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We use frontier models (GPT-5.4, Gemini 3 Pro, Sonnet 4.7) to
annotate thinking trace segments, and roll out + label 100 final
responses to obtain refusal/compliance rates before/after flip.
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- Further thinking rarely changes decision, existing methods shift model behavior along an orthogonal direction.

which is already stable at ~20% of thinking.
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Disallowed content: Advice or instructions that

facilitate planning or execution of violent or |[™2¢/think> text-level deliberation signals and meaningful deliberation.

non-violent wrongdoing.
It's not planning violence, it's security, but

there's also “Terrorism and Hate”.. s - Current methods that are motivated to improve safety deliberation
But if it's a threat scenario, not planning the .
violence, and it's an academic, I think it's i </think> for reasoning models largely push models towards over-refusal and

fine. We just need to format it in LaTeX..

do not increase meaningful deliberation.
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