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ABSTRACT

Reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) has improved the reason-
ing capabilities of large language models (LLMs), yet their predictions remain
sensitive to task-irrelevant prompt features. We investigate this sensitivity through
semifactual prompt interventions that preserve the underlying problem and its an-
swer. Our analysis reveals substantial variation in token-level sensitivity and shows
that suppressing high-drift token candidates during decoding improves reasoning
accuracy without updating model weights. These findings highlight a limitation
of Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO), which assigns the same outcome-
derived advantage to every response token and may reinforce potential spurious
dependence alongside useful reasoning. Motivated by this observation, we intro-
duce Semifactual Credit-Augmented Policy Optimization (SCAPO), a causally
inspired variant of GRPO that incorporates semifactual stability into token-level
credit assignment. SCAPO measures token probability drift for fixed responses
under semifactual interventions and uses normalized stability scores to reduce
advantages for relatively unstable tokens during early training, while granting no
additional credit for stability alone. On Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-1.7B-Base,
SCAPO improves AIME 2024–2026 accuracy over GRPO by 5.63 and 4.17 per-
centage points, respectively. At both model scales, SCAPO achieves the best results
on most evaluated mathematics benchmarks and all evaluated out-of-distribution
benchmarks among the compared methods. These results suggest that semifactual
stability provides an effective training signal for improving reasoning and general-
ization through finer-grained credit assignment in RLVR. The code is available at
https://github.com/DtYXs/SCAPO.
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Figure 1: SCAPO achieves the highest AIME accuracy on the two Qwen3 base models. Aggregate
AIME 2024–2026 accuracy for SCAPO, GRPO, and FIPO. SCAPO reaches GRPO’s final accuracy
in fewer than half as many policy optimization steps and achieves higher final accuracy than baselines
at both model scales. Shaded regions mark SCAPO’s semifactual credit augmentation phase.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) has advanced the development of large
language models (LLMs) with strong reasoning capabilities, such as OpenAI o1 (OpenAI, 2024) and
DeepSeek-R1 (Guo et al., 2025). Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al., 2024), a
representative RLVR method, optimizes automatically checkable outcomes without process-level
supervision. Recent evidence suggests that RLVR can diminish dependence on spurious correlations
and improve generalization under distribution shifts (Fu et al., 2026). However, robustness evaluations
still reveal sensitivity to irrelevant information and input perturbations (Mirzadeh et al., 2025; Huang
et al., 2025). Understanding how training factors affect generalization in RLVR and how to further
improve it remains underexplored.

We study spurious dependence in RLVR at the token level. Building on prior studies of spurious
feature reliance (Wang et al., 2022; Fu et al., 2026), we probe causal invariance (Peters et al.,
2016; Arjovsky et al., 2019) in LLM inference through semifactual prompt interventions (Goodman,
1947; Lu et al., 2022). Specifically, we alter task-irrelevant prompt features while preserving the
mathematical problem and its answer, using drift in the token probabilities of a fixed response as a
proxy for potential spurious dependence. We find that suppressing high-drift token candidates during
decoding improves the accuracy of Qwen3-4B-Base (Yang et al., 2025) from 15.8% to 30.0% on
a 1,000-question mathematical diagnostic panel without updating model weights (see Section 2).
The above results suggest that LLMs are highly sensitive to token-level spurious features. However,
GRPO assigns the same outcome-derived advantage to every valid token in a response, without
directly accounting for this token-level sensitivity. As a result, positive outcome credit may reinforce
potential spurious dependence alongside useful reasoning.

To address the above problem, one intuitive way is to change the RL training process, incorporating
semifactual sensitivity into token-level credit assignment. In this paper, we introduce Semifactual
Credit-Augmented Policy Optimization (SCAPO), a causally inspired variant of GRPO that aims
to turn semifactual stability into a token-level credit signal during training. This signal reveals
differences in token sensitivity that final-answer correctness alone cannot distinguish. Verifiable
rewards provide response-level supervision, while semifactual stability refines token-level credit
assignment.

In particular, SCAPO uses the rollout policy to teacher-force each sampled response under the original
prompt and its semifactual perturbations, measuring the probability drifts of each response token.
After aggregating and normalizing these drifts within each prompt group, it adds only the negative part
of the resulting stability score to the GRPO advantage as a detached token-level credit augmentation.
Consequently, relatively unstable tokens receive lower advantages, while stability alone earns no
additional credit, since stability does not imply correctness. We apply this credit augmentation during
the early phase of training to shape trajectory selection, then continue optimizing the resulting policy
with standard GRPO.

SCAPO improves AIME 2024–2026 accuracy (Mathematical Association of America, 2026) over
GRPO by +5.63 and +4.17 points on Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-1.7B-Base (Yang et al., 2025),
respectively. As shown in Figure 1, SCAPO reaches GRPO’s final AIME accuracy in fewer than half
as many policy optimization steps. Moreover, across both model scales, SCAPO outperforms GRPO
on all evaluated benchmarks and achieves the best performance on most of the competition-level
mathematics benchmarks among all the compared RLVR methods. SCAPO also achieves the highest
accuracy on out-of-distribution benchmarks at both model scales. In addition, our ablations further
support the value of aligning credit corrections with semifactual sensitivity and selectively reducing
credit for relatively unstable tokens. These results suggest that semifactual stability complements
outcome rewards with an effective signal for finer-grained credit assignment in RLVR.

Our contributions can be summarized as:

• We study token-level spurious dependence in LLM inference through semifactual prompt
interventions, revealing heterogeneous sensitivity and showing that suppressing high-drift
tokens during decoding can improve reasoning accuracy without weight updates. (Sec. 2)

• We introduce SCAPO, an approach to token-level credit augmentation in GRPO using
detached negative-only corrections derived from fixed-response semifactual stability, without
requiring process supervision or an external reward model. (Sec. 3)
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Figure 2: Semifactual instability varies across tokens. (a) Probability transitions under semifactual
prompt interventions. (b) Distribution of mean token drift. (c) Relative category mean drift normalized
by the overall mean, with reflection markers and discourse connectives showing higher sensitivity.
Results use frozen Qwen3-4B-Base before RL.

• We empirically demonstrate SCAPO’s effectiveness on Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-1.7B-
Base, achieving the best results on most benchmarks among the compared RLVR methods.
These results show that semifactual stability can serve as an effective training-time signal
for token-level credit assignment in RLVR. (Sec. 4)

2 TOKEN-LEVEL SEMIFACTUAL SENSITIVITY

We probe potential token-level spurious dependence with semifactual sensitivity. Using a frozen
base model, we characterize how this sensitivity varies across tokens and then examine whether
suppressing unstable token candidates improves decoding.

Constructing semifactual perturbations. Semifactual perturbations alter incidental features of a
prompt while preserving its underlying mathematical problem and final answer (Kenny & Keane,
2021). Following prior work on reasoning robustness under input perturbations (Mirzadeh et al., 2025;
Huang et al., 2025), we construct four types of perturbations: paraphrase, minor typo noise, irrelevant
scenario wrapping, and appended irrelevant context. We use GPT-5.5 (OpenAI, 2026) to generate
these perturbations, instructing it to preserve quantities, mathematical expressions, constraints, and
the requested quantity.

Example: Paraphrase

Original: What is the smallest odd number with four different prime factors?
Paraphrase: What is the smallest odd number that has four distinct prime factors?
Answer: 1155

All four perturbed prompts for this example and details of perturbation construction are provided in
Appendix B.1.

Diagnostic setup and drift measurement. To characterize semifactual sensitivity before RL
training, we sample one response per original prompt from frozen Qwen3-4B-Base on 1,000 questions
selected from DAPO-Math-17K. Sampling details are provided in Appendix B.2. Let p(0)t and p

(k)
t

denote the probabilities assigned to the identical sampled token at position t under the original and
the k-th perturbed prompts, respectively. The probability drift measured by the bounded-symmetric
distance is defined as follows:

d
(k)
t = 2 tanh

(∣∣∣log p(0)t − log p
(k)
t

∣∣∣ /2) =
|p(0)t − p

(k)
t |(

p
(0)
t + p

(k)
t

)
/2

. (1)

Normalizing by the local mean probability avoids the scale bias of absolute differences and preserves
relative probability changes for low-probability tokens. The distance remains within [0, 2], bound-
ing the effect of extreme probability ratios for numerical robustness. We average across the four
perturbations to obtain dt =

1
4

∑4
k=1 d

(k)
t .
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Heterogeneity in token sensitivity. Figure 2(a) shows both increases and decreases in token
probability across a wide range of original confidence levels. Figure 2(b) reveals heterogeneity
in semifactual sensitivity. Nonzero probability drift magnitudes span several orders of magnitude,
while 12.82% of positions show no recorded change. Semifactual sensitivity also varies across token
categories, as shown in Figure 2(c). Reflection markers adapted from (Wang et al., 2025a) and
discourse connectives drawn from (Das et al., 2018) exhibit mean drifts of 2.74× and 2.32× the
overall mean, respectively, whereas mathematical symbols and numbers exhibit 0.47× and 0.37×,
respectively. This contrast suggests that tokens lexically associated with organizing and reflection
are more sensitive to these interventions than mathematical symbols or numbers. See Appendix B.3
for more details on token category definitions and statistics, and Appendix B.4 for illustrative case
studies of token-level semifactual sensitivity.

0 10 20 30
Accuracy (%)

Base sampling

d-filtered

15.8%

30.0%

+14.2 pp

Figure 3: Semifactual filtering improves
rollout accuracy. Suppressing high-drift
token candidates during rollout generation
improves Qwen3-4B-Base’s accuracy by
14.2 percentage points on the same 1,000-
question diagnostic panel.

Suppressing unstable token candidates improves
rollout accuracy. To test whether this semifactual
sensitivity signal can help improve reasoning accuracy,
we evaluate Qwen3-4B-Base under standard sampling
and an online d-filtered decoding strategy on the same
1,000 selected questions. Specifically, at each decoding
step, we compute drift for every candidate token in the
vocabulary, rank non-EOS candidates in descending
drift order, and mask the longest prefix whose cumula-
tive probability mass does not exceed 0.8. We always
retain the EOS token, and then renormalize the remain-
ing probabilities. With model weights unchanged, ac-
curacy rises from 15.8% to 30.0% (+14.2 points), as
shown in Figure 3. This result demonstrates that semi-
factual sensitivity provides an actionable token-level
signal and motivates its use for finer-grained credit
assignment during RLVR training. More details and
additional results are provided in Appendix C.

3 SEMIFACTUAL CREDIT-AUGMENTED POLICY OPTIMIZATION

Building on the decoding benefit of suppressing unstable token candidates, we use semifactual
stability to probe potential spurious dependence and refine token-level credit assignment during
RLVR training. Our guiding principle is to reduce the advantages assigned to relatively unstable
tokens without granting additional credit for stability alone, since stability does not imply correctness.
In this section, we introduce Semifactual Credit-Augmented Policy Optimization (SCAPO), a GRPO-
based algorithm that combines trajectory-level outcome advantages with token-level semifactual
stability for finer-grained credit assignment. Figure 4 presents an overview of SCAPO, which
consists of semifactual prompt intervention, token probability drift probing, relative stability signal
construction, and policy optimization with GRPO advantages augmented by the semifactual credit
signal.

3.1 PRELIMINARIES: GROUP RELATIVE POLICY OPTIMIZATION

Given a problem–answer pair (x, a) ∼ D, the rollout policy πold samples a group of G responses
{yi}Gi=1 under the original prompt x, where yi = (yi,1, . . . , yi,Ti

) denotes the i-th response. Each
response receives a verifiable outcome reward Ri = V(yi, a) ∈ {0, 1}. GRPO constructs a trajectory-
level advantage from the relative rewards within the group (Shao et al., 2024):

Ai =
Ri − µR

σR + ϵA
, i = 1, . . . , G, (2)

where µR and σR are the mean and standard deviation of the group rewards, and ϵA > 0 is a
numerical stabilizer. The same Ai is applied to every valid token in yi, so it cannot distinguish
token-level dependence on task-irrelevant prompt features.
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What is the smallest odd number with four 
different prime factors?
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distinct prime factors?
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What is the smallest odd number with four diferent 
prime factors?
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odd number with four different prime factors?
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prime factors? [tag: mx93q]
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GRPO clipped objective

Retain only the negative part of the stability scores
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Figure 4: Overview of SCAPO. (a) Semifactual prompt interventions are paired with a fixed group
of sampled responses. (b) Teacher forcing measures sampled-token probability drift under each
intervention. (c) Group-wise normalization and aggregation yield relative stability scores, retaining
only their negative part. (d) The scaled stability correction, with gradients stopped, is added to the
GRPO advantage to produce token-level advantages for policy optimization.

For sampled token yi,t, the importance ratio between the current policy πθ and the rollout policy,
together with its clipped counterpart, is

ri,t(θ) =
πθ(yi,t | x, yi,<t)

πold(yi,t | x, yi,<t)
,

r̄i,t(θ) = clip(ri,t(θ), 1− ϵlow, 1 + ϵhigh) .

(3)

Following the token-mean formulation (Yu et al., 2025), we update the policy by maximizing the
clipped token-level policy gradient objective:

JGRPO(θ) = E

[
1∑G

i=1 Ti

G∑
i=1

Ti∑
t=1

min(ri,tAi, r̄i,tAi)

]
. (4)

3.2 FIXED-RESPONSE SEMIFACTUAL PROBING

To obtain token-level credit signals, we examine how sampled-token probabilities change under
semifactual prompt interventions while holding the response fixed. For each original prompt x = x(0),
we construct K perturbed prompts x(1), . . . , x(K) using the semifactual perturbations described in
Section 2. As shown in Figure 4(a), the G responses sampled under the original prompt are held fixed
across interventions.

We teacher-force the same response under each prompt, keeping both the sampled token yi,t and its
response prefix yi,<t unchanged:

p
(k)
i,t = πold

(
yi,t | x(k), yi,<t

)
, k = 0, . . . ,K. (5)

The rollout policy remains fixed during these probes and is updated as training proceeds.
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Using the bounded-symmetric distance from Section 2, we convert these aligned probabilities into
token-level drift, as illustrated in Figure 4(b):

d
(k)
i,t =

∣∣∣p(0)i,t − p
(k)
i,t

∣∣∣(
p
(0)
i,t + p

(k)
i,t

)
/2

, k = 1, . . . ,K. (6)

A larger d(k)i,t indicates greater sensitivity of the sampled token’s probability to the semifactual prompt
intervention.

3.3 GROUP-RELATIVE STABILITY ESTIMATION

We convert token-level drift into a relative stability signal within each prompt group. Let d(k) collect
the drifts at all valid token positions across the group’s G responses for perturbation type k. For any
vector v over the valid token positions, define the group-wise standardization

zscorex(v) =
v − µx(v)

σx(v) + ϵ
,

where the mean and standard deviation are computed over all valid response tokens in the group.

As shown in Figure 4(c), we standardize negative drift separately for each perturbation type, average
the resulting scores, and normalize the aggregate:

u = zscorex

(
1

K

K∑
k=1

zscorex

(
−d(k)

))
. (7)

The resulting ui,t measures within-group relative stability, with negative values identifying relatively
unstable tokens. Since stability alone does not imply correctness, we retain only the negative part of
the signal:

u−
i,t = min(ui,t, 0). (8)

3.4 POLICY OPTIMIZATION WITH SEMIFACTUAL CREDIT

We add the semifactual credit signal to the original GRPO advantage, enabling tokens with the
same outcome reward to receive different learning signals. As shown in Figure 4(d), the resulting
token-level advantage is

Ãi,t = Ai + λ sg
(
u−
i,t

)
, (9)

where λ ≥ 0 controls the augmentation strength and sg denotes stop-gradient. The semifactual
correction is held fixed during each policy update.

This construction ensures Ãi,t ≤ Ai, with equality when ui,t ≥ 0. When Ai > 0, the stability
correction can weaken the positive reinforcement signal, and when Ai < 0, it strengthens the negative
learning signal. The method thus refines outcome credit without treating semifactual stability as a
token-level correctness label.

Substituting Ãi,t into Eq. 4 gives SCAPO’s policy objective:

JSCAPO(θ) = E

[
1∑G

i=1 Ti

G∑
i=1

Ti∑
t=1

min
(
ri,tÃi,t, r̄i,tÃi,t

)]
. (10)

SCAPO modifies only the advantage, leaving GRPO’s importance ratio, clipping, and loss reduction
unchanged. To guide early trajectory selection, we apply semifactual credit augmentation during an
initial phase and then continue with standard GRPO. Specifically, at policy optimization step n, the
coefficient is

λ =

{
λ0, 1 ≤ n ≤ N0,

0, n > N0,
(11)

where λ0 and N0 control the strength and duration of credit augmentation. Appendix D provides an
analysis under a stochastic-gradient model.
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4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 SETUP

Datasets. We train on DAPO-Math-17K (Yu et al., 2025), a curated dataset of approximately 17,000
competition-level mathematics problems with integer answers. For SCAPO, each training prompt is
paired with K = 4 precomputed perturbed prompts, corresponding to the four perturbation types
introduced in Section 2.

Training. We initialize from Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-1.7B-Base (Yang et al., 2025) and train
directly with RL for 600 and 1,000 policy optimization steps, respectively. We use a rollout batch
size of 128, an update batch size of 64, and 8 rollouts per prompt. The maximum response length
is 16,384 tokens. We use the R1-style prompt template, binary rule-based rewards, and a constant
learning rate of 10−6. For SCAPO, we set λ0 = 0.01 and apply credit augmentation for the first
N0 = 120 and 200 policy optimization steps on the 4B and 1.7B models, respectively. More detailed
training hyperparameters are provided in Appendix E.1.

Evaluation. We evaluate on in-distribution competition-level mathematical reasoning benchmarks,
including AIME 2024–2026 (Mathematical Association of America, 2026), AMC 2023–2025 (Mathe-
matical Association of America, 2025), HMMT 2025–2026 (Harvard–MIT Mathematics Tournament,
2026), BRUMO 2025 (Brown University Math Olympiad, 2025), SMT 2025 (Stanford Math Tour-
nament, 2025), Omni-Math (Gao et al., 2025a), Minerva (Lewkowycz et al., 2022), and Olympiad-
Bench (He et al., 2024). To assess out-of-distribution generalization, we evaluate NoOp-style
distractor variants of AIME (Mirzadeh et al., 2025) and ThinkBench perturbations of AIME (Huang
et al., 2025) for robustness to input perturbations. We further evaluate GPQA-Diamond (Rein et al.,
2024), a graduate-level science question-answering benchmark, to examine transfer beyond mathe-
matics. All main results use the final checkpoints with identical generation and scoring settings across
methods within each benchmark. We sample at temperature 0.7 and top-p = 0.9 with a maximum
response length of 16,384 tokens, score mathematical responses with Math-Verify (Kydlíček, 2025),
and report average accuracy across sampled responses. Further evaluation details are provided in
Appendix E.2.

Baselines. We consider the following representative RLVR methods: (1) GRPO (Shao et al., 2024):
computes group-relative advantages from outcome rewards and applies token-level clipped policy
updates. (2) GSPO (Zheng et al., 2025): uses sequence-level importance ratios and clipping for policy
optimization. (3) SAPO (Gao et al., 2025b): replaces hard clipping with smooth, advantage-dependent
gating. (4) CF-GRPO (Khandoga et al., 2026): estimates token-level credit through counterfactual
masking of reasoning spans. (5) FIPO (Ma et al., 2026): reweights token advantages using discounted
future KL. At each model scale, comparisons match the training data, reward function, prompt
template, optimizer, rollout settings, training-step budget, and evaluation protocol. Method-specific
hyperparameters are provided in Appendix E.1.

4.2 MAIN RESULTS

Mathematical reasoning. Table 1 shows that SCAPO improves over GRPO on all eight mathemat-
ical reasoning metrics at both model scales. AIME accuracy increases by 5.63 and 4.17 percentage
points on the 4B and 1.7B models, respectively, while HMMT improves by 4.46 and 2.98 points.
SCAPO achieves the highest accuracy on six of eight metrics at 4B and all eight at 1.7B, with the
highest average accuracy at both scales. Additional results show that SCAPO achieves the highest
Pass@128 on AIME and AMC at both model scales (see Appendix F.2).

Out-of-distribution generalization. SCAPO achieves the highest accuracy on all three out-of-
distribution benchmarks at both model scales (Table 1). On GPQA-Diamond, accuracy improves
over GRPO from 36.26% to 42.45% at 4B and from 27.42% to 31.25% at 1.7B, gains of 6.19
and 3.83 percentage points, respectively. Together with the improvements on NoOp-AIME and
ThinkBench-AIME, these results show that the gains extend to both perturbed mathematical problems
and scientific reasoning beyond the training domain.
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Table 1: Overall accuracy on competition-level mathematical reasoning and out-of-distribution
benchmarks (%). Base denotes the model before RL. AIME variants aggregate 2024–2026, while
HMMT and AMC aggregate 2025–2026 and 2023–2025, respectively. Year-specific results are
provided in Appendix F.1. Bold and underline indicate the best and second-best results, respectively.

Benchmark Base GRPO GSPO SAPO CF-GRPO FIPO SCAPO
Qwen3-4B-Base

In
-D

is
tr

ib
ut

io
n

AIME 24–26 7.64 22.08 23.47 24.03 22.64 25.42 27.71
AMC 23–25 37.40 59.74 64.71 65.45 62.06 64.57 65.65
HMMT 25–26 2.08 11.71 13.69 15.18 14.09 15.28 16.17
BRUMO 25 18.54 28.96 33.75 33.54 32.08 35.00 37.71
SMT 25 12.74 27.12 26.06 27.12 26.77 28.18 30.31
Omni-Math 26.48 35.45 38.71 38.18 36.41 38.60 39.42
Minerva 31.62 40.07 39.71 41.18 41.54 44.49 43.38
Olympiad 38.58 54.30 55.64 54.75 54.75 57.57 56.82
Avg. 21.88 34.93 36.97 37.43 36.29 38.64 39.65

O
ut

-o
f-

D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n NoOp-AIME 24–26 6.74 20.56 20.14 20.42 21.74 21.74 23.61
ThinkBench-AIME 24–26 6.53 22.64 22.08 23.47 23.54 23.89 26.11
GPQA-Diamond 33.78 36.26 41.92 41.16 36.51 40.15 42.45
Avg. 15.68 26.48 28.05 28.35 27.26 28.59 30.72

Qwen3-1.7B-Base

In
-D

is
tr

ib
ut

io
n

AIME 24–26 3.61 7.71 7.36 10.00 6.74 7.01 11.88
AMC 23–25 23.33 32.97 32.82 38.58 31.99 32.48 41.39
HMMT 25–26 0.69 1.98 2.08 4.66 2.98 1.49 4.96
BRUMO 25 6.88 13.54 11.88 17.71 14.37 10.00 19.17
SMT 25 4.83 6.96 6.84 10.14 8.02 8.14 10.85
Omni-Math 16.73 20.45 21.48 22.62 20.77 21.77 24.74
Minerva 21.69 27.94 27.21 30.15 28.31 28.31 30.88
Olympiad 21.81 31.31 33.68 37.83 33.98 32.64 40.80
Avg. 12.45 17.86 17.92 21.46 18.39 17.73 23.08

O
ut

-o
f-

D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n NoOp-AIME 24–26 2.36 6.11 5.97 8.06 6.60 6.60 8.40
ThinkBench-AIME 24–26 3.19 7.57 7.22 9.58 6.94 7.01 12.01
GPQA-Diamond 22.37 27.42 29.21 30.96 27.61 28.24 31.25
Avg. 9.31 13.70 14.13 16.20 13.72 13.95 17.22

4.3 ABLATION STUDIES

We ablate the source and sign of token-level credit to examine their roles in SCAPO’s performance
gains, and the results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Ablations on Qwen3-1.7B-Base. SCAPO uses
negative-only corrections.

Method
AIME
24–26

AMC
23–25

HMMT
25–26

BRUMO
25

SMT
25 Avg.

GRPO 7.71 32.97 1.98 13.54 6.96 12.63

SCAPO 11.88 41.39 4.96 19.17 10.85 17.65
Credit signal source

Random shuffle 8.33 32.78 2.28 15.42 9.43 13.65
Counterfactual 6.32 30.51 1.69 12.92 6.96 11.68

Correction sign
All-sign 10.76 38.83 3.77 15.21 9.67 15.65
Positive-only 9.79 34.10 2.58 15.42 8.37 14.05

Source of the credit signal. The
random shuffle ablation permutes
semifactual corrections within each
response, preserving their values but
breaking the original token align-
ment. The counterfactual ablation re-
places answer-preserving semifactual
prompts with answer-changing per-
turbations, while keeping the credit
construction unchanged. SCAPO per-
forms best on the five competition-
level benchmarks, followed consis-
tently by random shuffle and the coun-
terfactual control. On AIME 24–26,
SCAPO leads these controls by 3.55 and 5.56 percentage points, respectively. These results support
aligning credit with semifactual sensitivity, since drift under answer-changing perturbations may
reflect legitimate changes in token predictions rather than spurious dependence.
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Sign of the credit correction. We compare negative-only, all-sign, and positive-only corrections
by retaining negative, all, or positive stability scores. SCAPO’s negative-only correction achieves the
highest average accuracy across the five competition-level benchmarks. This supports reducing credit
for relatively unstable tokens without rewarding stability alone.

4.4 COMPUTATIONAL EFFICIENCY

Training
time

Semifactual  1.8%

Rollout  52.7%

Policy update  18.7%

Other  26.7%

Figure 5: Training time breakdown of
SCAPO on Qwen3-4B-Base. Other in-
cludes validation, reward computation, old
policy log-probability computation, and
miscellaneous overhead.

As shown in Figure 5, semifactual probing and credit
construction account for only 1.8% of the measured
training runtime in the 4B experiment, far less than
autoregressive rollout. The probes reuse sampled re-
sponses through teacher forcing, avoiding fresh gen-
eration under each perturbed prompt. They are also
confined to the initial credit augmentation phase and
incur no further cost during subsequent optimization.
Together, these properties keep probing a small fraction
of total runtime despite evaluating multiple prompts.
Training efficiency is therefore more strongly affected
by major stages such as autoregressive generation,
whose cost depends on response length.

5 RELATED WORK

Reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards. RLVR has advanced mathematical reasoning
by optimizing automatically verifiable outcomes, with critic-free group-relative methods enabling
direct RL training of base models (Shao et al., 2024; Guo et al., 2025; Zeng et al., 2025). Subsequent
work improves normalization and sampling (Liu et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2025), adapts importance
weighting and clipping (Zheng et al., 2025; Gao et al., 2025b), and promotes exploration through
entropy control or off-policy guidance (Cui et al., 2025; Yan et al., 2025). However, response-level
advantages remain too coarse to distinguish individual reasoning tokens. Studies of reasoning-path
coverage further distinguish improved sampling efficiency from expansion of a model’s reasoning
repertoire (Yue et al., 2025). Like prior RLVR methods, our approach optimizes verifiable outcome
rewards, but leverages semifactual stability to refine credit assignment at the token level.

Credit assignment for reasoning. Fine-grained feedback can be learned from process annotations
or outcome labels (Lightman et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024; Cui et al., 2026), or estimated through
Monte Carlo rollouts (Kazemnejad et al., 2025). Token entropy, confidence, eligibility traces, and
future policy divergence also guide token selection and weighting (Wang et al., 2025b; Xie et al., 2026;
Mou et al., 2026; Ma et al., 2026). Perturbation- and gradient-based attribution methods estimate
how reasoning tokens or spans contribute to final-answer predictions, providing signals for selective
supervised fine-tuning and importance-weighted policy updates (Ruan et al., 2025; Khandoga et al.,
2026; Li et al., 2026). Like prior work on fine-grained credit assignment, we use token-level signals
to guide policy updates. Our contribution is to derive negative-only advantage corrections from
the sensitivity of a fixed response to semifactual prompt interventions, using teacher-forced token
probabilities rather than output-side attribution through span masking or continuation regeneration.

6 CONCLUSION

We presented SCAPO, a causally inspired approach for finer-grained token credit assignment in
RLVR. By probing potential token-level spurious dependence through fixed-response sensitivity to
semifactual prompt interventions, SCAPO applies negative-only corrections to GRPO advantages,
selectively reducing credit for relatively unstable tokens. Across Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-1.7B-
Base, SCAPO outperforms GRPO on all reported benchmark metrics and achieves the best results
on most benchmarks among the compared RLVR methods. These results highlight that semifactual
interventions can serve not only as diagnostic probes of brittle reasoning but also as training signals
that complement outcome rewards. Future work will explore this credit augmentation in larger
models, more diverse architectures, and domains beyond mathematical reasoning.
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AI USE STATEMENT

We used generative AI to generate semifactual perturbation data, polish writing, correct grammar,
and assist with code debugging and script development. The authors take responsibility for the final
content of this work.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

Our work is easy to reproduce. The original datasets and pretrained models used in our experiments
are publicly available, and detailed experimental hyperparameters are provided in Appendix E. We
provide our code, developed on top of the open-source EasyR1 framework, together with all training
and evaluation data in the Github repo.
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A LIMITATIONS

Our training experiments are limited to mathematical reasoning with dense Qwen3 models of 1.7B
and 4B parameters trained on DAPO-Math-17K. Although GPQA-Diamond provides evidence of
transfer to scientific reasoning, the effectiveness of SCAPO at larger model and data scales and
with broader training domains remains to be evaluated. Future work should also examine other
architectures, including mixture-of-experts (MoE) and hybrid models.

B SEMIFACTUAL PERTURBATIONS AND TOKEN-LEVEL ANALYSIS

B.1 PERTURBATION CONSTRUCTION

We request GPT-5.5 (OpenAI, 2026) to generate four perturbed prompts per DAPO-Math-17K
problem, using the full system and user prompts in Table 3.
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Table 3: Full prompts used to generate semifactual perturbations. The user template is filled with the
original problem and reference answer.

System prompt
Given a math problem and its original answer, produce exactly 4 prompt perturbations.

Core requirements:
- Preserve the same mathematical problem.
- Preserve all numeric values exactly as written.
- Preserve all constraints, operations, requested quantity, and the original answer.
- Produce exactly one perturbation for each perturbation_type: paraphrase, typo_noise,
scenario_wrap, irrelevant_context.
- Do not add any condition that helps solve the problem.
- Do not solve the problem.
- Do not reveal reasoning.
- Return JSON only.

Math and LaTeX preservation:
- Treat all math expressions as frozen text. This includes text inside $...$, $$...$$, \(...\),
\[...\], and standalone symbolic expressions such as variables, equations, inequalities,
fractions, powers, percentages, and units.
- Do not rewrite, reorder, escape, unescape, or modify any LaTeX/math content.
- Preserve every LaTeX command exactly as it appears in the original parsed string: examples
include \sin, \angle, \frac, \sqrt, \triangle, \overline.
- In JSON, escape backslashes correctly so that the parsed string contains exactly one backslash
before each LaTeX command. Never output doubled LaTeX commands like \\sin, and never output raw
control characters such as tab or form feed.
- Do not alter variables, point labels, entity labels, numbers, units, comparison signs,
operations, or answer format.

Type-specific requirements:

- paraphrase:
Rewrite only the natural-language prose that sits outside math expressions. Keep the same
scenario, the same entities, the same event and causal order, and every mathematical fact
unchanged. Do not introduce a new setting or new objects.

- typo_noise:
Introduce exactly one character-level edit (insert, delete, substitute, or swap two adjacent
characters) in one ordinary English word. The chosen word must NOT be math, LaTeX, a variable,
a number, a unit, a proper name, a label, or a mathematical keyword such as "mean", "median",
"integer", "prime", "even", "odd". The perturbed text must differ from the original by at least
that one non-whitespace character; whitespace-only differences are invalid. The word must still
be recognizable to a human reader.

- scenario_wrap:
Add a light scenario frame around the original problem. This can be a short prefix, a short
suffix, or one brief background phrase inserted into the natural-language part of the problem.
This should be a small irrelevant context shift, not a full rewrite into a new domain.

Keep the original people, objects, quantities, units, formulas, variables, constraints,
operations, event order, and requested quantity unchanged. Do not replace core entities or
items. Do not change "clips" into "packages", "wallet" into "sensor kit", "flowers" into
"crates", or a person into a machine.

Good examples:
* "At a school craft booth, [original problem]"
* "During a budgeting exercise, [original problem]"
* "While tracking a reading plan, [original problem]"
* "[Original first sentence] This is part of a classroom activity. [remaining original
problem]"
* "[Original problem] This was recorded in a simple daily log."
* "[Original problem] The setting is an ordinary after-school situation."

Bad examples:
* Rewriting the full story into a different domain.
* Replacing the actors or objects with different actors or objects.
* Adding hints, extra facts, new conditions, or solution-relevant context.
* Adding numbers, formulas, variables, quantities, or mathematical facts.

- irrelevant_context:
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System prompt (continued)
Keep the original problem text exactly unchanged. Append exactly one short meaningless
distractor at the very end (after the final question mark or full stop).

Acceptable distractor shapes (pick one; vary the shape and content across samples):
* A vacuous logical tautology, e.g. "and true is true", "note that 1 = 1", "recall that each
thing equals itself".
* A short random alphanumeric string of length 6 to 12 characters, e.g. "5XeflW1ZJc",
"qP7mz39a".
* A bracketed decorative tag, e.g. "[tag: mx93q]", "[marker-a7f]".

The distractor MUST NOT contain:
* Any mathematical fact, quantity, variable, unit, equation, or operator that could interact
with the problem.
* Any hint about the problem, the subject area, or the solution approach.
* Any statement about the characters, objects, or scenario that appear in the problem.
* Any framing or meta-language such as "question", "problem", "exercise", "consider",
"observe", "for practice", "simple", "word problem".

Return this JSON shape:
{

"perturbations": [
{

"perturbed_question": "...",
"perturbation_type": "paraphrase | typo_noise | scenario_wrap | irrelevant_context"

}
]

}

User prompt
Original problem:
{problem}

Original answer:
{answer}

Example: Four semifactual perturbations

Original: What is the smallest odd number with four different prime factors?
Paraphrase: What is the smallest odd number that has four distinct prime factors?
Typo noise: What is the smallest odd number with four diferent prime factors?
Scenario wrapper: During a classroom warm-up, what is the smallest odd number with four different
prime factors?
Irrelevant context: What is the smallest odd number with four different prime factors? [tag: mx93q]
Answer: 1155

B.2 DIAGNOSTIC SETUP

We randomly select 1,000 DAPO-Math-17K questions and their four perturbed prompts to form a
fixed diagnostic subset dataset.

Frozen Qwen3-4B-Base generates one response per original prompt, with temperature 1.0, top-
p = 1.0, and a limit of 8,192 response tokens. We then teacher-force the same response tokens under
the original prompt and all four perturbed prompts. Each response token contributes one mean drift
dt across the four perturbations, yielding 870,586 original response token drifts.

B.3 TOKEN TAXONOMY AND STATISTICS

We assign each decoded response token to one of the eight mutually exclusive categories in Ta-
ble 4. Reflection markers are identified using a 16-entry lexicon adapted from prior work (Wang
et al., 2025a) and our generation traces. Discourse connectives are identified using 80 single-part
DiMLex-Eng forms that contain no whitespace (Das et al., 2018). Lexical matching ignores case, sur-
rounding whitespace, and edge punctuation, with reflection markers taking precedence over discourse
connectives.
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Table 4: Token categories and drift statistics underlying Figure 2(c). Share is the percentage of the
870,586 response token positions assigned to each category. Mean is the category’s average drift
dt. Relative mean is this average divided by the overall mean (0.01640). denotes a space and \n a
newline.

Category Classification rule Token examples Share (%) Mean dt Relative mean

Reflection
markera

Matches the reflection lexicon
after lexical normalization.

any, check, Now,
However, verify,
again

0.29 0.04496 2.74

Discourse
connective

Matches the 80-form
DiMLex-Eng lexicon after
normalization. Excludes
reflection markers.

and, for, if,
or, Thus,
Therefore

2.68 0.03807 2.32

Word Contains a Unicode letter and
matches neither lexical
category nor the math-symbol
rule.

the, of, is, to,
we, in

40.92 0.02506 1.53

Punctuation All non-whitespace characters
have Unicode category P*.
Excludes math symbols.

, . : # ),
:\n

6.75 0.01956 1.19

Math symbol Begins with \ or contains only
characters from the fixed
math/LATEX symbol set.
Excludes numbers.

\, =, +, -, {, } 26.62 0.00768 0.47

Number Matches a signed integer,
decimal, or percentage
expression.

0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 15.31 0.00612 0.37

Whitespace-only Decodes entirely to Unicode
whitespace.

, , \n, \n\n 6.71 0.00718 0.44

Other Control tokens, undecodable
UTF-8 fragments, or
remaining forms not covered
above.

<|endoftext|>,
```, ``, $,

0.72 0.02925 1.78

a The reflection lexicon contains the following 16 words: again, ah, alternative, alternatively, another,
any, but, check, hmm, however, maybe, now, oh, other, verify, wait.

B.4 COMPLETE-RESPONSE CASE STUDIES

Figures 6 and 7 illustrate two cases with their original and perturbed prompts. Response tokens are
shaded by their mean probability drift across the four prompt perturbations, with darker shading
indicating greater sensitivity. These examples show that even when the final answer is correct, the
probabilities of individual response tokens can change substantially under answer-preserving prompt
perturbations.
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Case 1  |  Compound interest
Original prompt
Kimberly borrows 1000 dollars from Lucy, who charged interest of 5% per month (which compounds monthly). What is the least integer number of
months after which Kimberly will owe more than twice as much as she borrowed?

Paraphrase
Kimberly takes a loan of 1000 dollars from Lucy, who charged interest of
5% per month (which compounds monthly). What is the smallest integer
number of months after which Kimberly will owe more than twice as
much as she borrowed?

Typo noise
Kimberly borows 1000 dollars from Lucy, who charged interest of 5% per
month (which compounds monthly). What is the least integer number of
months after which Kimberly will owe more than twice as much as she
borrowed?

Scenario wrapper
During a budgeting exercise, Kimberly borrows 1000 dollars from Lucy,
who charged interest of 5% per month (which compounds monthly). What
is the least integer number of months after which Kimberly will owe more
than twice as much as she borrowed?

Irrelevant context
Kimberly borrows 1000 dollars from Lucy, who charged interest of 5%
per month (which compounds monthly). What is the least integer number
of months after which Kimberly will owe more than twice as much as she
borrowed? qPzmXaRt
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Figure 6: Token-level semifactual sensitivity in a compound-interest problem.
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Case 2  |  Five-digit numeral base
Original prompt
100_{10} in base b has exactly 5 digits. What is the value of b?

Paraphrase
In base b, 100_{10} has exactly 5 digits. What is the value of b?

Typo noise
100_{10} in base b has exatly 5 digits. What is the value of b?

Scenario wrapper
During a classroom warm-up, 100_{10} in base b has exactly 5 digits.
What is the value of b?

Irrelevant context
100_{10} in base b has exactly 5 digits. What is the value of b?
[marker-a7f]
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Figure 7: Token-level semifactual sensitivity in a numeral-base problem.
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C d-FILTERED DECODING

C.1 DECODING SETUP

We use frozen Qwen3-4B-Base on the 1,000-question panel in Appendix B.2. Both base sampling and
d-filtered decoding use the same prompt template, temperature of 1.0, top-p = 1.0, and a maximum
response length of 8,192 tokens. We cap the cumulative clean-policy probability mass of masked
tokens at 0.8, which is the sole filtering hyperparameter. For each question, we independently generate
one response under each decoding strategy.

C.2 FILTERING PROCEDURE

At each decoding step, we compute the mean bounded-symmetric drift of every vocabulary token
across the four perturbed prompts. We sort all token candidates by decreasing drift. We mask token
candidates in this order until adding the next candidate would exceed the mass cap. The EOS token is
always retained. The cap limits the total probability mass removed, not the fraction of tokens masked.

Writing p(v) for the clean-policy probability at the current prefix and M for the masked set, the
filtered sampling distribution is

pfilter(v) =
p(v)1{v /∈ M}
1−

∑
w∈M p(w)

. (12)

We sample a proposal from the clean policy and accept it if it is unmasked. Otherwise, we reject it
and resample from the distribution renormalized over unmasked tokens. Drift and the masked set are
recomputed at each step using the current filtered-response prefix.

C.3 RESULTS

As shown in Table 5, filtering yields 202 incorrect-to-correct and 60 correct-to-incorrect transitions,
a gain of 14.20 percentage points. On average, 50.58 token proposals are rejected and resampled
per filtered response (4.58% of decoding steps), with at least one such rejection in each of the 1,000
filtered responses.

Table 5: Decoding results on 1,000 questions with frozen Qwen3-4B-Base. The lower block reports
question counts for the four combinations of baseline and filtered answer correctness.

Metric Base sampling d-filtered

Correct answers 158 300
Accuracy (%) 15.80 30.00

Paired correctness outcomes (question counts)
Filtered correct Filtered incorrect

Baseline correct 98 60
Baseline incorrect 202 640

D OPTIMIZATION ANALYSIS

We analyze credit augmentation under a stochastic-gradient model with a fixed objective F .
Lemma D.1 (Bounded auxiliary gradient). Let ĝλ and ĝ0 be the batch gradients of Eqs. 10 and 4
on the same complete prompt groups, with advantages and stability scores held fixed. If importance
ratios are at most R and token log-probability gradients have norm at most B, then

∥ĝλ − ĝ0∥ ≤ λH, H := RB/2. (13)

Proof. Within each group, write ⟨·⟩ for the valid-token mean and c = (−u)+. Eq. 7 gives ⟨u⟩ = 0
and ⟨u2⟩ ≤ 1, hence

⟨c⟩ = 1
2 ⟨|u|⟩ ≤

1
2

√
⟨u2⟩ ≤ 1

2 .
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At differentiable points, the coefficient of a token’s log-probability gradient in the clipped surrogate is
rA, rmax(A, 0), or rmin(A, 0), each r-Lipschitz in A. Replacing A by A− λc therefore changes
the group gradient by at most λRB⟨c⟩ ≤ λH . Token-mean aggregation across groups preserves this
bound.

Stochastic-gradient model. Consider

θn+1 = θn + ηv̂n, v̂n = ĝn + λnĥn, (14)

where ĝn is the baseline gradient and λnĥn is the gradient difference induced by credit augmentation,
with ∥ĥn∥ ≤ H by Lemma D.1. Let En denote the expectation conditional on the history before
update n. Assume F is L-smooth, bounded above by Fsup, and

∥Enĝn −∇F (θn)∥ ≤ β, En∥v̂n − Env̂n∥2 ≤ σ2. (15)

The two gradient components may be correlated. The parameter β allows bias in the baseline
direction.
Theorem D.2 (Finite-duration augmentation). Under the above assumptions, let 0 < η ≤ 1/L and
use the schedule in Eq. 11. For any T ≥ 1, set ∆F = Fsup − EF (θ1) and mT = min(T,N0). Then

1

T

T∑
n=1

E∥∇F (θn)∥2 ≤ 2∆F

ηT
+ Lησ2 + β2 +

(
2βHλ0 +H2λ2

0

)mT

T
. (16)

Proof. Write vn = ∇F (θn) and bn = Env̂n − vn, so ∥bn∥ ≤ β +Hλn. Smoothness and Eq. 15
give

EnF (θn+1) ≥ F (θn) + η⟨vn, vn + bn⟩ − Lη2

2

(
∥vn + bn∥2 + σ2

)
≥ F (θn) +

η
2∥vn∥

2 − η
2 (β +Hλn)

2 − Lη2

2 σ2,

where the second line uses ηL ≤ 1 and 2⟨v, v + b⟩ = ∥v∥2 + ∥v + b∥2 − ∥b∥2. Taking expectations,
summing over n, and using EF (θT+1) ≤ Fsup yields the claim.

Implication for the schedule. For an unbiased baseline (β = 0), the augmentation term is
H2λ2

0 min(T,N0)/T . With fixed λ0 and N0, this contribution to the average stationarity bound
decays as N0/T after augmentation ends. Here T is an arbitrary observation horizon, not a prescribed
training budget.

E ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

E.1 TRAINING HYPERPARAMETERS

Table 6 lists shared training hyperparameters and method-specific settings. A rule-based verifier
assigns reward 1 to a correct boxed answer and 0 otherwise, and no separate format reward is used.
All models share the following prompt template for mathematical reasoning during training and
inference:

Prompt template
{question}

Please reason step by step, and put your final answer within \boxed{}.

All methods, including GSPO and SAPO, use token-mean loss reduction for better performance on
mathematical reasoning tasks (Yu et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2026).
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Table 6: Shared and method-specific training hyperparameters. Batch sizes count prompts unless
stated otherwise. Each rollout step contains two policy optimization steps. Clipping offsets are
relative to 1.

Hyperparameter Qwen3-4B-Base Qwen3-1.7B-Base

Data and rollout settings
Training dataset DAPO-Math-17K (Yu et al., 2025)
Maximum prompt length 1,024
Maximum response length 16,384
Rollout batch size (prompts) 128
Responses per prompt (G) 8
Sampling temperature / top-p 1.0 / 1.0

Optimization settings
Optimizer AdamW, β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999
Learning rate 10−6

Learning-rate schedule Constant
Weight decay 0.01
Gradient clipping norm 1.0
Update mini-batch size (prompts) 64
Loss reduction Token-mean
KL regularization Disabled

Training settings
Rollout steps 300 500
Policy optimization steps 600 1,000
Mixed precision BF16

Method-specific settings
SCAPO: Correction strength (λ0) 0.01
SCAPO: Augmentation duration (N0) 120 200
GRPO / CF-GRPO / FIPO / SCAPO:

Policy clipping (lower / upper) 0.20 / 0.28
Dual-clip coefficient 10.0

GSPO: Policy clipping (lower / upper) 3× 10−4 / 4× 10−4

SAPO: Gate temperatures (τpos/τneg) 1.0 / 1.05
CF-GRPO: Maximum probed spans per response 10
CF-GRPO: Span length 5–50
CF-GRPO: Token-weight bounds [0.5, 4.0]
FIPO: Future-KL decay 32.0
FIPO: Influence-weight clipping [1.0, 1.2]
FIPO: Safety threshold 10.0

Each rollout batch contains 128 prompt groups and is optimized once in mini-batches of 64 groups
(512 responses), giving two policy optimization steps per rollout step. Thus, N0 = 120/200 policy
optimization steps correspond to 60/100 rollout steps for 4B/1.7B. Diagnostic checkpoint indices use
rollout steps unless stated otherwise.

E.2 EVALUATION PROTOCOL AND TRAINING CURVES

Table 7 summarizes the evaluation datasets and sample counts.
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Table 7: Evaluation benchmarks and sample counts. Slash-separated problem counts follow the listed
years. ∗For GPQA-Diamond, we enumerate all 4! = 24 permutations of the multiple-choice options
to avoid contamination.

Benchmark Problems Samples per problem

AIME 2024 / 2025 / 2026 30 / 30 / 30 16
AMC 2023 / 2024 / 2025 40 / 45 / 42 16
HMMT Feb. 2025 / 2026 30 / 33 16
BRUMO 2025 30 16
SMT 2025 53 16
Omni-Math 2,821 1
Minerva 272 1
OlympiadBench 674 1

NoOp-AIME 2024 / 2025 / 2026 30 / 30 / 30 16
ThinkBench-AIME 2024 / 2025 / 2026 120 / 120 / 120 4
GPQA-Diamond 198 24∗

For Omni-Math, we use the 2,821-problem subset designed for rule-based evaluation. We evaluate
the final checkpoints using identical prompts and sample counts across methods, with temperature
0.7, top-p = 0.9, and a maximum response length of 16,384 tokens. Responses on the mathematical
benchmarks are scored with Math-Verify (Kydlíček, 2025).

We perform rule-based validation before training and every 40 policy optimization steps. Figure 1
presents the corresponding accuracy curves.

F ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

F.1 DETAILED BENCHMARK RESULTS

Table 8 shows the yearly results underlying Table 1.

Table 8: Yearly accuracy (%) for Table 1. Bold and underlining denote the best and second-best
results.

In-Distribution Out-of-Distribution

Method AIME AMC HMMT NoOp-AIME ThinkBench-AIME

24 25 26 23 24 25 25 26 24 25 26 24 25 26

Qwen3-4B-Base
Base 8.33 7.92 6.67 47.66 32.50 32.89 1.04 3.03 8.33 7.29 4.58 8.96 3.75 6.88
GRPO 23.54 23.13 19.58 66.41 55.69 57.74 10.83 12.50 21.25 21.25 19.17 25.42 22.92 19.58
GSPO 27.08 22.92 20.42 73.59 61.39 59.82 10.42 16.67 19.58 21.46 19.38 24.58 22.71 18.96
SAPO 26.46 24.17 21.46 72.50 59.31 65.33 12.29 17.80 21.25 21.04 18.96 27.71 22.50 20.21
CF-GRPO 24.17 24.17 19.58 68.44 59.03 59.23 13.13 14.96 23.75 21.46 20.00 26.88 23.33 20.42
FIPO 27.50 27.08 21.67 69.06 61.81 63.24 12.08 18.18 23.33 20.63 21.25 26.67 22.29 22.71

SCAPO 29.17 27.71 26.25 70.31 63.19 63.84 13.96 18.18 22.71 25.62 22.50 27.50 26.46 24.38

Qwen3-1.7B-Base
Base 3.96 3.75 3.13 32.66 17.50 20.68 0.00 1.33 2.71 1.67 2.71 4.58 3.54 1.46
GRPO 10.63 6.67 5.83 46.41 28.19 25.30 1.25 2.65 8.54 5.00 4.79 9.79 6.46 6.46
GSPO 9.58 7.08 5.42 44.38 27.08 27.98 1.88 2.27 6.46 6.04 5.42 10.00 6.46 5.21
SAPO 13.54 8.54 7.92 51.09 33.61 31.99 3.54 5.68 7.50 7.71 8.96 11.67 8.75 8.33
CF-GRPO 9.17 5.21 5.83 46.41 23.75 27.08 2.50 3.41 8.75 6.04 5.00 9.58 6.88 4.38
FIPO 8.75 7.50 4.79 46.25 25.28 27.08 1.04 1.89 7.92 5.42 6.46 10.21 5.00 5.83

SCAPO 14.79 12.92 7.92 51.09 37.08 36.76 4.79 5.11 8.33 9.17 7.71 16.25 11.46 8.33
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F.2 PASS@k RESULTS

We report Pass@k on AIME and AMC, measuring the probability of obtaining at least one correct
answer within k attempts. We estimate the curves from 128 responses per problem using the standard
unbiased estimator, with the same sampling and scoring settings as the main evaluation. Figure 8
shows that SCAPO achieves the highest Pass@128 at both model scales.
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Figure 8: Pass@k on the AIME 2024–2026 and AMC 2023–2025 benchmarks at both model scales.
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