation through
a flow-inspired feedback rule without additional trainable feedback parameters or recurrent-block
forward passes. RLT interpolates between the current input state and each loop’s endpoint prediction
according to the remaining time, separating prediction from state advancement. Our analysis
establishes depth-uniform state and output bounds under time-dependent residual control and reduces
worst-case initial-perturbation amplification bounds from exponential to polynomial in depth under
a uniform Lipschitz condition. Experiments demonstrate consistently lower perplexity at matched
depths, greater robustness to perturbations and inference-depth changes, and more controlled latent
dynamics than direct feedback. Improved scale stability also supports more effective contrastive
decoding and guidance. Our findings highlight state feedback as an effective design choice for jointly
improving language modeling and the stability of latent recurrent computation.
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Sajad Movahedi, Vera Milovanović, Shlomo Libo Feigin, Alexander Theus, Thomas Hofmann,
Valentina Boeva, T. Konstantin Rusch, and Antonio Orvieto. Fixed-point reasoners: Stable and
adaptive deep looped Transformers. arXiv preprint arXiv:2606.18206, 2026.

Denis Paperno, Germán Kruszewski, Angeliki Lazaridou, Ngoc Quan Pham, Raffaella Bernardi,
Sandro Pezzelle, Marco Baroni, Gemma Boleda, and Raquel Fernández. The LAMBADA dataset:
Word prediction requiring a broad discourse context. In Proceedings of the 54th Annual Meeting
of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), pp. 1525–1534.
Association for Computational Linguistics, 2016. doi: 10.18653/v1/P16-1144.

William Peebles and Saining Xie. Scalable diffusion models with transformers. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 4195–4205, 2023.
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A PROOFS OF THEOREMS AND PROPOSITIONS

A.1 PROOF OF THEOREM 1 AND COROLLARIES 1.1–1.3

Proof. Applying the triangle inequality gives

∥xk+1∥ ≤ ∥xk∥+ ηk ∥hk+1 − xk∥ ≤ ∥xk∥+Mηk(1− tk)
α. (15)

Summing Eq. (15) with respect to k proves Eq. (6). Our schedule (Eq. (4)) gives

∥xk∥ ≤ ∥x0∥+M∆t

k−1∑
j=0

(1− tj)
α−1 ≤ ∥x0∥+

M

α

[
1− (1− tk)

α
]
. (16)

For k < K, this further yields

∥hk+1∥ ≤ ∥xk∥+M(1− tk)
α ≤ ∥x0∥+

M

α
−M

(
1

α
− 1

)
(1− tk)

α ≤ ∥x0∥+
M

α
. (17)

Thus Eq. (9) follows.

Setting ηk ≡ 1 for direct feedback in Eq. (6) gives Eq. (8). We further note that the bound in Eq. (8)
can be attained. Specifically, when x0 = 0 and Fθ(x, t) = x+M(1− t)αu, where ∥u∥ = 1, then
for M > 0,

∥xK∥ = MK−α
K∑
j=1

jα ∼ MK

α+ 1
. (18)

Finally, under the radial condition in Corollary 1.3, we have

∥xk+1∥2 − ∥xk∥2 = 2ηk ⟨xk,hk+1 − xk⟩+ η2k ∥hk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ M2η2k(1− tk)
2α. (19)

Summing and noting that j = K − k,

max
0≤k≤K

∥xk∥2 ≤ ∥x0∥2 +M2
K−1∑
k=0

η2k(1− tk)
2α = ∥x0∥2 +M2K−2α

K∑
j=1

j2α−2. (20)

The additive term is O(K−2α) for 0 < α < 1/2, O((logK)/K) for α = 1/2, and O(K−1) for
1/2 < α ≤ 1. At α = 1, the sum equals K, giving a vanishing bound as O(M2/K).

A.2 PROOF OF THEOREM 2 AND COROLLARY 2.1

Proof. For two trajectories with the same coefficients,

∥xk+1 − x̃k+1∥ ≤ (1− ηk) ∥xk − x̃k∥+ ηk ∥Fθ(xk, tk)− Fθ(x̃k, tk)∥
≤ (1− ηk + ηkLk) ∥xk − x̃k∥ . (21)

Eq. (11) follows by taking the product over k. Setting ηk ≡ 1 gives the direct-feedback bounds.

For our schedule (Eq. (4)) and Lk ≤ L,

K−1∏
k=0

(1− ηk + ηkLk) ≤
K∏
j=1

(
1 +

L− 1

j

)
. (22)

Note that log(1 + a) ≤ a,
∑K

j=1 j
−1 ≤ 1 + logK and L > 1, thus

K∏
j=1

(
1 +

L− 1

j

)
≤ exp

(L− 1)

K∑
j=1

1

j

 ≤ eL−1KL−1.

This proves Eq. (13).
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A.3 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3

Proof. Using the result of the Krasnosel’skii–Mann method in (Cominetti et al., 2014, Proposition 11)
with the infimum taken over all fixed points, we have

∥Fθ(xK)− xK∥ ≤ dist(x0,Fix(Fθ))√∑K−1
k=0 ηk(1− ηk)

. (23)

Here dist(x0,Fix(Fθ)) = infx⋆∈Fix(Fθ) ∥x0 − x⋆∥. For schedule in Eq. (4) and K ≥ 2,
K−1∑
k=0

ηk(1− ηk) =

K∑
j=2

j − 1

j2
≥ 1

2

K∑
j=2

1

j
≥ 1

2
log

K + 1

2
≥ 1

4
logK. (24)

Substitution proves Eq. (14).

B LOCAL SPECTRAL ANALYSIS

Here we further state the local stability consequence for interpolated feedback in Eq. (2) following
the damping analysis of Movahedi et al. (2026, Appendix A.3).
Proposition B.1. Fix t, and suppose Fθ(·, t) is continuously differentiable near a fixed point x⋆.
If every eigenvalue λ of ∂xFθ(x

⋆, t) satisfies Reλ < 1, then there exists η ∈ (0, 1] such that the
iteration

xk+1 = (1− η)xk + ηFθ(xk, t) (25)

is locally asymptotically stable at x⋆.

Proof. By the eigenvalue mapping in Movahedi et al. (2026, Appendix A.3), interpolation maps each
eigenvalue λ of ∂xFθ(x

⋆, t) to µ = 1 + η(λ − 1). Since all real parts of λ are below one, we can
always choose

0 < η < min
λ

2(1− Reλ)

|λ− 1|2
. (26)

Thus all mapped eigenvalues satisfy |µ| < 1, yielding local asymptotic stability.

Proposition B.1 shows that interpolation can stabilize a fixed point even when the original Jacobian
has eigenvalues outside the unit disk. The interpolation coefficient controls how far each eigenvalue
moves from 1 toward its original value, allowing local stability whenever all real parts lie below one.

C MODEL ARCHITECTURE

As illustrated in Figure 1(a), we adopt the LoopFormer (Jeddi et al., 2026) architecture, with token
embeddings and learned absolute positional embeddings forming the initial state x0. The shared stack
contains three Transformer layers, each comprising causal multi-head self-attention (MHSA) and a
two-layer feed-forward network (FFN) with GELU activations. Time and step-size conditioning uses
AdaLN-style modulation (Peebles & Xie, 2023) with RMSNorm: the conditioning vector controls
the scales of normalized features and the gates on the attention and feed-forward residual branches.

Time and step-size embeddings. We encode time and step size with sinusoidal features. For a
scalar τ , define

ωj = 10000−2j/df , j = 0, . . . , df/2− 1, df = 256, (27)

s(τ) = concat
((

cos(τωj)
)df/2−1

j=0
,
(
sin(τωj)

)df/2−1

j=0

)
. (28)

Two separate MLPs then produce the conditioning vector:

ck = MLPt(s(tk)) +MLP∆t(s(∆t)) ∈ Rd. (29)

Each MLP has dimensions 256 → 2048 → 2048, with a SiLU activation between linear layers. The
conditioning vector is shared across token positions and supplied to each layer of the recurrent stack.
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Table 3: Default model configuration.

Configuration Setting
Number of shared Transformer layers 3
Default training / inference loops (Ktrain/Ktest) 8 / 8
Hidden dimension d 2,048
Attention heads / head dimension 32 / 64
Feed-forward intermediate dimension 5,120
Feed-forward activation GELU
Maximum context length 1,024
Tokenizer GPT-2 BPE
Positional encoding Learned absolute embeddings
Dropout 0
RMSNorm ϵ 2−23

Physical parameters 278M

Recurrent computation and feedback. Consistent with Section 3.1, let K denote the loop count
for the current computation, taking K = Ktrain during training and K = Ktest during inference. On
the uniform grid in Eq. (1), the recurrent computation is

hk+1 = Fθ(xk, tk),

xk+1 = (1− ηk)xk + ηkhk+1, k = 0, . . . ,K − 1,
(30)

with feedback coefficients

ηk =


1, SLT,

∆t

1− tk
=

1

K − k
, RLT.

(31)

Changing Ktest updates the time grid, step-size conditioning, and RLT feedback coefficients
accordingly.

Each hidden output is decoded using the same readout:

D(h) = W RMSNorm(h). (32)

Here, W is the weight matrix of lm head, shared with the input token embedding matrix.

D TRAINING AND IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

SLT and RLT use the same initial weights, training examples, and data order. Each model is trained
with a fixed Ktrain and uniform all-step next-token prediction supervision. Using the per-loop loss
defined in Eq. (3), the training objective is

ℓk = CE(D(hk),y) , L =
1

Ktrain

Ktrain∑
k=1

ℓk. (33)

Cross-entropy is averaged over tokens and sequences within each batch.

We use AdamW with linear learning-rate warmup followed by cosine decay. Weight decay is applied
to matrix-valued parameters, excluding biases and normalization parameters.

Training uses four NVIDIA A100 GPUs with distributed data parallelism and gradient accumulation.
Each GPU processes microbatches of six sequences and accumulates gradients over 20 microbatches
per optimizer update. We use BF16 mixed precision with cross-entropy computed in FP32.

E DATA AND EVALUATION PROTOCOL

Training data. The Pile (Gao et al., 2020) combines 22 text sources covering web content, books,
academic writing, code, and other domains. We use its publicly available deduplicated version,
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Table 4: Training hyperparameters shared by SLT and RLT.

Hyperparameter Setting
Optimizer AdamW
Peak learning rate 6× 10−4

Minimum learning rate 6× 10−5

Warmup steps 4,000
Optimizer steps 14,000
Adam (β1, β2) (0.9, 0.95)

Weight decay 0.2
Gradient norm clipping 1.0
Global Batch Size 480 sequences
Sequence length 1,024 tokens
Total training tokens 6.88B

tokenized with the GPT-2 tokenizer and separated by end-of-text tokens. We reserve 2,636 complete
documents, approximately 12.5M tokens, for internal validation and exclude training windows whose
inputs or targets intersect these documents. SLT and RLT use the same training split containing 6.88B
tokens, with identical training examples and data order.

Perplexity evaluation. For The Pile (Gao et al., 2020), we use its released test split. For
FineWeb-Edu (Penedo et al., 2024), we use 8,192 nonempty documents from the first shard of the
sample-350BT configuration. For OpenWebText (Gokaslan & Cohen, 2019), we use a validation
set comprising 4,007 documents. Each evaluation corpus is tokenized and divided into 1,024-token
windows.

To control evaluation cost across loop counts and experimental conditions, we use fixed 10%
evaluation subsets of the available token windows from each corpus, shared across all models
and settings. Table 5 summarizes their sizes.

Table 5: Corpora used for perplexity evaluation.

Corpus Available windows Evaluation windows Evaluation tokens
The Pile 364,548 36,455 37.33M
FineWeb-Edu 8,437 844 0.864M
OpenWebText 4,331 433 0.443M
Total 377,316 37,732 38.64M

Perplexity is computed as

PPL = exp

(
− 1

Neval

Neval∑
n=1

log pθ(yn | Cn)

)
, (34)

where Neval is the total number of evaluated target tokens, yn is a target token, and Cn is its preceding
context within the corresponding evaluation window.

Downstream tasks and sample sizes. By default, our downstream evaluation uses a fixed subset
of 1,866 examples across ten benchmarks, with ARC evaluated on its Easy and Challenge subsets.
Table 6 reports the original and evaluation sample counts. These subsets reduce evaluation cost while
making sample counts more balanced across benchmarks. All models use the same selected examples
within each experimental setting.

Prompt formats and scoring. Evaluation follows the task templates and scoring conventions of
lm-eval harness (Gao et al., 2023). Multiple-choice tasks select the candidate with the highest
conditional log-likelihood; normalized accuracy divides each candidate’s score by its character
length. LAMBADA uses the OpenAI version and requires the target word’s tokens to match greedy
predictions. SciQ prompts include the supporting passage, while RACE uses the high-school subset
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Table 6: Downstream evaluation sample sizes and metrics.

Benchmark Original size Evaluation size Metric
COPA 100 100 Acc
HellaSwag 10,042 200 Accnorm
LAMBADA 5,153 200 Acc
OpenBookQA 500 200 Accnorm
PIQA 1,838 184 Accnorm
RACE-high 1,045 105 Acc
SciQ 1,000 200 Accnorm
ARC-Easy 2,376 238 Accnorm
ARC-Challenge 1,172 117 Accnorm
Social IQA 1,954 195 Acc
WinoGrande 1,267 127 Acc

and includes preceding question–answer pairs from the same passage before scoring the final question.
Contexts exceeding the model’s input limit are truncated from the left.

We report the task-specific metric listed in Table 6. The ARC score is the arithmetic mean of the
ARC-Easy and ARC-Challenge scores, and the overall downstream score is the unweighted mean
across the ten benchmarks.

F RECURRENT STABILITY EXPERIMENTS

All experiments use the frozen models obtained after 14,000 training steps. Unless otherwise specified,
Ktrain = Ktest = 8, with the uniform time grid in Eq. (1). We write K = Ktest below and define
the RMS of a token representation v ∈ Rd as

RMS(v) =

√√√√1

d

d∑
j=1

v2j . (35)

F.1 HIDDEN-STATE SCALE MEASUREMENT

We measure hidden-state scales on 1,200 fixed windows of 1,024 tokens from the internal validation
split of The Pile described in Appendix E, yielding 1,228,800 token representations per loop. For
each loop i, we extract the complete shared-block output hi before feedback and the final RMS
normalization. We compute two token-wise ratios, RMS(hi)/RMS(h1) and RMS(hi)/RMS(x0),
using the corresponding first-loop output h1 or initial embedding input x0 from the same token and
model as the reference. We then aggregate each ratio across tokens, reporting the mean, median, and
10th–90th percentiles at each loop.

F.2 PERTURBATION PROTOCOLS

We inject Gaussian noise with magnitude proportional to the RMS of the perturbed representation:

Nρ(v) = v + ρRMS(v)z, z ∼ N (0, Id), (36)

where ρ controls the noise level and scaling is applied separately to each token.

Initial-input perturbations. We perturb the initial embedding input x0, which combines token and
positional embeddings, before the first loop. We evaluate ρ ∈ {0.03, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 1, 3, 5, 10} on the
three perplexity evaluation corpora described in Appendix E. For each input, we compare the clean
and perturbed final hidden outputs before the final RMS normalization, using the token-averaged
Euclidean displacement

Dout = meantokens

∥∥∥hnoisy
K − hclean

K

∥∥∥
2
. (37)
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Recurrent perturbations. We inject noise at every loop, either into the complete block output hi

before feedback or into the state xi after feedback. Each injection uses fresh Gaussian noise scaled
by the pre-injection RMS of the corresponding state on the current perturbed trajectory. Perturbations
are also applied at the final loop, and the resulting vector is passed through the final normalization and
language-model head for evaluation. We report changes in token-averaged cross-entropy and ten-task
mean accuracy relative to each model’s clean baseline, using the evaluation sets in Appendix E.

Both perturbation experiments use three paired noise realizations across SLT and RLT. We first
aggregate the evaluation results separately for each realization, then report their mean and sample
standard deviation.

F.3 AUXILIARY MLP AND FINAL-OUTPUT EXTRAPOLATION FOR CONTRASTIVE DECODING

Auxiliary prediction branch. We train a separate auxiliary MLP for each frozen backbone and
share its parameters across loops. Its input ui is the output of the first physical Transformer layer at
loop i, and its target hi is the output of the complete three-layer block at the same loop. The branch
is a bias-free SwiGLU MLP:

[ai,bi] = Wupui, ĥi = Wdown

(
SiLU(ai)⊙ bi

)
, ai,bi ∈ Rd, (38)

with d = 2,048. The backbone remains frozen while the MLP is trained on its native trajectories
using relative mean squared error:

LMLP =
1

K

K∑
i=1

Evalid tokens

[
∥ĥi − sg(hi)∥22

∥ sg(hi)∥22 + 10−8

]
, (39)

where sg denotes stop-gradient.

The MLP is trained on the Pile training split for 2,000 steps, corresponding to approximately 0.98B
tokens, with a global batch size of 480 and a sequence length of 1,024. We use AdamW with
β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.95, weight decay 0.01, and gradient clipping at 1.0. The learning rate increases to
3× 10−4 over 100 warmup steps and then follows cosine decay to 3× 10−5. We use the final MLP
checkpoint and freeze both the backbone and the MLP during evaluation.

Final-output extrapolation for contrastive decoding. After computing the unguided trajectory,
we extrapolate the final output from either a native intermediate output or an MLP prediction:

hext = hK + λ(hK − ri), ri ∈ {hi, ĥi}. (40)
For RMS-aligned references, we replace ri with

A(ri;hK) = ri
RMS(hK)

max{RMS(ri), 10−12}
, (41)

computed separately for each token. We evaluate reference loops i ∈ {1, . . . , 8} and strengths
λ ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5}, with λ = 0 as the baseline. The extrapolated output is passed through
the original final RMS normalization and language-model head. This intervention occurs only at the
final readout and is not fed back into the recurrent computation.

Loop-wise contrastive decoding is evaluated on the ten downstream benchmarks. Prompt templates,
task metrics, and the ten-task averaging procedure follow Appendix E.

F.4 GUIDANCE DURING RECURRENCE

We use the auxiliary MLP from Appendix F.3 to guide selected loops. At an activated loop i, both hi

and ĥi are computed from the current guided trajectory. We RMS-align the MLP prediction to the
current block output and form

gi = hi + λ
[
hi −A(ĥi;hi)

]
. (42)

At inactive loops, gi = hi. Following the feedback rules in Sections 3.1–3.2, the next input is

xi = (1− ηi−1)xi−1 + ηi−1gi, ηi−1 =

{
1, SLT,

1/(K − i+ 1), RLT.
(43)

We evaluate guidance over loops 1–3, 3–5, 5–7, and 1–7. The final loop is unguided, and its output is
decoded through the readout. Evaluation uses the downstream tasks described in Appendix E.
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F.5 QUANTIZATION CONFIGURATIONS

We apply symmetric round-to-nearest quantization to the attention QKV and output projections and
the two feed-forward linear layers per shared Transformer layer, covering twelve linear layers in total.
Token and positional embeddings, the language-model head, conditioning modules, normalization
layers, and feedback operations retain their original precision. Table 7 summarizes the configurations.

Table 7: Quantization configurations for the shared Transformer blocks. Weight groups are formed
along the input dimension within each output channel.

Configuration Weight quantization Activation format
W8A16 INT8, per output channel BF16
W4A16 INT4, groups of 128 BF16
W8A8 INT8, per output channel Dynamic per-token INT8

Quantization scales are determined by the maximum absolute value within each channel or group,
using integer ranges [−127, 127] for INT8 and [−7, 7] for INT4. W8A8 reuses the W8A16 quantized
weights and dynamically quantizes the input to each target linear layer separately for each token. We
simulate quantization through quantize–dequantize operations, with the dequantized tensors used
in BF16 matrix multiplications. The same quantized weights are reused across loops and inference
depths. Quantization is applied without calibration or retraining.
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G EVALUATION AND TRAJECTORY ANALYSIS ACROSS INFERENCE DEPTHS

G.1 INFERENCE-DEPTH EVALUATION

We evaluate the frozen SLT and RLT checkpoints trained with Ktrain = 8 at different inference
depths. For each budget K = Ktest, we reconstruct the time grid with uniform step sizes according to
Eq. (1) and update the step-size conditioning accordingly. Predictions are obtained from hK through
the final RMS normalization and shared language-model head.

G.2 TRAJECTORY EXTRACTION AND PCA VISUALIZATION

Trajectory extraction. We record recurrent trajectories on 16 fixed, nonoverlapping OpenWebText
validation windows of 1,024 tokens, shared across models and budgets. Each trajectory contains the
final token’s full-block outputs h1, . . . ,hK before feedback and final RMS normalization.

Shared projections across budgets. For each model and window, we jointly fit a weighted PCA
basis over an inference-budget set Kfit. Each budget receives equal total weight, with each hidden
state weighted by

wK,i =
1

|Kfit|K
. (44)

We center the pooled hidden states by their weighted mean and retain the first three principal
components in P. All budgets within a panel use this basis.

For visualization, we translate coordinates relative to the first-loop output at the matched depth:

z
(K)
i = P⊤

(
h
(K)
i − h

(8)
1

)
. (45)

The matched-depth endpoint is h(8)
8 .

Additional windows. Figure 10 shows three additional OpenWebText windows using the same
trajectory extraction and projection protocol as the main-text visualization. Across these examples,
RLT dynamically adjusts its state-update step sizes, keeping its final hidden outputs close to the
matched-depth reference as the inference budget changes. In SLT, smaller budgets stop short of
the matched-depth endpoint, whereas larger budgets extend beyond it and substantially expand the
trajectory along the dominant principal direction. These observations further support the claim that
time-dependent state feedback enables RLT to adapt its recurrent updates to different inference
budgets while maintaining output stability.
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Figure 10: 3D PCA projections of final-token hidden outputs for three additional OpenWebText
windows. Each row corresponds to one window; SLT and RLT occupy the left and right columns,
respectively. Colors indicate the inference budget K = Ktest; stars and squares mark h1 and hK .
The outlined green square marks the matched-depth endpoint.
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