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Abstract

LLM agents have shown promising capabilities by adopting advanced reasoning
techniques such as Chain-of-Thought (CoT). Incorporating Theory of Mind (ToM)
inference, which infers the goals and intentions of teammates, into the reasoning
process is proven to be beneficial for enhancing the coordination ability of coop-
erative LLM agents. This work investigates the impact of explicitly augmenting
Theory of Mind (ToM) capabilities during MARL training of LLM agents in multi-
agent environments. To enhance ToM capabilities, we introduce a novel technique,
Mind-Sharing, which obtains the ground-truth answers for the ToM inference of
an agent during centralized training by rewriting the hidden minds of the other
agent. Our experiments, conducted in the 2-player version of the cooperative game
Hanabi, use the MAPPO as the MARL algorithm and LLaMA-2-7B as the base
model. We find that the Mind-Sharing mechanism significantly improves both task
performance and sample efficiency in MARL training. Our results reveal enhanced
ToM capability, surpassing the ToM inference accuracy of a wide range of models
in the self-play setting. Surprisingly, the ToM inference skill learned from self-play
also generalizes to the cross-play setting.

1 Introduction

Recently, cooperative agents driven by large language models (LLMs) have shown surprising results
by broadly adopting advanced reasoning techniques such as Chain-of-Thought (CoT, Wei et al.
(2022)) to exhibit human-like thinking and decision-making capabilities (Qian et al., 2024; Mandi
et al., 2024; Park et al., 2023; Agashe et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2023). Theory of Mind
(ToM), the ability to infer the inner mental states of teammates, has been shown to be beneficial for
enhancing the coordination ability of LLM agents in multi-agent systems (Kosinski, 2023; Agashe
et al., 2023) and human-AI coordination (Ding et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2023). ToM inference can
be integrated into the reasoning process by explicitly inferring the intentions or the demands of
teammates before performing further reasoning and decision-making.

On the other hand, there is a recent trend to train vision language models (VLM) or large language
models (LLMs) with small or medium sizes, e.g., 7B, on decision-making tasks with reinforcement
learning (RL) (Xiong et al., 2024; Abdulhai et al., 2023; Hong et al., 2023; Zhou et al., 2024; Zhai
et al., 2024), achieving even superior performance than powerful larger LLMs such as GPT-4. Zhai
et al. (2024) first fine-tune a 7B base VLM on demonstration data provided by larger LLMs with
supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and then adopts RL training to enhance reasoning further, achieving
even better performance than commercial LLMs, including GPT-4V and Gemini. Although RL can
improve the performance of LLM agents, in practice, we find that the accuracy of ToM inference
does not increase after RL training.
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In this work, we focus on the question: Would explicitly augmenting the ToM capability during
training time enhance the coordination ability of LLM? We carry out our study in a 2-player cooper-
ation game, Hanabi, which features high randomness and partial observability, demanding correctly
inferring the intention of the other agent. We use MAPPO as the multi-agent RL algorithm (Yu et al.,
2022) and LLaMA-2-7B as the base model. To augment the ToM inference accuracy, we propose a
novel technique, Mind-Sharing, which obtains the ground-truth answers for the ToM inference of
an agent during centralized training by rewriting the hidden minds of the other agent. A supervised
fine-tuning loss on the ground-truth ToM answers is added to the MAPPO training loss to guide the
LLM learning better ToM inference.

In our evaluation of the Mind-Sharing mechanism, our results show that it significantly boosts task
performance and sample efficiency of MARL training, as well as the accuracy of ToM inference in
both self-play and cross-play scenarios. By incorporating the Mind-Sharing mechanism into MARL
training, fine-tuned LLaMA-2-7B exhibits more self-consistent mental state inference than GPT-4.

2 Methodology

2.1 Experiment Setup

2-Player Hanabi Game. In the 2-player Hanabi game, two players collaborate to create a colorful
fireworks display using cards with different colors and numbers. Each player can only see the cards
in their partner’s hand. Players can either give a hint to their teammates or play/discard a card. To
correctly play cards, each player has to accurately interpret the moves of the other agent. Hanabi
is challenging due to two key aspects, high randomness, which comes from drawing cards and the
uncertainty of held cards, and partial observability, which occurs since players can not observe their
own cards.

LLM-based Multi-Agent Coordination. In our framework, after the LLM agent receives a local
observation, including the observed cards and history moves of both players, the LLM agent performs
ToM inference to infer the intention behind the move of the partner, reason about the current situation,
and finally choose an actionable action. Appendix. A provides more details about the framework.

2.2 Mind-Sharing during Centralized Training

Figure 1: Illustration of the Mind-Sharing mechanism. (a) During execution, the LLM Player 1
generates an inner mind before making the decision. The LLM Player 2 then performs ToM inference
after observing Alice’s move, but this could possibly lead to incorrect ToM inference. (b) During
centralized training, we can obtain the ground-truth answer to the ToM inference query of LLM
Player 2 by rewriting the inner mind of LLM Player 1.

Fine-tuning LLM Agents with MARL. To fine-tune LLMs on multi-agent coordination tasks, we
first perform supervised fine-tuning (SFT) over demonstration reasoning data collected from capable
large LLMs and then perform MARL training to enhance the reasoning ability. We use LLaMA-2-7B
as the base model and MAPPO (Yu et al., 2022) as the MARL algorithm. The demonstration data are
collected with Qwen2-72B-Instruct and processed to avoid catastrophic endings of the trajectories.
We follow MAPPO to use a large batch size for MARL training. More details about experiment setup
can be found in Appendix. A.

While MARL could enhance the coordination and task reward for cooperative LLM agents in multi-
agent environments, updating the LLM solely from reward signals can not reliably improve the ToM
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ability of the LLM. A key observation is that, though the inner minds produced by the agents are
not visible to each other during execution, the inner minds are globally available during centralized
training and could be applied to improve the ToM inference accuracy.

Inspired by this observation, we propose the Mind-Sharing mechanism, in which we obtain the
ground-truth ToM inference answer for an agent by rewriting the inner mind of the other agent. For
example, in Fig. 1, LLM Player 1 and LLM Player 2 are playing a game, and the generated inner
minds are invisible to each other during the execution phase. In the phase of centralized training, the
ground-truth answer to the ToM inference query of LLM Player 2 can be annotated by rewriting the
inner mind of LLM Player 1.

To guide LLM with ground-truth ToM inference results, we gather all ToM inference queries and
ground-truth ToM inference answers as a dataset DMind and use a supervised fine-tuning loss LMind to
guide the LLM to perform ToM inference more accurately,

LMind = −Ex,y∼DMind log πθ(y|x) (1)

The SFT loss is combined with MAPPO loss during training.

3 Experiments

Evaluation Settings. We perform our experiments under two different settings, Self-Play and
Cross-Play. In the self-play setting, two agents supported by identical LLM will cooperate with
each other. In the cross-play setting, the two agents are supported by different LLMs. Cross-play
evaluation measures the generalization ability of the LLM in coordination tasks.

Evaluation Metric. We consider two metrics, average score and ToM inference error rate. The
average score measures the overall performance of an LLM agent in the cooperative Hanabi game.
The ToM inference error rate evaluates the ratio of the LLM agent making incorrect ToM inference to
the other agent. Specifically, we use an external LLM 1 to judge whether the ToM inference results
differ from the ground-truth minds of the other agent. The ToM inference error rate is dedicated to
quantifying the ToM capability of different LLMs.

Baselines. We consider various types of baselines, including LLM-based and non-LLM-based ones.
For LLM-based baselines, we consider (1) Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT), which clones the demon-
stration data with supervised fine-tuning, and (2) Cognitive Architecture for Coordination(CAC)
framework proposed by Agashe et al. (2023), which can be supported with different LLMs, specifi-
cally GPT-3.5, GPT-4 and Qwen2-72B-Instruct in our experiments. All LLM fine-tuning methods use
at most 1M environment samples. For non-LLM-based methods, we follow the training procedure
of MAPPO in Hanabi to train an MLP policy that takes vectorized observation as input and outputs
atomic actions. This baseline is denoted as MAPPO (non-LLM). We report the scores of MAPPO
(non-LLM) with 10M and 100M training samples.

3.1 Self-Play Evaluation

Mind-Sharing can enhance the coordination ability of the LLM-based MA system. Fig.2 shows
that MAPPO w. Mind-Sharing gains substantially higher scores than SFT, showing the effectiveness
of mind-exchanging centralized training. We also notice that the fine-tuned LLMs outperform the
CAC framework supported by various larger language models except GPT-4. Finally, there still exists
a large gap between CACGPT-4 and MAPPO w. Mind-Sharing, which we believe could be further
mitigated with better demonstration data and more environment samples.

Mind-Sharing can induce self-consistent ToM inference. Considering the ToM inference error rate,
Fig.2 shows that MAPPO can only achieve nearly the same ToM inference error rate as SFT. This
shows that MARL training can not reliably improve the ToM inference skill of the LLM. MAPPO
w. Mind-Sharing has the lowest error rate and shows the most self-consistent ToM capability, i.e.,
the LLM agent can better interpret the behaviors of agents supported by the same LLM. It is worth
noting that MAPPO w. Mind-Sharing also makes fewer ToM inference errors than GPT-4, GPT-3.5,
and Qwen2-72B-Instruct.

1Specifically, we use gpt-3.5-turbo-1106 to evaluate ToM inference error rate.
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Figure 2: Evaluation in Self-Play Setting. We compare LLaMA-2-7B fine-tuned by various fine-
tuning approaches with the CAC agent framework supported by powerful LLMs. Left: Average
scores of various approaches. Right: ToM inference error rates in self-play setting. Fine-tuning a 7B
LLM with MAPPO w. Mind-Sharing achieves a higher average score than fine-tuning baselines, SFT
and MAPPO, and agents supported by advanced LLMs including GPT-3.5 and Qwen2-72B-Instruct,
as well as the lowest ToM error rate.

3.2 Cross-Play Evaluation

Figure 3: Average
Cross-Play Scores with
CACGPT-4.

Mind-Exchange centralized training can enhance the zero-shot coor-
dination ability. In the cross-play setting, we investigate the coordination
performance when teaming up one of SFT, MAPPO, and MAPPO w.
Mind-Sharing with an expert LLM-based MA system CACGPT-4. As
shown in Fig.3, SFT and MAPPO achieve similar cross-play scores, and
MAPPO w. Mind-Sharing achieves a substantially higher score. This
indicates that the policy gradient-based approach can not improve the zero-
shot coordination ability, and, by contrast, the Mind-Sharing mechanism
can enhance the zero-shot coordination of the LLM agent by improving
the ToM inference skill.

Figure 4: Average ToM
error rates of various
methods when playing
with CACGPT-4.

Mind-Exchange centralized training can enhance the ToM capability
in cross-play. To further investigate the ToM capability in the cross-play
setting, Fig.4 illustrates the ToM inference error rate of SFT, MAPPO, and
MAPPO w. Mind-Sharing during cross-play with CACGPT-4. MAPPO w.
Mind-Sharing is significantly better than SFT and MAPPO in inferring
the inner minds of CACGPT-4, showing that the learned ToM inference
skill generalizes to cross-play setting. This initial experiment shows the
potential of an interesting direction to enhance the generalization ability
of cooperative LLM agents through self-play.

3.3 Ablation Study

Figure 5: Episode returns of MAPPO
and MAPPO w. Mind-Sharing during
training.

Sample Efficiency. An additional benefit is also illustrated
in Fig. 5, where including Mind-Exchange centralized
training enhances the sample efficiency of MAPPO .

4 Conclusion

In this work, we investigate the impact of enhancing The-
ory of Mind inference on MARL training of cooperative
LLM agents. To enhance ToM inference, we propose a
simple but effective technique, Mind-Sharing. Augment-
ing ToM inference not only boosts the performance and
sample efficiency during training, but also achieves self-
consistent ToM inference capability. Furthermore, the learned ToM inference skill also generalizes
to cross-play setting, indicating a general improvement of the ToM capability of the LLM. It is an
interesting direction to further investigate more environments that involve more agents and language
communications.
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Appendix

A MAPPO Training

In LLM-based multi-agent systems, a typical design choice for the LLM agents is to first infer the
mind of the teammates, leverage chain-of-thought reasoning process and finally make the decision.
Fig. 6 presents an overview of our LLM-based multi-agent framework. As depicted in Fig. 6, the
output of the LLM agent contains three parts, the ToM inference result, the inner mind, and the action,
i.e. vout = {vToM, vmind, vact}. A parser is used to extract the actual action from the output text vout
to interact with the environment. Our overall training framework is as shown in Fig. 7. To fine-tune
the LLM-based MA system, the most straightforward approach is to employ MAPPO to optimize
Eq.2 with πθ(a

t
i|oti) = πθ(v

ToM
i , vmind

i , vact
i |vobsi ), i.e. by updating the probability of the output text

sequences,

LMAPPO = −Eτ,i

[
min

(
πθ(v

out,t
i |vobs,t

i )

πold(v
out,t
i |vobs,t

i )
Âλ(a

t
i|st),Clip

(
πθ(v

out,t
i |vobs,t

i )

πold(v
out,t
i |vobs,t

i )
, 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ

)
Âλ(a

t
i|st)

)]
(2)

Figure 6: An overview of our LLM-based multi-agent framework. Each agent is supported by a fine-
tuned LLM. At each time step t, the acting player i receives text observation from the environment,
and performs chain-of-thought reasoning by inferring the mind of the teammates, reasoning the
situation as "Inner Mind", and finally selecting the most proper action. A parser is then used to extract
the atomic action to interact with the environment.

Figure 7: The training procedure. We first run supervised fine-tuning over collected demonstrations
to obtain the SFT policy as a starting point. In each epoch of training, we collect trajectory rollouts.
Given the trajectories, we compute advantages and values, generate responses with SFT policy, and
perform Mind-Sharing to label ground-truth ToM inference answers. Finally, the LLM policy is
updated with a MAPPO loss to enhance CoT reasoning, forward KL regularization to avoid model
collapse, and an SFT loss to improve ToM inference. Value model is omitted for simplicity.

In the subsequent sections, we will first describe the failure of adopting MAPPO to fine-tune LLM-
based MA system and discuss the challenges in Sec.A.1. In Sec.A.2, we discuss techniques that can
help resolve the challenges and improve training stability, including choice of KL regularization and
advantage shifting.
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A.1 Challenges for Training LLM-based Multi-Agent System

Training Setup. Our experiments and studies are taken on the 2-player Hanabi game. To train a
strong policy in the 2-player Hanabi game, MAPPO utilizes 1k parallel environments with an episode
length of 100 to collect online policy rollout data in each epoch, which consumes a significantly larger
amount of samples in one epoch than PPO in simpler scenarios does. We follow MAPPO to collect a
large number of policy rollouts in each epoch, more specifically, 512 episodes, which contains over
25k samples per epoch. Our experiments use LLaMA-2-7B as the base LLM model and are taken on
one node with 8×A100 GPUs. To equip the LLM with basic reasoning and decision-making ability,
we run Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) over demonstration data collected from Qwen2-72B-Instruct.
Since the maximum batch size for fine-tuning the LLM is 128 due to limited computation, we choose
to split the large batch of samples into a number of mini-batches, following the practice of MAPPO.

Fig. 5 illustrates the training curve of MAPPO. MAPPO fails to optimize the task reward of the
LLM-based multi-agent system, and the performance of the LLM quickly degrades within the first
few epochs. To further study the causes of the phenomena, we record the ratio of responses that
contain a mixture of random words or characters after the first epoch of update. The probability of
the LLM outputing meaningless words significantly increases to 16.5% after one epoch of MAPPO
training, indicating a signal of model collapse.

There are several reasons that could lead to the model collapse issue during MAPPO training. First,
the model is not properly regularized to the base model or the SFT model. A popular choice in LLM
alignment and RLHF is to add a reverse KL term to regularize the LLM towards a reference model,
which could help prevent the model from producing meaningless texts. However, as we will show in
Sec.A.2, the common choice of reverse KL regularization could not effectively regularize the LLM
and forward KL would be more effective for preventing model collapse. Second, while the estimated
advantage in MAPPO is believed to reduce the bias for policy update, the negative advantages would
cause negative gradients during LLM fine-tuning and increase the probability of nonsense outputs.
The issue of negative gradient would be even more severe during the first few epochs since value
estimation is highly inaccurate and noisy.

A.2 Towards Stable Training for LLM-based Multi-Agent System

A.2.1 Regularization with KL Divergence

To prevent the LLM from model collapse and generating nonsense outputs during training, the output
distribution of the LLM should be regularized to a proper prior distribution, e.g. the distribution
of the SFT model πSFT . Here we focus on two common choices, Forward KL regularization
DKL(πθ||πSFT ) and Reverse KL regularization DKL(πSFT ||πθ).

Reverse KL regularization is commonly used in RLHF for LLM alignment. To apply reverse KL
regularization, we turn to token-level clipping objective and add a token-level reverse KL penalty
term to the reward. The objective of MAPPO with reverse KL regularization is,

LMAPPO w. Reverse KL = −Eτ,t,i,j [min(f(vobs,t
i , vout,t

i , j)(Âλ(a
t
i|st) +RReverse KL(v

out,t
i , j)), (3)

Clip
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)
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t
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(4)
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i,[j] and RReverse KL(v
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(6)
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Note that the estimated advantage Âλ(a
t
i|st) is state-level and the KL penalty term RReverse KL(v

out,t
i , j)

is token-level, which offers a nice combination of trajectory-level feedback and sentence-level
regularization.

In contrast, Forward KL regularization is does not modify the reward, but instead combining the
MAPPO loss with a reverse KL loss. The objective with forward KL regularization is,

LMAPPO w. Forward KL = LMAPPO +DKL(πSFT ||πθ) (7)

= LMAPPO + Eτ,t,i

[
Ey∼πSFT (·|vobs,t

i )

[
log πSFT (y|vobs,t

i )− log πθ(y|vobs,t
i )

]]
(8)

Table. 8 reports the forward KL divergence and reverse KL divergence between the SFT model and
the LLM model after one epoch of training when using forward KL, reverse KL and no explicit
KL regularization. The results indicate that reverse KL can not properly regularize the LLM during
training, achieving a close regularization effect as no explicit regularization. On the other hand,
forward KL regularization can effectively maintain the both the forward KL and reverse KL divergence
between the LLM and the SFT model. This is because the reverse KL penalty in Eq. 4 estimates
DKL(πθold ||πSFT ) instead of DKL(πθ||πSFT ) and during training the policy model πθ would
deviates from the last-epoch policy πθold . To ensure a stable training process, we use forward KL
regularization.

no KL Reverse KL Forward KL
Forward KL DKL(πSFT ||πθ1) 3.55 3.51 2.89
Reverse KL DKL(πθ1 ||πSFT ) 4.40 4.21 3.82

Figure 8: The forward KL and reverse KL divergence between the SFT model and the 1-st epoch
policy πθ1 . Forward KL can regularize the LLM policy the most effectively.

A.2.2 Advantage Shifting

Figure 9: The effect of negative advantages in MAPPO training. While policy update in MAPPO
training could decrease the output probability of responses that have negative advantages, the
probability of non-sense outputs may increase.

Another issue of vanilla MAPPO is that the negative gradients brought by negative advantages could
lead the model to generate nonsense outputs. Fig. 9 illustrates the effect of negative gradients for
training LLMs. If the output probability of a generated response y is decreased during training, the
output probability of other responses, including the nonsense ones, would possibly increase. The
issue is much less severe for RL agent in games because the action spaces of games are usually much
smaller than the action space of LLM.

To mitigate the effect of negative gradients, we propose to shift the advantages with a epoch-
dependent threshold. More specifically, for the advantages of the policy rollout data in one epoch,
{Adv0, Adv1, . . . , AdvM−1}, we first normalize the advantages,

Advnormi = (Advi − µ)/σ (9)
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where µ and σ are the mean and standard deviation of {Adv0, Adv1, . . . , AdvM−1}. Then we shift
the normalized advantages by subtracting a threshold T that is the value of the ⌈αM⌉-th smallest
advantage value,

Advshifti = Advnormi − T (10)

Here we use threshold ratio α(0 ≤ α ≤ 1) to control the ratio of negative gradients.
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NeurIPS Paper Checklist

The checklist is designed to encourage best practices for responsible machine learning research,
addressing issues of reproducibility, transparency, research ethics, and societal impact. Do not remove
the checklist: The papers not including the checklist will be desk rejected. The checklist should
follow the references and follow the (optional) supplemental material. The checklist does NOT count
towards the page limit.

Please read the checklist guidelines carefully for information on how to answer these questions. For
each question in the checklist:

• You should answer [Yes] , [No] , or [NA] .

• [NA] means either that the question is Not Applicable for that particular paper or the
relevant information is Not Available.

• Please provide a short (1–2 sentence) justification right after your answer (even for NA).

The checklist answers are an integral part of your paper submission. They are visible to the
reviewers, area chairs, senior area chairs, and ethics reviewers. You will be asked to also include it
(after eventual revisions) with the final version of your paper, and its final version will be published
with the paper.

The reviewers of your paper will be asked to use the checklist as one of the factors in their evaluation.
While "[Yes] " is generally preferable to "[No] ", it is perfectly acceptable to answer "[No] " provided a
proper justification is given (e.g., "error bars are not reported because it would be too computationally
expensive" or "we were unable to find the license for the dataset we used"). In general, answering
"[No] " or "[NA] " is not grounds for rejection. While the questions are phrased in a binary way, we
acknowledge that the true answer is often more nuanced, so please just use your best judgment and
write a justification to elaborate. All supporting evidence can appear either in the main paper or the
supplemental material, provided in appendix. If you answer [Yes] to a question, in the justification
please point to the section(s) where related material for the question can be found.

IMPORTANT, please:

• Delete this instruction block, but keep the section heading “NeurIPS paper checklist",

• Keep the checklist subsection headings, questions/answers and guidelines below.
• Do not modify the questions and only use the provided macros for your answers.

1. Claims
Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Our proposed methods and experiment results are shown in Sec. 2.2 amd
Sec. 3.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

• The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

• The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

• It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?

Answer: [Yes]
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Justification: The limitations are discussed in the conclusion section.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that
the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

• The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.
• The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to

violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

• The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

• The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

• The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

• If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

• While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory Assumptions and Proofs
Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?
Answer: [NA] .
Justification: There are no theoretical results in this paper.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.
• All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-

referenced.
• All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.
• The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if

they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

• Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

• Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
4. Experimental Result Reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: The implementation details are released in the appendix.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
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• If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

• If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

• Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

• While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example
(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how

to reproduce that algorithm.
(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe

the architecture clearly and fully.
(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should

either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [No]

Justification: In the current moment, the code and data are not released yet. We will release
the code and data in the near future.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.
• Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

• The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

• The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

• At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).
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• Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental Setting/Details
Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The experiment details aqre provided in the Experiment section.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail

that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.
• The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental

material.

7. Experiment Statistical Significance
Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [No]

Justification: Since evaluation with LLM is costly, we only use perform limited seeds.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-

dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

• The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

• The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

• The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).
• It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error

of the mean.
• It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should

preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

• For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

• If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

8. Experiments Compute Resources
Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer:[Yes]

Justification: We use 1 node with 8xA100 GPUs to perform our experiments.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,

or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.
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• The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

• The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

9. Code Of Ethics
Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: skipped
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
• If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a

deviation from the Code of Ethics.
• The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-

eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).
10. Broader Impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: We believe our method has no significant societal impacts.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.
• If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal

impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.
• Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses

(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

• The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

• The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

• If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

11. Safeguards
Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: skipped.[TODO]
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.
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• Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

• Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

• We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

12. Licenses for existing assets
Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer:

Justification: skipped.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.
• The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.
• The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a

URL.
• The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.
• For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of

service of that source should be provided.
• If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the

package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

• For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

• If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.

13. New Assets
Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: skipped

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.
• Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their

submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

• The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

• At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

14. Crowdsourcing and Research with Human Subjects
Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: Skipped
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Guidelines:
• The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with

human subjects.
• Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-

tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

• According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

15. Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approvals or Equivalent for Research with Human
Subjects
Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: Skipped
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

• Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

• We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

• For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.
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