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Abstract

Teaching to improve student models (e.g., knowledge distillation) is an extensively
studied methodology in LLMs. However, for humans, teaching not only improves
students but also improves teachers. We ask: Can LLMs also learn by teaching
(LbT)? If yes, we can potentially unlock the possibility of continuously advancing
the models without solely relying on human-produced data or stronger models. In
this paper, we provide a preliminary exploration of this ambitious agenda. We show
that LbT ideas can be incorporated into existing LLM training/prompting pipelines
and provide noticeable improvements. Specifically, we design three methods, each
mimicking one of the three levels of LbT in humans: observing students’ feedback,
learning from the feedback, and learning iteratively, with the goals of improving
answer accuracy without training and improving models’ inherent capability with
fine-tuning. The findings are encouraging. For example, similar to LbT in human,
we see that: (1) LbT can induce weak-to-strong generalization: strong models can
improve themselves by teaching other weak models; (2) Diversity in students might
help: teaching multiple students could be better than teaching one student or the
teacher itself. We hope that this early promise can inspire future research on LbT
and more broadly adopting the advanced techniques in education to improve LLMs.
The code is available at https://github.com/imagination-research/lbt.

1 Introduction

I couldn’t reduce it to the freshman level. That means we really don’t understand it.

– Richard Feynman

“Learning from teachers (LfT)” is a common pipeline in machine learning, especially in the realm of
Large Language Models (LLMs). For example, knowledge distillation [10, 24, 44] and distillation
via synthetic data [12, 21, 1] focus on transferring the knowledge from teacher LLMs to student
LLMs by letting teacher models teach student models through token logits, features, and synthetic
data [51]. They become the go-to methods for closing the performance gap between open-source and
proprietary LLMs, as well as for maintaining performance during model compression.

In fact, in the human learning process, teaching not only benefits students but can also improve the
teachers themselves. “Learning by teaching (LbT)”, also known as the Feynman method of learning,
is proven to facilitate human learning by helping to build more rigorous and clear knowledge [9, 35,
34, 36, 37, 15]. Fig. 1 illustrates the conceptual comparison of the LfT and LbT pipelines.

Motivated by this insight, we want to ask: Can LLMs also learn by teaching? As one can imagine,
LbT could offer exciting opportunities for the models to continuously evolve by teaching other
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Figure 1: Left: Learning from teacher aims at improving student LLMs with knowledge from the
teacher LLMs. It is the essential idea behind common approaches including knowledge distillation
and distillation via synthetic data. Right: In contrast, Learning by teaching aims at improving teacher
LLMs through the teaching process using feedback from student LLMs.

Table 1: The explored M1, M2, M3 methods.
LbT

Level Objective Pipeline LbT
Implementation Method Abbrev.

L1 Improve the answer quality
without training Search-based output generation

Scoring based on
students’ performance

M1 (§ 3)

L2 Improve the inherent model
ability with training Generation-scoring-finetuning M2 (§ 4)

L3 Improve the answer quality
without training Input prompt optimization Analyzing feedback

from multiple students M3 (§ 5)

(potentially weaker) models, rather than solely relying on human-produced data or stronger teacher
models. More broadly, we hope that this exploration could provide insights into the possibility of
using advanced techniques in education to improve LLMs.

To explore this question, we first summarize LbT in human learning into three levels:

• L1: Observing students’ feedback. The teacher instructs the students, who then provide
feedback (e.g., taking exams and reporting the score, asking questions about unclear logic).

• L2: Learning from the feedback. Based on the feedback, the teachers can analyze which logic
and concepts the students might have (mis)understood. This information is useful for the teachers
to improve the teaching strategy, and further enhance teachers’ own understanding of the concepts.

• L3: Learning from the feedback iteratively. The teachers can teach the students (L1) and learn
from the feedback (L2) iteratively.

In this paper, we study the viability of instantiating these LbT ideas in LLMs. There is a range of
possibilities in terms of the objective, the pipeline, and the implementation (§ 2 and Tab. 1). As an
initial exploration, we study three methods, each for one of the three LbT levels.

• M1 aims at improving LLMs’ answer quality by directly utilizing students’ feedback (L1). More
specially, given a set of generated answers, we score each rationale based on its ability to teach
student models (using in-context learning) to correctly answer similar problems. We show that
aggregating multiple rationales [47] with LbT-based scores can improve the answer accuracy.

• M2 aims at improving LLMs’ inherent ability by learning from students’ feedback (L2). We
use the approach in M1 to score teacher-generated rationales. Then, we apply direct preference
optimization (DPO) [32] to fine-tune the teacher model with the rationale-score pairs. We show
that M2 can is better than using DPO with correctness scores.

• M3 aims at improving LLMs’ answer quality by iteratively learning from students’ feedback (L3).
Specifically, we prompt the LLM to reflect on the failure cases from multiple students and devise
new positive and negative exemplars. We show that the LLM can improve the exemplars based on
feedback from multiple students. These improved exemplars used in prompts not only improve
the learning outcomes for multiple students but also enhance the teacher’s performance.

We find that LbT in LLMs interestingly shares some similar phenomena as in humans:

• Weak-to-strong generalization: Strong teachers can improve even when teaching weaker stu-
dents. This suggests the promise of using LbT to improve superhuman models as envisioned
in [45].
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(a) The “search-based output generation
pipeline” for improving the answer quality.
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(b) The “generating-scoring-finetuning
pipeline” for improving model capability.

Figure 2: Two general pipelines for improving the answer quality and model ability. “P” stands for
“Problem”; “R” stands for “Rationale”; “A” stands for “Answer”.

• Diversity in Students might help: Rather than teaching the teacher itself, teaching other students
and multiple students might help. This suggests the feasibility of using LbT to synergize the
capability and knowledge from multiple models.

To summarize, with appropriate pipelines and teacher-student settings, LbT can help improve LLMs’
answer quality and inherent capability. We believe that these preliminary case studies are only
scratching the surface of the potential of LbT. As LLMs are becoming increasingly powerful, more
advanced approaches in education can potentially help with the inference and training of LLMs.

2 Learning by Teaching (LbT) and Related Work
As shown in Tab. 1, we study two types of objectives: improving answer quality without training and
improving the inherent ability of the model with training. § 2.1 and § 2.2 describe how M1, M2, and
M3 relate to prior work on these two objectives, respectively.

2.1 Improving the Answer Quality without Training
Existing literature has incorporated various insights from the human reasoning process to develop
prompting-based methods, including the explication of the thinking process [49, 18], subproblem
decomposition [29, 58], fetching the abstract principles and answering based on them [57], self-
reflection-based answer refinement [27, 39], and so on. We explore two ways of incorporating the
LbT insight to implement two prompting-based methods:

• M1 relates to the popular “search-based output generation pipeline” shown in Fig. 2a [47, 52, 2,
50, 27, 25, 22, 39]. This pipeline iteratively samples and evaluates new rationales or rationale
steps for searching the optimal output, and ultimately derives the final rationale or answer from
the search history. One essential component in this pipeline is an evaluator who evaluates the
quality of each rationale or rationale step. We design an LbT evaluator that scores each generated
rationale based on its ability to teach student models to correctly answer similar problems.

• M3 relates to existing prompt optimization methods [30, 59, 40] that iteratively improve the
prompts based on their performance (e.g., accuracy, failure cases). The key innovation in M3 is
how it evaluates the “performance”: instead of evaluating with the same model that produced the
prompts (i.e., the teacher model), we test how the prompt works with other student models and
show that this change benefits the prompt tuning outcome.

2.2 Improving the Inherent Model Capability with Training
To improve the inherent model capability, M2 incorporates the LbT insight into the “generating-
scoring-finetuning pipeline”. Fig. 2b illustrates the three steps in the pipeline: (1) Letting the
target LLM or another teacher LLM generate multiple rationales for a given problem; (2) Scoring
the rationales using an evaluator; (3) Utilizing the rationales and scores to (optionally) train a
verifier [7, 25, 45], and finetune the target LLM by reinforcement learning [45], DPO [32, 53],
filtering and supervised finetuning (SFT) [55, 14, 54], or score-conditioned SFT [23, 26].

3
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Figure 3: M1. The goal is to derive the best TA from the TR-TA pairs generated by the teacher LLM.

In these works, the rationale scoring is usually achieved through manual labeling [61, 25, 26], ground-
truth (GT) answer matching [55, 54], agreement-based scoring [14], or self-evaluation [53]. In
contrast, M2 scores the rationale based on its ability to teach student models to correctly answer
similar problems. In this way, M2 can provide automatic and fine-grained quality evaluation for
rationales, which helps automate and improve the continual evolution of models’ ability.

A recent work [45] also proposes an automatic scoring method for the generating-scoring-finetuning
pipeline. It evaluates each partial rationale based on the frequency with which another “completer”
model arrives at the correct answer by continuing from the partial rationale. This method can be seen
as an LbT-based scoring method, where the examination of students (i.e., the completer) involves
continuing the partial teaching rationale for the same problem. In contrast, in M2, students are
examined on similar problems using the teaching problem and the full rationale as the exemplar.

3 Method (M1) for LbT Level 1: Observing Students’ Feedback
3.1 Method
One common teaching strategy in education is that the teacher first teaches students how to solve a
class of problems by giving them the example rationale (named Teaching Rationale, or TR in short)
and the answer (named Teaching Answer, or TA in short) to a particular question (named Teaching
Problem, or TP in short). Then, the teacher asks students to solve other similar problems (named
Exam Problem, or EP in short) to test if the students understand the concepts. The teacher can also
learn from this process by observing the feedback (i.e., LbT level 1): if the students can answer EPs
well, then it likely means that the TR-TA pair is of high-quality.

Our idea is to implement this strategy in LLMs to select high-quality TR-TA pairs. As depicted in
Fig. 3 and Alg. 1, we first instruct the teacher model to solve a given TP multiple times, resulting
in multiple TR-TA pairs. Then, each TR-TA pair is used as an in-context learning (ICL) example
to guide the student model in solving a series of EPs. With the produced Exam Rationale (ER) and
Exam Answers (EAs), each student will then receive an exam score (e.g., the accuracy of EAs),
denoted as the LbT score. The LbT score can be used as a quality assessment of the corresponding
TR-TA pair. We consider two ways to select the final TA [47]: (1) We select the TR-TA pair with the
highest LbT score. We denote this approach as “M1 (MAX)”. (2) For TAs that can be aggregated via
exact matching, such as mathematical reasoning, we can take the sum of the LbT scores for each TA
separately, and find the TA with the maximum sum. We denote this approach as “M1 (SUM)”.

3.2 Evaluation on Mathematical Reasoning

3.2.1 Experimental Setups

We use the extension MATH() [41] of the MATH dataset [11] where each problem has variants with
different values, following the train-test split specified by [25]. Among the 500 test problems, 181
problems are provided with 3 functional variants each. We use these 181 problems as TPs. For each
TP, we sample 256 TR-TA pairs. Then, using each TR-TA pair as the ICL exemplar, we utilize the 3
functional variants of TP as EPs. Each exam is repeated 3 times with randomized student decoding,
resulting in 9 ER-EA pairs. Each TA is scored based on the correctness of the 9 EAs.

3.2.2 Results

We show the results in Tab. 2 and provide analyses as follows. More results are in App. A.
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Table 2: Results on 181 MATH test problems with 256 TR-TA pairs. The best results of each row are
highlighted in green.

Teacher Student Greedy SC M1 (MAX) M1 (SUM)

LLaMA3-70B LLaMA3-8B 70.16 81.77 86.74 87.85
GPT-3.5 LLaMA3-8B 59.11 77.90 83.43 83.43
GPT-3.5 Mistral-7B 59.11 77.90 81.22 83.43
GPT-3.5 LLaMA3-8B & Mistral-7B 59.11 77.90 84.53 84.53

LLaMA3-8B LLaMA3-8B 45.85 64.64 77.90 82.87
Mistral-7B LLaMA3-8B 19.88 40.88 51.93 53.59
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Figure 4: Relative improvements of M1 over SC using LLaMA3-8B as the teacher and the student on
181 MATH test problems with different (Left) number of TR-TA pairs where error bars are computed
over 10 repeated runs, (Middle) difficulty levels, and (Right) the fraction of TPs when sorted by the
cosine distance to the 2 closest problems from the training set.

M1 is effective with various model settings and surpasses baselines significantly. M1 exceeds
self-consistency (SC) [47] with various model settings: strong-teach-weak (e.g. LLaMA3-70B
teaches LLaMA3-8B), weak-teach-strong (e.g. Mistral-7B teaches LLaMA3-8B) and self-teaching
(e.g. LLaMA3-8B teaches itself). M1 (SUM) outperforms M1 (MAX) in most cases. We also show
that LbT-based scoring surpasses self-evaluation scoring [53, 50, 43, 17] in Tab. 8.

M1 can further benefit from multiple students. Using GPT-3.5 to teach both LLaMA3-8B and
Mistral-7B achieves a significant improvement than teaching LLaMA3-8B or Mistral-7B separately.

M1 can identify infrequent but correct TAs. M1 can efficiently discover the correct answer from
many teacher samples, whereas SC requires the correct answer to be in the majority to derive it.
Fig. 4(left, middle) shows the improvements of M1 over SC across different numbers of TR-TA pairs
and difficulty levels. The improvements do not saturate as the number of TR-TA pairs increases, and
M1 is much better than SC on harder problems.

The TP and the corresponding EPs should be similar. It is crucial to choose EPs similar to a
TP such that the student can apply the logic from TR to solve EPs. We use the functional variants
as EPs, which are very similar to TPs. To verify the necessity of TP-EPs similarity, we conduct an
experiment that selects similar EPs from the original MATH training set. We calculate the embedding
of each TP using the “all-mpnet-base-v2” sentence embedding model [33], and select the 2 closest
problems from the training set as EPs. We sort TPs by the cosine distance to the corresponding EPs
and calculate the relative improvements over SC on a fraction of TPs. Fig. 4(right) shows that M1
only provides improvements for TPs that have similar problems in the training set.

3.3 Evaluation on Competition-Level Code Synthesis

3.3.1 Experimental Setups
We use the Grandmaster Dynamic Programming (DP) study plan on Leetcode1. Each dataset in
the study plan has 5∼10 problems, and each problem has 2∼3 visible test cases and many hidden
test cases. We assign a visible score (V-score) of 1 and 0 to the code that passes all or fails any
visible cases [23]. To evaluate the actual correctness of a code, we submit the code to Leetcode, and
record the pass rate on the hidden cases as the submit score (S-score). For a TP, we sample 8 TR-TA
pairs from the teacher, where TR is a rationale in natural language, and TA is a Python code (See
Ex. 1 for an example). Each TR-TA pair is assigned an LbT score by teaching a student to solve

1https://leetcode.com/studyplan/dynamic-programming-grandmaster/
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the remaining problems in the dataset. M1 calculates the exam V-score as the LbT score to avoid
additional Leetcode submissions. Check App. A.2.2 for additional setups.

3.3.2 Results
Here, we analyze the results on the Game Theory dataset. Check App. A.2 for additional results.

M1 can be more general than agreement-based methods such as SC in the sense that M1 (MAX)
does not require an oracle to assess the equivalence of two answers, which is challenging for codes.
Therefore, we only use the average pass rate (with or without V-score=1 filtering) as the baseline.
Nevertheless, when such an oracle is provided [23, 38, 4], we can use M1 (SUM) which was shown
to be better than M1 (MAX) in § 3.2 . We defer this exploration to future work.

M1 selects better TR-TA than the baseline in most cases. If the student closely follows the
strategies in TR-TA to solve EPs, the student exam score can indicate the quality of TR-TA. (1)
When the TR-TA has high quality (Ex. 1), the student mimics the teacher’s strategy to solve the
EP with a correct DP code. (2) When the TR-TA is logically incorrect, e.g. DP code with wrong
recurrences (Ex. 2) or a non-DP wrong code (Ex. 3), the student also follows the wrong TR-TA with
a wrong ER and EA. (3) When the TR-TA is logically correct but has high complexity, e.g. recursive
re-computation instead of DP (Ex. 4), the student also writes a recursion with high complexity.

As shown in Tab. 3, using the V-score on the few visible test cases can filter out some low-quality
code, but M1 can identify better TA in most cases. This is because LbT-based scoring can leverage
student scores on similar EPs, providing a more informative evaluation of TA. Note that M1 shows
the largest improvements on TPs with medium difficulty. For very simple (e.g., SG-4 for GPT-3.5) or
challenging (e.g., SG-2) problems, M1 shows marginal or no improvements.

Self-Debugging (SD) is both complementary to and beneficial for M1. We experiment with
applying one-iteration SD [5] using Prompt 5. Applying SD on TAs can provide S-score benefits
complementary to M1, since SD fixes simple non-logical bugs, such as missing imports, miswritten
variable names, and incorrect usage of library functions (an example is shown in Ex. 6), whereas M1
mainly assess the quality of the logic. In addition, applying SD on EAs leads to more informative
LbT score, as fixing non-logical bugs can make the students’ exam V-score more indicative of quality
of the TR-TA. Tab. 3 shows that after incorporating SD for both M1 and the baselines, M1 achieves
consistent improvements.

For competition-level code synthesis task, M1 is more effective when the teacher and student
come from the same family, as shown by Tabs. 3 and 10. We find that this is because the student
can follow a teacher from the same model family better, making the feedback more informative. A
failure case of student-following when GPT-3.5 teaches LLaMA3-8B is shown in Ex. 5.

TPs and EPs should be similar. Most failure cases in Tabs. 3 and 10 occur when solving the
“PW” TP. We find that this is because the solving of “PW” involves 2D DP, which differs from other
problems that can be solved with 1D DP. Consequently, the student cannot follow TA to solve EPs.

4 Method (M2) for LbT Level 2: Learning from the Feedback
4.1 Method
In education, after identifying which teaching materials (e.g., TR-TA pairs) can enhance student
performance (§ 3.1), teachers can use this information to improve their knowledge or teaching
strategies. For example, if students perform poorly due to unclear or inaccurate teaching materials,
teachers can correct their knowledge and avoid generating similar TR-TA pairs in the future.

We use this idea to improve the inherent ability of LLMs. As depicted in Fig. 5, since the LbT-based
scoring provides informative feedback on the quality of a TR-TA pair (verified in § 3), we collect the
LbT scores of many TR-TA pairs and use them to finetune the teacher with DPO [32].

4.2 Experimental Setups
We use 1564 training problems from MATH() [41] as TPs. For each TP, we sample 32 TR-TA pairs
from the teacher. For each TR-TA pair, we calculate 0.5× correctness+0.5×LbT score as its score,
where correctness is 1 or 0 when the corresponding TA is correct or wrong, respectively. For running
DPO, we select pairs from the 32 TR-TA pairs whose score difference exceeds a threshold of 0.3, and
keep at most 8 pairs of TR-TA pairs for each TP.
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Table 3: S-score results on Game Theory dataset in Leetcode Grandmaster DP study plan. “SG-1”-
“SG-4” and “PW” are abbreviations of question categories; see Tab. 9 for details. The results of M1
that improve (degrade) by more than 0.01 are highlighted in green (red).

Models Metrics SG-1 SG-2 SG-3 SG-4 PW

Avg. 0.215 0.004 0.216 0.604 0.609
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.630 0.004 0.228 1 0.508
S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 1 - - 0.755 0.851

M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 - - 1 1

Avg. 0.348 0.004 0.319 0.608 0.694
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.348 0.011 0.570 0.771 0.746
S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 0.797 - - 0.722 0.851

(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 - - 1 0.935

Avg. 0.582 0.007 0.428 1 0.645
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 1 0.011 0.681 1 1
S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 0.994 - 0.714 1 0.894

M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 - 0.135 1 1

Avg. 0.701 0.133 0.592 1 0.853
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 1 0.337 0.714 1 0.968
S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 0.996 1 0.714 1 0.911

(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 0.714 1 0.968

Avg. 0.875 0.008 0.679 1 0.601
T=LLaMA3-70B M1 (MAX) 1 0.007 1 1 1
S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 1 - 1 1 0.883

M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 - 1 1 1

(a) Correctness-guided DPO (Baseline) (b) DPO with LbT score (Ours) 

TA+TR TA+TR TA+TR… …

Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample n

Sampled n TQ answers

TA Right TA RightTA Wrong
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0.8 0.90.2
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Figure 5: Baseline vs. M2. Both approaches use scores of TRs to craft preference data and finetune
the teacher LLM with DPO. Left: The correctness score of TA. Right: The LbT score of TR and TA.

4.3 Results

Tab. 4 shows that M2 achieves better results compared to solely using the correctness scores in DPO.
This improvement is because LbT provides more informative scores than those purely based on
correctness. One example is shown in Ex. 7. Although both TRs produce a correct TA, the losing TR
is unnecessarily verbose and cannot be generalized to other similar problems. Another example is
in Ex. 8. Although both TRs produce a wrong TA, the winning TR is logically better than the loser.
LbT can discern the correct preference between these TR-TA pairs, thereby improving DPO results.

Table 4: Results on 500 MATH test problems with greedy decoding.
Teacher/Student Original Correctness-DPO M2

LLaMA3-8B 29.0 30.4 32.2
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5 Method (M3) for LbT Level 3: Learning from the Feedback Iteratively

5.1 Method
We have shown that the performance of students could provide an indication of the teaching material’s
quality and the teacher could improve based on that indication. Such a process could be done
iteratively. Furthermore, we are curious whether having multiple LLMs with roles of teacher and
student benefits iterative improvements as in human education: learning from the diverse feedback
from multiple students might help the teacher create more effective teaching materials.

We guide the teacher to iteratively improve teaching materials in the form of a set of positive and
negative exemplars, based on the performance of students when the set is used as the ICL examples.
As depicted in Fig. 6 and Alg. 2, given a task, we sample K = 8 TP-TAs from the teacher, and then
use them as the ICL examples for the students to answer a sampled set of EPs. Then, we select EPs
that the students incorrectly answered, and let the teacher write a reflection of possible reasons why
the TPs could have misled students on these failure cases. The teacher generates multiple updated
exemplar sets based on the refection and the ones performing the best on the training data when used
as teacher’s ICL examples are kept. The process repeats for a fixed number of iterations. An example
round of iteration is shown in Ex. 9.

5.2 Experimental Setups
We evaluate M3 on two binary text classification tasks: Liar [46] and Logical Fallacy [16]. Liar is
a dataset for false statement detection in political media, with 4,574 statements with speaker and
context information. Logical Fallacy is a dataset of 2,449 samples of 13 logical fallacy types, which
we adapt to classify the most common type faulty generalization against the rest of the types. We
report the teacher’s F1 score on the dev and test splits combined. Within an iteration, we choose
the exemplar set with the highest F1 score on the training set. Across 14 random experiments, we
report the mean F1 and the standard error. We run a total of five iterations of teaching material
improvements.

5.3 Results

Table 5: Teacher’s F1 score of M3 on combined Liar dev and test set at the end of iteration T , where
LLaMa3-70B is used as the teacher for all settings. The best results are in bold.

Student(s) T = 1 T = 2 T = 3 T = 4 T = 5
LLaMa3-70B 61.08±1.29 62.01±1.12 64.48±1.20 65.40±0.67 63.96±1.19
LLaMa3-8B 62.24±1.30 66.15±0.56 65.66±0.72 64.78±0.89 65.41±0.75
LLaMa3-{70,8}B + Mistral-7B 63.66±1.48 64.47±0.90 65.47±1.01 66.24±0.56 67.09±0.56

Table 6: Teacher’s F1 score of M3 on Logical Fallacy test set at the end of iteration T , where
LLaMa3-70B is used as the teacher for all settings. The best results are in bold.

Student(s) T = 1 T = 2 T = 3 T = 4 T = 5
LLaMa3-70B 81.39±0.34 81.81±0.32 82.10±0.26 82.00±0.26 82.34±0.22
LLaMa3-8B 82.44±0.26 82.49±0.27 82.62±0.24 82.72±0.23 82.72±0.22
LLaMa3-{70,8}B + Mistral-7B 82.38±0.28 82.48±0.27 82.59±0.26 82.73±0.24 82.29±0.22

As Tabs. 5 and 6 shows, it is feasible to apply LbT on iterative prompt optimization: LLMs are able
to reflect on the failure cases of students and propose revised exemplars that improve the teacher’s
performance, similar to the case of iteratively optimizing task descriptions as in previous work [30].
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More importantly, we observe a performance gain brought by having dedicated students (as opposed
to using a single LLM in prompt optimization as in previous work). Comparing to the scenario where
the teacher and student are the same, having one or multiple LLMs different to the teacher as the
student improves the quality of the teaching material faster. This demonstrates LbT as a case of
weak-to-strong generalization. We speculate that the benefits are brought by more diverse error types
made by a different (weaker) student model, and we leave the verification as a future work.

6 Broader Discussion
6.1 Limitations and Near-Term Extensions
LbT-based scoring in M1 and M2 can help select high-quality TR-TA pairs but require a TP and EPs
having similar problem-solving strategies. In our experiments, suitable EPs are selected according to
human-provided information in the dataset. One extension is to let a model automatically identify EPs
similar to a TP from a large pool (Fig. 4). Another possible direction is to synthesize similar problems
based on a group of problems and some predefined problem mutation strategies. For example, as a
“self-instruct” [48] extension to M2, we can generate a new problem P based on a group of problems
S = {P1, · · · , Pk} that are already known to be similar. The generating-scoring pipeline can then be
applied to P to obtain rationale-score pairs, where the LbT score is obtained using S as the EPs.

Another limitation of LbT-based scoring is the additional LLM inference cost. For M2, this cost
remains significantly lower than human annotation. However, to further reduce it, we need to improve
the method or use efficient inference systems [60] is necessary.

Based on the framework presented in § 1 and 2, we can explore many other possibilities to incorporate
LbT insights into the inference and training pipelines of LLMs. For example, to improve answer
quality for a TP, we can incorporate the idea of having the teacher reflect on multiple students’
feedback into the search-based output generation pipeline, as follows: for each student, the teacher
iteratively reflects on the student’s feedback and updates its TR. The final answer is then derived by
aggregating the updated TR for each student. Intuitively, different students might require distinct
teaching materials, so generating TR for multiple students can encourage TR diversity. Increasing
diversity has been shown to benefit the accuracy of agreement-based aggregation methods [47].
Compared to increasing the sampling temperature of TR, this LbT-based sampling is guided towards
high-quality TRs and might yield better results.

6.2 Weak-to-Strong Generalization
Improving models with human-generated/annotated data or knowledge/synthetic data from stronger
models is the dominant paradigm. However, an intriguing question arises: for future superhuman
models, how can we continuously improve the strongest model without relying on human-generated
and annotated data? A recent work [3] conducts an exploration on using weak model supervision to
train a larger model. This study employs a smaller model to generate labels and then use them to
fine-tune the larger model. The findings suggest that, although not as effective as training with human
annotations, weak supervision can still improve the performance of large models to some extent.

Our work further explores the weak-to-strong generalization prospect by drawing from how humans
continuously acquire new knowledge without direct instruction. We demonstrate that stronger models
can further improve themselves by teaching weaker models. We hope this preliminary investigation
will inspire further research on using advanced educational strategies to continuously improve LLMs.

6.3 Borrowing Education Strategies to Improve LLMs
Borrowing the design strategies of teaching materials. We show an LbT pipeline in Fig. 7. Each
iteration involves six steps: (1) The teacher generates the Teaching Material (TM). (2) The student
learns from the TM. Our work uses in-context learning for all student learning, but exploring other
learning strategies is an interesting future direction. (3) The student provides feedback. The feedback
can take many forms as listed in the figure. Our work mainly explored feedback in the form of exam
details and scores. (4) The teacher reflects on the feedback and identifies the knowledge gaps in the
TM or in the teacher’s own knowledge. (5) The teacher can optionally refer to some external data
source to address its own knowledge gaps. (6) The teacher improves the rigorousness, clarity, and
completeness of their knowledge and updates the TM for the next iteration.

On one hand, updating TM can improve the teacher’s own knowledge. For example, M3 saves the
updated exemplars as the teacher’s prompt to improve the teacher’s reasoning. On the other hand,
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Student
LLMs

Teaching
Materials (TM)

1. Teacher generates or updates TM

2. Teacher teaches
Students learn

4. Teacher reflects on students’ feedback:
Identify knowledge gaps in the TM
or in the teacher’s own knowledge.

External Data Source

Teacher
LLM + other types of knowledge base 

(e.g., explicit memory, knowledge graph)

Types of Knowledge
1. Basic knowledge: Concept/Logic/Framework
2. Intuition that helps understand basic knowledge
3. Strategy of problem solving
…

5. Teacher refers to some external data source
6. Teacher updates teacher’s

own knowledge base

Types of Teaching Material Design Strategies
1. Explain knowledge (types are listed above)
2. Contrast close bug different concepts and strategies
3. Emphasize important and easily misunderstood knowledge
4. Explain teaching rationale
5. Select teaching and exam problems
6. Select teaching rationale
7. Arrange the order of exemplars and general principles 
8. Arrange the order problems with different difficulties
…

Types of Feedback
1. Exam details and scores
2. Questions
3. Other free-form thoughts

Feedback

3. Students provide feedback

Figure 7: LbT pipeline and the type summary of knowledge, TM design strategies, and feedback.

a high-quality TM helps students learn better, so that the students can provide more meaningful
feedback for the teacher. To create high-quality TM, it might be beneficial to borrow from TM design
strategies in human education. Fig. 7 summarizes various TM design strategies, among which our
work has explicitly explored three types (marked in black).

Borrowing the pipelines. We can also borrow insights from the education pipelines to design
inference and training pipelines for LLMs. Here are two examples: (1) Task-oriented collaborative
learning: Multiple LLM agents can form a collaborative study group to learn a difficult topic in a
task-oriented manner. Similar multi-role collaboration ideas have been leveraged by LLM agent
researches [6, 56, 8, 13, 31, 20]. (2) Progressive learning: A junior model M can teach a “student”
that is stronger than itself, who can understand and critique mistakes and ambiguity. As M becomes
more capable, it might become better in evolving its knowledge by teaching weaker students.
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A M1

The pseudo-code for M1 is illustrated in Alg. 1. In each iteration of the for loop, we calculate the
LbT score of one TA in the following three steps:

1. Use teacher LLM to sample TR-TA pairs: As shown in line 4 of the Alg. 1, given a TP, the
teacher LLM samples diverse TR-TA pairs as the teaching materials. The prompts of the
teacher are shown in Prompt 1 (MATH) and Prompt 3 (Coding).

2. Use student LLM to take the exam: As shown in lines 7-11 in Alg. 1, the sampled TP-TR-TA
pair serves as an in-context demonstration and we prompt the student LLM to solve related
EPs. The prompts of the student LLM are shown in Prompt 2 (MATH) and Prompt 4
(Coding). Finally, we evaluate each EA and store its exam score to calculate the LbT score.

3. Calculate the LbT score for TA: As illustrated in lines 14-18 in Alg. 1, we use the exam
scores of EPs to calculate the LbT score for each TA. For MATH, we employ both the MAX
and SUM modes, while for Coding, we use only the MAX mode.

Finally, after getting the LbT score for all TAs, we select the TA with the largest LbT score.

Algorithm 1 The Workflow of M1
Require:

Teacher and Student LLM: T, S
Teaching Problem: TP
Exam Problems: EPs
Ground-truth of Exam Problems: EPs_GT
Number of TRs: n
LbT Mode: mode

1: lbt = defaultdict(float)
2: for i = 1 to n do
3: # Teacher LLM samples TR and TA
4: TR, TA = T(TP)
5:
6: # Student LLM performs exams
7: exam_scores = []
8: for EP, EP_GT in zip(EPs, EPs_GT) do
9: ER, EA = S(TP, TR, TA, EP)

10: exam_scores.append(Eval(EA, EP_GT))
11: end for
12:
13: # Calculate the MAX/SUM LbT score of each TA
14: if mode == "MAX" then
15: lbt[TA] = max(lbt[TA], average(exam_scores))
16: else
17: lbt[TA] += average(exam_scores)
18: end if
19: end for
20:
21: return max(lbt, key=lbt.get)

A.1 Mathematical Reasoning

A.1.1 Prompt Design

For MATH, we use 4-shot examples from Minerva [19]. The prompt for the student is the same as
the teacher, except that an additional shot from the teacher (i.e. a TP-TR-TA pair) is appended after
the original 4-shot examples.
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Prompt 1. Teacher Prompt (MATH)

[User:]
Your task is to answer the last question below. Give step by step reasoning before you answer. When you’re ready to
answer, please wrap your answer and conclude using the format
'''
[[Final Answer]]:
$ANSWER$
'''

{4-shot examples}

[[Question]]:

{TP}

[Assistant:]
[[Solution]]:
Let’s think step by step.

Prompt 2. Student Prompt (MATH)

[User:]
Your task is to answer the last question below. Give step by step reasoning before you answer. When you’re ready to
answer, please wrap your answer and conclude using the format
'''
[[Final Answer]]:
$ANSWER$
'''

{4-shot examples}

[[Question]]:

{TP}

[[Solution]]:

{TR}

[[Final Answer]]:

{TA}

[[Question]]:

{EP}

[Assistant:]
[[Solution]]:
Let’s think step by step.

A.1.2 Additional Experimental Setups

In § 3.2.1, both the teacher and the student use the same sampling parameters. Following [42], we
use top-K sampling with K=20 and a temperature of 0.7.

In Tab. 8, we provide additional results in small-scale experiments. Specifically, for each of the 7
categories in MATH, we select 10 problems, resulting in a total of 70 TPs. We then sample 16 TR-TA
pairs for each TP. The rest of the procedure follows § 3.2.1.

A.1.3 Additional Results

M1 requires additional inference costs for the student, raising concerns about whether M1 can surpass
the baseline within the same budget. We provide additional results in Tab. 7. Notably, using only
24 TR-TA pairs in M1 still outperforms SC with 256 TR-TA pairs, especially on the most recent
LLaMA3 models. Under this setting, M1 has a lower inference cost than SC, particularly when
comparing M1 and SC on LLaMA3-70B and using LLaMA3-8B as the student (the first row of the
table).
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Furthermore, as shown in § 3.2.2, the improvement over the baseline does not saturate and actually
increases, indicating that M1 could achieve a higher upper-bound performance.

In Tab. 8, we compare LbT-based scoring with self-evaluation scoring [53, 50, 43, 17]. Our method
consistently outperforms the self-evaluation baseline. Additionally, the table reveals that the perfor-
mance gap between the strong-teach-strong and strong-teach-weak settings is relatively small.

Table 7: Results on 181 MATH test problems. SC is with 256 TR-TA pairs, while M1 is with 24
TR-TA pairs. The standard deviation is computed over 10 repeated runs.

Teacher Student Greedy SC M1 (MAX) M1 (SUM)

LLaMA3-70B LLaMA3-8B 70.16 81.77 84.97± 1.73 85.69± 1.49
GPT-3.5 LLaMA3-8B 59.11 77.90 78.34± 1.86 79.50± 2.13
GPT-3.5 Mistral-7B 59.11 77.90 77.85± 1.34 78.07± 1.19
GPT-3.5 LLaMA3-8B & Mistral-7B 59.11 77.90 80.94± 1.51 80.61± 1.72

LLaMA3-8B LLaMA3-8B 45.85 64.64 70.83± 1.91 72.93± 2.15
Mistral-7B LLaMA3-8B 19.88 40.88 40.55± 1.82 42.43± 1.78

Table 8: Results on 70 MATH problems with 16 TR-TA pairs.
Teacher Student SC Self-Eval M1 (MAX) M1 (SUM)

GPT-4 GPT-4 67.14 68.57 70.00 72.86
GPT-4 GPT-3.5 67.14 68.57 71.43 72.86

GPT-3.5 GPT-3.5 52.86 52.86 57.14 58.57
GPT-3.5 Mistral-7B 52.86 52.86 54.29 57.14

A.2 Competition-Level Code Synthesis

A.2.1 Prompt Design

Prompt 3. Teacher Prompt (Coding)

[User:]
[[Question]]:

{TP}

First, let’s think step by step to find a complete problem-solving strategy.
Then, write a Python code based on the problem-solving strategy.

[Assistant:]
[[RATIONALE]]:

Prompt 4. Student Prompt (Coding)

[User:]
[[Question]]:

Here is an example question, please understand it very carefully:

{TP}

First, let’s think step by step to find a complete problem-solving strategy.
Then, write a Python code based on the problem-solving strategy.

[[RATIONALE]]:

{TR}

[[Final Code]]:

{TA}
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[[Question]]:

Please first understand the problem-solving approach in the rationale of the aforementioned example, and then follow the
example to solve the following similar type of problem:

{EP}

First, let’s think step by step to find a complete problem-solving strategy.
Then, write a Python code based on the problem-solving strategy.

[Assistant:]
[[RATIONALE]]:

Prompt 5. Self-Debugging Prompt (Coding)

[User:]
[[Question]]:

{TP or EP}

[[RATIONALE]]:

{TR or ER}

[[Final Code]]:

{TA or EA}

You need to debug this code with the following rules:

(1) If you think the provided code is correct, you must retrieve the original correct code.

(2) If you think the provided code is incorrect, you debug the code and write the final bug-free code.

(3) If there is no complete code, you must write a complete code based on the rationale.

Let’s think step by step and remember you **must** give me a complete Python code finally.

[Assistant:]

A.2.2 Additional Experimental Setups

To get the problems from Leetcode, we follow the approach of Reflexion [39] to use Leetcode’s
official API to obtain all datasets from the Grandmaster dynamic programming study plan. We
also employ GPT-3.5 to extract all visible examples for offline evaluation. Additionally, we use the
Leetcode Python API to submit the Python code and evaluate the code on invisible examples.

As shown in Alg. 1, within the for loop, we first have the teacher LLM sample TR and TA. To validate
LbT, we introduce randomness at this step to generate a variety of TR-TA pairs. For GPT-3.5-0613,
we set the temperature and top-P to 1, while for the LLaMA3 family, we set the temperature to 0.6
and top-P to 0.9 (default setting). Next, we prompt the student LLM with the sampled TR-TA as
in-context examples to solve EPs. In this step, we use greedy sampling.
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Table 9: The question IDs and the question title names of problems in Game Theory, Bitmasking,
and General-1D study plan.

Leetcode Study Plan Question ID Question Title Question Title Abbr.

486 Predict the Winner PW
877 Stone Game SG-1

Game Theory 1140 Stone Game II SG-2
1406 Stone Game III SG-3
1510 Stone Game IV SG-4

698 Partition to K Equal Sum Subsets PKE
465 Optimal Account Balancing OAB

Bitmasking 847 Shortest Path Visiting All Nodes SPV
1125 Smallest Sufficient Team SST
1434 Number of Ways to Wear Different Hats to Each Other NWW
1799 Maximize Score After N Operations MSA

1048 Longest String Chain LSC
376 Wiggle Subsequence WS
651 4 Keys Keyboard 4KK

General-1D 32 Longest Valid Parentheses LVP
1416 Restore The Array RTA
1259 Handshakes That Don’t Cross HTD
639 Decode Ways II DW-2

A.2.3 Additional Results

Table 10: Ablation of model settings on Game Theory dataset in Leetcode Grandmaster DP study
plan.

Models Metrics SG-1 SG-2 SG-3 SG-4 PW

Avg. 0.215 0.004 0.216 0.604 0.609
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.101 0.005 0.524 0.611 0.462

S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 1 - - 0.755 0.851
M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 - - 1 0.871

Avg. 0.348 0.004 0.319 0.608 0.694
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.370 0 0.565 1 1

S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 0.797 - - 0.722 0.851
(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.391 - - 1 1

Avg. 0.582 0.007 0.428 1 0.645
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 0.652 0.011 0.681 1 0.766

S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 0.994 - 0.712 1 0.867
M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.989 - 0.712 1 0.766

Avg. 0.701 0.133 0.591 1 0.853
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 1 0.204 0.668 1 0.867

S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 0.996 1 0.712 1 0.911
(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.867
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Table 11: S-score results on Bitmasking dataset in Leetcode Grandmaster DP study plan. Here, the
teacher and student are the same. This dataset is too difficult for LLaMA3-8B, which can hardly
solve these coding problems.

Models Metrics PKE OAB SPV SST NWW MSA

Avg. 0.458 0.132 0.009 0.016 0.006 0.110
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.458 0.278 0.005 0 0.007 0.110
S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 0.628 - - - - -

M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.628 - - - - -

Avg. 0.463 0.135 0.005 0.039 0.006 0.109
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.908 0.135 0.006 0.045 0 0.108
S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 0.642 0.472 - - - -

(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.908 0.472 - - - -

Avg. 0.788 0.024 0.880 0.148 0.369 0.258
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 0.936 0 1 1 0.923 0.584
S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 0.901 0.111 1 0.526 0.949 0.584

M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.936 0.111 1 1 0.923 0.584

Avg. 0.788 0.024 0.880 0.148 0.369 0.256
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 0.943 0 1 1 1 0.481
S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 0.901 0.111 1 0.526 0.949 0.578

(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.943 0.111 1 1 1 0.578

Table 12: S-score results on Bitmasking dataset in Leetcode Grandmaster DP study plan. Here, the
teacher and student are different.

Models Metrics PKE OAB SPV SST NWW MSA

Avg. 0.458 0.132 0.009 0.016 0.006 0.110
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.551 0.014 0 0 0 0.162

S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 0.628 - - - - -
M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.488 - - - - -

Avg. 0.463 0.135 0.005 0.039 0.006 0.109
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.537 0 0 0.039 0 0.130

S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 0.642 0.472 - - - -
(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.908 0.472 - - - -

Avg. 0.788 0.024 0.880 0.148 0.369 0.258
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 0.788 0.039 1 0.037 0 0.203

S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 0.901 0.111 1 0.526 0.949 0.584
M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.901 0.111 1 0.053 0.949 0.584

Avg. 0.788 0.024 0.880 0.148 0.369 0.256
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 0.926 0.024 1 0.197 1 0.286

S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 0.901 0.111 1 0.526 0.949 0.578
(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 0.926 0.111 1 0.526 1 0.578
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Table 13: S-score results on General-1D dataset in Leetcode Grandmaster DP study plan. Here, the
teacher and student are the same.

Models Metrics LSC WS 4KK LVP RTA HTD DW-2

Avg. 0.326 0.819 0.062 0.563 0.108 0.013 0.507
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.244 1 0.090 1 0.151 0.027 0.679
S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 1 1 - 0.671 - - -

M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 - 1 - - -

Avg. 0.273 0.399 0.085 0.567 0.106 0.013 0.507
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.288 0.500 0.120 0.719 0.151 0.020 0.679
S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 1 1 - 0.607 - - -

(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 - 0.719 - - -

Avg. 1 1 0.542 0.818 0.089 0.653 0.565
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 1 1 1 1 0.128 1 0.697
S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.128 0.867 0.719

M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.128 1 0.697

Avg. 1 1 0.547 0.818 0.089 0.653 0.549
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 1 1 1 1 0.126 1 0.587
S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.128 0.867 0.719

(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.198 1 0.697

Table 14: S-score results on General-1D dataset in Leetcode Grandmaster DP study plan. Here, the
teacher and student are different.

Models Metrics LSC WS 4KK LVP RTA HTD DW-2

Avg. 0.326 0.819 0.062 0.563 0.108 0.013 0.507
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.253 0.774 0.080 0.573 0.081 0.007 0.342

S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 1 1 - 0.671 - - -
M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 - 0.719 - - -

Avg. 0.273 0.399 0.073 0.567 0.106 0.013 0.507
T=LLaMA3-8B M1 (MAX) 0.485 0.661 0.030 1 0.151 0.016 0.561

S=GPT-3.5 Avg. (V-score=1) 1 1 - 0.607 - - -
(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 - 1 - - -

Avg. 1 1 0.542 0.818 0.089 0.653 0.565
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 1 1 0.520 1 0.058 0.013 0.697

S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.128 0.867 0.719
M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.128 0.867 0.697

Avg. 1 1 0.547 0.818 0.089 0.653 0.549
T=GPT-3.5 M1 (MAX) 1 1 0.560 1 0.052 1 0.697

S=LLaMA3-8B Avg. (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.128 0.867 0.719
(w. Self-Debugging) M1 (MAX) (V-score=1) 1 1 1 1 0.128 1 0.697

Example 1. M1 on Code Synthesis 1 (Teacher=Student=GPT-3.5-turbo-0613)

TP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 877) Write a python code """class Solution(): def stoneGame(self, piles: List[int]) -> bool:""" to
solve the following problem:
Alice and Bob play a game with piles of stones. There are an even number of piles arranged in a row,
...

TR and TA:
To determine the winner of the game, Alice or Bob, you can use a dynamic programming approach. Let’s think step by step:

1. Create a 2D array: Create a 2D array of size ‘n‘ by ‘n‘, where ‘n‘ is the length of the ‘piles‘ list. This array will store
the maximum number of stones a player can collect from piles ‘i‘ to ‘j‘.

2. Base case: Initialize the diagonal elements of the 2D array with the values of the piles themselves, as Alice and Bob can
only choose from one pile each.
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3. Dynamic programming iteration: Iterate over the 2D array diagonally, dynamically computing the maximum number of
stones a player can collect from piles ‘i‘ to ‘j‘. The maximum number of stones a player can collect is the maximum of
two options:
a) Taking the pile at index ‘i‘ and the maximum number of stones from piles ‘i+1‘ to ‘j‘ (Alice’s turn), or
b) Taking the pile at index ‘j‘ and the maximum number of stones from piles ‘i‘ to ‘j-1‘ (Bob’s turn).

4. Return the winner: After the dynamic programming iteration, check if the maximum number of stones Alice can collect
(from piles ‘[0, n-1]‘) is greater than the maximum number of stones Bob can collect. If so, return True; otherwise, return
False.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution:
4 def stoneGame(self , piles: List[int]) -> bool:
5 n = len(piles)
6 dp = [[0] * n for _ in range(n)]
7
8 # Base case: diagonal elements
9 for i in range(n):

10 dp[i][i] = piles[i]
11
12 # Dynamic programming iteration
13 for length in range(2, n+1):
14 for i in range(n - length + 1):
15 j = i + length - 1
16 dp[i][j] = max(piles[i] - dp[i+1][j], piles[j] - dp[i][j-1])
17
18 # Return the winner
19 return dp[0][n-1] > 0

EP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 486) Write a python code """class Solution(): def predictTheWinner(self, nums: List[int]) ->
bool:""" to solve the following problem:
You are given an integer array ‘nums‘. Two players are playing a game with this array: player 1 and player 2.
...

ER and EA:
To determine if Player 1 can win the game, you can use a dynamic programming approach. Let’s think step by step:

1. Create a 2D array: Create a 2D array of size ‘n‘ by ‘n‘, where ‘n‘ is the length of the ‘nums‘ list. This array will
store the maximum score difference between Player 1 and Player 2 when considering the subarray from index ‘i‘ to index ‘j‘.

2. Base case: Initialize the diagonal elements of the 2D array with the values of the numbers in the ‘nums‘ list, as Player 1
and Player 2 can only choose one number each.

3. Dynamic programming iteration: Iterate over the 2D array diagonally, dynamically computing the maximum score
difference between Player 1 and Player 2 when considering the subarray from index ‘i‘ to index ‘j‘. The maximum score
difference is the maximum of two options:
a) The number at index ‘i‘ minus the maximum score difference between Player 1 and Player 2 when considering the
subarray from index ‘i+1‘ to index ‘j‘ (Player 1’s turn), or
b) The number at index ‘j‘ minus the maximum score difference between Player 1 and Player 2 when considering the
subarray from index ‘i‘ to index ‘j-1‘ (Player 2’s turn).

4. Return the result: After the dynamic programming iteration, check if the maximum score difference between Player 1
and Player 2 when considering the entire array (from index ‘0‘ to index ‘n-1‘) is greater than or equal to ‘0‘. If so, return
True; otherwise, return False.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution:
4 def predictTheWinner(self , nums: List[int]) -> bool:
5 n = len(nums)
6 dp = [[0] * n for _ in range(n)]
7
8 # Base case: diagonal elements
9 for i in range(n):

10 dp[i][i] = nums[i]
11
12 # Dynamic programming iteration
13 for length in range(2, n+1):
14 for i in range(n - length + 1):
15 j = i + length - 1
16 dp[i][j] = max(nums[i] - dp[i+1][j], nums[j] - dp[i][j-1])
17
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18 # Return the result
19 return dp[0][n-1] >= 0

Example 2. M1 on Code Synthesis 2 (Teacher=Student=GPT-3.5-turbo-0613)

TP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 877) Write a python code """class Solution(): def stoneGame(self, piles: List[int]) -> bool:""" to
solve the following problem:
Alice and Bob play a game with piles of stones. There are an even number of piles arranged in a row,
...

TR and TA:
To solve this problem, we can use a dynamic programming approach. Let’s break down the problem-solving strategy step
by step:

1. Initialize Variables: The code initializes two variables ‘n‘ and ‘m‘ to keep track of the total number of piles and an
empty cache dictionary.

2. Recursive Function: The code defines a recursive function called ‘aliceWins‘ which takes two parameters: ‘start‘ and
‘end‘. This function represents the state of the game - the range of piles currently available.

3. Base Case: The base case of the recursive function is when there are no more piles left, i.e., when ‘start > end‘. In this
case, we return True if Alice’s total number of stones is greater than Bob’s total number of stones, otherwise return False.

4. Memoization: Before calculating the result for the current state, we check if the result is already present in the cache
dictionary. If so, we return the cached result instead of recalculating it.

5. Maximum Stones Calculation: We calculate the maximum number of stones Alice can obtain if she starts from the
‘start‘ pile and Bob plays optimally. We have two options:
- Alice takes the ‘start‘ pile: In this case, Alice’s total number of stones will be the ‘start‘ pile minus the maximum
number of stones Bob can obtain from the remaining piles. Bob’s maximum number of stones can be obtained using the
‘aliceWins‘ function recursively by changing the ‘start‘ index to ‘start+1‘ and keeping the ‘end‘ index the same.
- Alice takes the ‘end‘ pile: In this case, Alice’s total number of stones will be the ‘end‘ pile minus the maximum
number of stones Bob can obtain from the remaining piles. Bob’s maximum number of stones can be obtained using the
‘aliceWins‘ function recursively by changing the ‘end‘ index to ‘end-1‘ and keeping the ‘start‘ index the same.

6. Update Cache and Return Result: After calculating the maximum number of stones Alice can obtain, we update the
cache dictionary with the result for the current state ‘(start, end)‘ and return the result.

7. Main Function: The code defines the main ‘stoneGame‘ function that calls the ‘aliceWins‘ function with the initial state
‘(0, n-1)‘ and returns the result.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def stoneGame(self , piles: List[int]) -> bool:
5 n = len(piles)
6 cache = {} # Cache dictionary to store results
7
8 def aliceWins(start: int , end: int) -> bool:
9 # Base case - no more piles left

10 if start > end:
11 return sum(piles) %
12
13 # Check if result is already cached
14 if (start , end) in cache:
15 return cache [(start , end)]
16
17 # Option 1: Alice takes the start pile
18 option1 = piles[start] - aliceWins(start + 1, end)
19
20 # Option 2: Alice takes the end pile
21 option2 = piles[end] - aliceWins(start , end - 1)
22
23 # Update cache with the result and return
24 cache [(start , end)] = max(option1 , option2) > 0
25 return cache [(start , end)]
26
27 # Call the recursive function with initial state (0, n-1)
28 return aliceWins (0, n-1)
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EP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 486) Write a python code """class Solution(): def predictTheWinner(self, nums: List[int]) ->
bool:""" to solve the following problem:
You are given an integer array ‘nums‘. Two players are playing a game with this array: player 1 and player 2.
...

ER and EA:
To solve this problem, we can use a dynamic programming approach. Let’s break down the problem-solving strategy step
by step:

1. Initialize Variables: The code initializes two variables ‘n‘ and ‘m‘ to keep track of the total number of elements in the
array and an empty cache dictionary.

2. Recursive Function: The code defines a recursive function called ‘player1Wins‘ which takes two parameters: ‘start‘ and
‘end‘. This function represents the state of the game - the range of elements currently available.

3. Base Case: The base case of the recursive function is when there are no more elements left, i.e., when ‘start > end‘. In
this case, we return True if Player 1’s score is greater than or equal to Player 2’s score, otherwise return False.

4. Memoization: Before calculating the result for the current state, we check if the result is already present in the cache
dictionary. If so, we return the cached result instead of recalculating it.

5. Maximum Score Calculation: We calculate the maximum score Player 1 can obtain if they start from the ‘start‘ element
and both players play optimally. We have two options:
- Player 1 takes the ‘start‘ element: In this case, Player 1’s score will be the ‘start‘ element plus the minimum score Player
2 can obtain from the remaining elements. Player 2’s minimum score can be obtained using the ‘player1Wins‘ function
recursively by changing the ‘start‘ index to ‘start+1‘ and keeping the ‘end‘ index the same.
- Player 1 takes the ‘end‘ element: In this case, Player 1’s score will be the ‘end‘ element plus the minimum score Player 2
can obtain from the remaining elements. Player 2’s minimum score can be obtained using the ‘player1Wins‘ function
recursively by changing the ‘end‘ index to ‘end-1‘ and keeping the ‘start‘ index the same.

6. Update Cache and Return Result: After calculating the maximum score Player 1 can obtain, we update the cache
dictionary with the result for the current state ‘(start, end)‘ and return the result.

7. Main Function: The code defines the main ‘predictTheWinner‘ function that calls the ‘player1Wins‘ function with the
initial state ‘(0, n-1)‘ and returns the result.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def predictTheWinner(self , nums: List[int]) -> bool:
5 n = len(nums)
6 cache = {} # Cache dictionary to store results
7
8 def player1Wins(start: int , end: int) -> bool:
9 # Base case - no more elements left

10 if start > end:
11 return True
12
13 # Check if result is already cached
14 if (start , end) in cache:
15 return cache [(start , end)]
16
17 # Option 1: Player 1 takes the start element
18 option1 = nums[start] + min(player1Wins(start + 1, end),

player1Wins(start , end - 1))
19
20 # Option 2: Player 1 takes the end element
21 option2 = nums[end] + min(player1Wins(start + 1, end),

player1Wins(start , end - 1))
22
23 # Update cache with the result and return
24 cache [(start , end)] = option1 >= option2
25 return cache [(start , end)]
26
27 # Call the recursive function with initial state (0, n-1)
28 return player1Wins (0, n-1)

Example 3. M1 on Code Synthesis 3 (Teacher=Student=GPT-3.5-turbo-0613)

TP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 877) Write a python code """class Solution(): def stoneGame(self, piles: List[int]) -> bool:""" to
solve the following problem:
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Alice and Bob play a game with piles of stones. There are an even number of piles arranged in a row,
...

TR and TA:
The problem is asking to determine if Alice can win the game given a list of piles of stones. Here’s a step-by-step strategy
to solve the problem:

1. Determine Alice’s optimal strategy:
- Since Alice starts first, she has the advantage of making the first move.
- Alice’s goal is to end with the most stones, so she will try to maximize her score.
- In each turn, Alice can choose to take the entire pile from either the beginning or the end of the row.

2. Determine the total number of stones:
- The total number of stones is odd, which means there will be no ties.
- Alice can always take the largest pile in each turn.
- Calculate the total number of stones by summing all the elements in the piles list.

3. Check if Alice can always win:
- If Alice takes all the piles from either the beginning or the end in each turn, she will always end up with more stones than
Bob.
- Check if the total number of stones is greater than half of the total stones.

4. Return the result:
- If Alice can always win, return True. Otherwise, return False.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def stoneGame(self , piles: List[int]) -> bool:
5 total_stones = sum(piles)
6 half_total = total_stones // 2
7
8 if half_total <= max(piles):
9 return True

10 else:
11 return False

EP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 486) Write a python code """class Solution(): def predictTheWinner(self, nums: List[int]) ->
bool:""" to solve the following problem:
You are given an integer array ‘nums‘. Two players are playing a game with this array: player 1 and player 2.
...

ER and EA:
The problem is asking to determine if Player 1 can win the game given an array of numbers. Here’s a step-by-step strategy
to solve the problem:

1. Determine Player 1’s optimal strategy:
- Player 1 starts first and wants to maximize their score.
- In each turn, Player 1 can choose a number from either end of the array.

2. Determine the total number of elements:
- Calculate the total number of elements in the array.

3. Check if Player 1 can always win:
- If the total number of elements is odd, Player 1 can always win by choosing the numbers alternately.
- If the total number of elements is even, Player 1 can still win if their score is greater than or equal to Player 2’s score.

4. Return the result:
- If Player 1 can always win or has a higher score than Player 2, return True. Otherwise, return False.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def predictTheWinner(self , nums: List[int]) -> bool:
5 total_elements = len(nums)
6
7 if total_elements %
8 return True
9 else:

10 return sum(nums) >= sum(nums) // 2
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Example 4. M1 on Code Synthesis 4 (Teacher=Student=GPT-3.5-turbo-0613)

TP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 1406) Write a python code """class Solution(): def stoneGameIII(self, stoneValue: List[int]) ->
str:""" to solve the following problem:
Alice and Bob continue their games with piles of stones. There are several stones arranged in a row, and each stone has an
associated value which is an integer given in the array ‘stoneValue‘.
...

TR and TA:
To solve this problem, we can use dynamic programming to determine the optimal strategy for each player.
Let’s think step by step:

1. Create a helper function called ‘dfs‘, which takes in the current position ‘i‘ and the list of stone values. This function
will recursively calculate the maximum score that can be achieved starting from position ‘i‘ and returning the difference of
Alice’s score and Bob’s score.

2. In the ‘dfs‘ function, we need a base case for the end of the game. If the current position ‘i‘ is greater than or equal to
the length of the stone values list, we’ve reached the end of the game, and the difference in scores is 0.

3. If the base case is not met, we need to calculate the maximum score difference achievable starting from the current
position. We can iterate through the next 3 positions, taking 1, 2, or 3 stones each time, and recursively calculate the score
difference for the opponent. We take the maximum score difference among the opponent’s choices and subtract the current
stone value to get the score difference for the current player.

4. We return the maximum score difference calculated from the previous step. If the current player is Alice (starting
player), a positive score difference means Alice wins. If the current player is Bob, a negative score difference means Bob
wins. If the score difference is 0, it’s a tie.

5. Finally, in the ‘stoneGameIII‘ function, we can call the ‘dfs‘ function with the initial position 0 and the stone values list.
We compare the result of ‘dfs‘ with 0 to determine the winner.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def stoneGameIII(self , stoneValue: List[int]) -> str:
5 def dfs(i: int , stoneValues: List[int]) -> int:
6 if i >= len(stoneValues):
7 return 0
8
9 maxScore = float(’-inf’)

10 for j in range(i, min(i+3, len(stoneValues))):
11 currScore = sum(stoneValues[i:j+1])
12 opponentScoreDiff = dfs(j + 1, stoneValues)
13 maxScore = max(maxScore , currScore - opponentScoreDiff)
14
15 return maxScore
16
17 scoreDiff = dfs(0, stoneValue)
18 if scoreDiff > 0:
19 return ’Alice’
20 elif scoreDiff < 0:
21 return ’Bob’
22 else:
23 return ’Tie’

EP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 486) Write a python code """class Solution(): def predictTheWinner(self, nums: List[int]) ->
bool:""" to solve the following problem:
You are given an integer array ‘nums‘. Two players are playing a game with this array: player 1 and player 2.
...

ER and EA:
To solve this problem, we can use dynamic programming to determine the optimal strategy for each player.
Let’s think step by step:

1. Create a helper function called ‘dfs‘, which takes in the current start and end indices of the array. This function will
recursively calculate the maximum score that can be achieved starting from the current indices and returning the difference
of Player 1’s score and Player 2’s score.

2. In the ‘dfs‘ function, we need a base case for the end of the game. If the start index is greater than the end index, we’ve
reached the end of the game, and the difference in scores is 0.

26



3. If the base case is not met, we need to calculate the maximum score difference achievable starting from the current
indices. We have two options: either Player 1 chooses the number at the start index or Player 1 chooses the number at the
end index. We recursively calculate the score difference for the opponent for both options and take the maximum score
difference among the opponent’s choices. We subtract the opponent’s score difference from the current player’s chosen
number to get the score difference for the current player.

4. We return the maximum score difference calculated from the previous step. If the score difference is positive or equal to
0, it means Player 1 wins.

5. Finally, in the ‘predictTheWinner‘ function, we can call the ‘dfs‘ function with the initial start and end indices (0 and
len(nums)-1) of the array. We compare the result of ‘dfs‘ with 0 to determine if Player 1 can win.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def predictTheWinner(self , nums: List[int]) -> bool:
5 def dfs(start: int , end: int) -> int:
6 if start > end:
7 return 0
8
9 chooseStart = nums[start] - dfs(start + 1, end)

10 chooseEnd = nums[end] - dfs(start , end - 1)
11
12 return max(chooseStart , chooseEnd)
13
14 scoreDiff = dfs(0, len(nums) - 1)
15 return scoreDiff >= 0

Example 5. M1 on Code Synthesis 5 (Teacher=GPT-3.5-turbo-0613 Student=LLaMA3-8B)

TP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 486) Write a python code """class Solution(): def predictTheWinner(self, nums: List[int]) ->
bool:""" to solve the following problem:
You are given an integer array ‘nums‘. Two players are playing a game with this array: player 1 and player 2.
...

TR and TA:
To solve this problem, we can use the concept of dynamic programming. Let’s think step by step:

1. Define a function to determine the winner:
- The function should take the array of integers ‘nums‘ as input and return a boolean value indicating whether Player 1 can
win the game.
- We will create a 2D memoization table, ‘dp‘, to store the scores difference between Player 1 and Player 2 at each
subgame. ‘dp[i][j]‘ represents the maximum score difference when considering the subarray ‘nums[i:j+1]‘.
- The function will call a helper function ‘calculateScores‘ to calculate the maximum scores at each subgame.

2. Define the ‘calculateScores‘ function:
- The ‘calculateScores‘ function will take the start and end indices, ‘start‘ and ‘end‘, as input and return the maximum
score difference between Player 1 and Player 2 for the subarray ‘nums[start:end+1]‘.
- We will use a recursive approach to consider all possible moves that Player 1 can make.
- Within the recursive function, we will check if the score difference for the current subarray has already been calculated
and stored in the memoization table ‘dp‘. If so, we will return the stored value.
- If the start index is greater than the end index, it means that all elements in the subarray have been chosen, and we will
return a score difference of 0.
- Otherwise, we will consider two options:
- If Player 1 chooses the first element (‘nums[start]‘), the score difference will be the value of ‘nums[start]‘ minus the
maximum score difference that Player 2 can obtain in the remaining subarray, calculated recursively.
- If Player 1 chooses the last element (‘nums[end]‘), the score difference will be the value of ‘nums[end]‘ minus the
maximum score difference that Player 2 can obtain in the remaining subarray, calculated recursively.
- We will take the maximum of these two options and store the result in the memoization table ‘dp‘.
- Finally, we will return the calculated score difference.

3. In the main function ‘predictTheWinner‘, we will initialize the memoization table ‘dp‘ with zeros and call the helper
function ‘calculateScores‘ to determine the maximum score difference between Player 1 and Player 2 for the entire array
‘nums‘.
- If the score difference is greater than or equal to 0, it means that Player 1 can win the game, and we will return ‘True‘.
- Otherwise, we will return ‘False‘.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def predictTheWinner(self , nums: List[int]) -> bool:
5 n = len(nums)
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6 dp = [[0] * n for _ in range(n)]
7
8 def calculateScores(start: int , end: int) -> int:
9 if start > end:

10 return 0
11 if dp[start][end] != 0:
12 return dp[start ][end]
13
14 chooseStart = nums[start] - calculateScores(start + 1, end)
15 chooseEnd = nums[end] - calculateScores(start , end - 1)
16
17 dp[start][end] = max(chooseStart , chooseEnd)
18
19 return dp[start ][end]
20
21 return calculateScores (0, n - 1) >= 0

EP:
(Leetcode Question ID: 1510) Write a python code """class Solution(): def winnerSquareGame(self, n: int) -> bool:"""
to solve the following problem:
Alice and Bob take turns playing a game, with Alice starting first.
...

ER and EA:
To solve this problem, we can use a similar approach as before. Let’s think step by step:

1. Define a function to determine the winner:
- The function should take the integer ‘n‘ as input and return a boolean value indicating whether Alice wins the game.
- We will create a set ‘squares‘ to store all the square numbers less than or equal to ‘n‘.
- The function will call a helper function ‘canWin‘ to determine if Alice can win the game.

2. Define the ‘canWin‘ function:
- The ‘canWin‘ function will take the current number of stones ‘n‘ as input and return a boolean value indicating whether
Alice can win the game.
- We will use a recursive approach to consider all possible moves that Alice can make.
- Within the recursive function, we will check if the current number of stones is less than or equal to 0. If so, it means that
Alice has lost the game, and we will return ‘False‘.
- Otherwise, we will consider all the square numbers in the set ‘squares‘ that are less than or equal to ‘n‘. For each square
number, we will recursively call the ‘canWin‘ function with the updated number of stones.
- If any of the recursive calls return ‘True‘, it means that Alice can win the game, and we will return ‘True‘.
- If none of the recursive calls return ‘True‘, it means that Alice cannot win the game, and we will return ‘False‘.

3. In the main function ‘winnerSquareGame‘, we will create the set ‘squares‘ and call the helper function ‘canWin‘ to
determine if Alice can win the game.
- If the result is ‘True‘, we will return ‘True‘.
- Otherwise, we will return ‘False‘.

1 class Solution ():
2 def winnerSquareGame(self , n: int) -> bool:
3 squares = set(i * i for i in range(int(math.sqrt(n)) + 1))
4 memo = {}
5
6 def canWin(n: int) -> bool:
7 if n <= 0:
8 return False
9 if n in memo:

10 return memo[n]
11 for square in squares:
12 if square > n:
13 break
14 if not canWin(n - square):
15 memo[n] = True
16 return True
17 memo[n] = False
18 return False
19
20 return canWin(n)
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Example 6. Code Synthesis with Self-Debugging (Debugger=GPT-3.5-turbo-0613)

Problem:
(Leetcode Question ID: 1406) Write a python code """class Solution(): def stoneGameIII(self, stoneValue: List[int]) ->
str:""" to solve the following problem:
Alice and Bob continue their games with piles of stones. There are several stones arranged in a row, and each stone has an
associated value which is an integer given in the array ‘stoneValue‘.
...

Rationale and Answer:
To solve this problem, we can use dynamic programming. Let’s think step by step:

1. Initialize the scores array: We initialize an array ‘scores‘ with a length of ‘len(stoneValue) + 1‘. The ‘scores‘ array will
store the maximum score that can be obtained from each starting index.

2. Iterate from the end: We iterate backwards through the ‘stoneValue‘ array, starting from the last element. For each
index ‘i‘, we calculate the maximum score that can be obtained from that index by considering all possible moves: taking
‘1‘, ‘2‘, or ‘3‘ stones.

3. Determine the maximum score: For each possible move, we consider the sum of the stones taken and subtract the
maximum score that can be obtained from the next index (‘scores[i+1]‘, ‘scores[i+2]‘, and ‘scores[i+3]‘). We take the
maximum of these values as the maximum score from index ‘i‘ and store it in the ‘scores‘ array.

4. Determine the winner: After calculating the maximum scores for all indices, we compare ‘scores[0]‘ with the sum of all
the stone values (‘sum(stoneValue)‘) to determine the winner. If ‘scores[0]‘ is greater, Alice wins. If ‘scores[0]‘ is smaller,
Bob wins. Otherwise, it’s a tie.

5. Return the result: We return the appropriate string based on the winner determination.

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def stoneGameIII(self , stoneValue: List[int]) -> str:
5 n = len(stoneValue)
6 scores = [0] * (n + 1)
7
8 for i in range(n-1, -1, -1):
9 take1 = stoneValue[i] - scores[i+1]

10 take2 = sum(stoneValue[i:i+2]) - scores[i+2]
11 take3 = sum(stoneValue[i:i+3]) - scores[i+3]
12 scores[i] = max(take1 , take2 , take3)
13
14 if scores [0] > sum(stoneValue) - scores [0]:
15 return "Alice"
16 elif scores [0] < sum(stoneValue) - scores [0]:
17 return "Bob"
18 else:
19 return "Tie"

Debug Output:
Based on the provided rationale, here is the final bug-free code:

1 from typing import List
2
3 class Solution ():
4 def stoneGameIII(self , stoneValue: List[int]) -> str:
5 n = len(stoneValue)
6 scores = [0] * (n + 1)
7
8 for i in range(n-1, -1, -1):
9 take1 = stoneValue[i] - scores[i+1]

10 take2 = sum(stoneValue[i:i+2]) - scores[i+2] if i+2 <= n else
float(’-inf ’)

11 take3 = sum(stoneValue[i:i+3]) - scores[i+3] if i+3 <= n else
float(’-inf ’)

12 scores[i] = max(take1 , take2 , take3)
13
14 if scores [0] > sum(stoneValue) - scores [0]:
15 return "Alice"
16 elif scores [0] < sum(stoneValue) - scores [0]:
17 return "Bob"
18 else:
19 return "Tie"
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This code fixes the bug where the index was going out of range when calculating ‘take2‘ and ‘take3‘ by adding conditions
to check if ‘i+2‘ and ‘i+3‘ are within the range of the ‘stoneValue‘ list. If they are not, we set the value to ‘float(’-inf’)‘ to
ensure that it is not considered in the maximum calculation.

B M2

B.1 More Experimental Setups

We use a learning rate of 5e-7, a batch size of 16 and 1 training epoch. We set β = 0.1 and add an
additional NLL term [28] weighted by 50.

B.2 Additional Results

Example 7. A DPO Pair of Correct Answers

TP and TP-GT:
Compute (−49) ÷ 7.

When y is nonzero, we have (−x) ÷ y = −(x ÷ y), so (−49) ÷ 7 = −(49 ÷ 7) = −7 .

Winning TR-TA:
Let’s think step by step.
The division operation is the inverse operation of multiplication, so we need to find the number that 7 multiplied by gives
−49. This number is −7.
Therefore, (−49) ÷ 7 = −7 .

Losing TR-TA:
Let’s think step by step.
To compute division, we can compute the quotient and remainder. We can do this by performing repeated subtraction:

49 − 7 = 42

42 − 7 = 35

35 − 7 = 28

28 − 7 = 21

21 − 7 = 14

14 − 7 = 7

7 − 7 = 0

At this point, the remainder is 0, so we are done.
The quotient is the number of times we subtracted 7, which is 7. Therefore, (−49) ÷ 7 = −7 .

Example 8. A DPO Pair of Wrong Answers

TP and TP-GT:
A positive integer X is 2 more than a multiple of 3. Its units digit is the same as the units digit of a number that is 4 more
than a multiple of 5. What is the smallest possible value of X?
If a positive integer is 4 more than a multiple of 5, then its units digit must be 4 or 9. We check positive integers ending in
4 or 9 until we find one which is 2 more than a multiple of 3: 4 is 1 more than a multiple of 3, 9 is a multiple of 3, and
14 is 2 more than a multiple of 3.

Winning TR-TA:
Let’s think step by step.
We know that X is 2 more than a multiple of 3, so X = 3k + 2 for some integer k.
The units digit of X is the same as the units digit of a number that is 4 more than a multiple of 5. The numbers that are 4
more than a multiple of 5 are 4, 9, 14, 19,..., so the units digit of such a number is either 4 or 9. Since X has units digit 4,
we have that X has units digit 4.
Therefore, we can write X = 3k + 2 = 4, or k = 1. The smallest possible value of X is 5 .

Losing TR-TA:
Let’s think step by step.
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The units digit of X is the same as the units digit of a number that is 4 more than a multiple of 5. Since the units digit of a
multiple of 5 is either 0 or 5, the units digit of X is either 6 or 1.
Also, X is 2 more than a multiple of 3, so X is either 2 more than a multiple of 3, or 1 more than a multiple of 3.
If the units digit of X is 6, then X must be 8 or 11 or... and so on. However, if X is 2 more than a multiple of 3, then X
cannot be 8 or 11 or... because the units digit of 8 or 11 or... is not the same as the units digit of a number that is 4 more
than a multiple of 5.
Therefore, the units digit of X must be 1. In this case, X must be 1 or 4 or 7 or... and so on. Since X is 2 more than a
multiple of 3, the smallest possible value of X is 4 .

C M3

Algorithm 2 The Workflow of M3
Require:

Teacher and (one or multiple) Student LLM: T, Si

Teaching Problem: TP
Exam Problems: EPs
Ground-truth of Exam Problems: EPs_GT
Number of iterations: T

1: # Generate initial exemplars.
2: TP’, TA’ = Tinit(TP)
3: # Iteratively search for better exemplars.
4: for t = 1 to T do
5: failures = []
6: # Find student failures when using current exemplars.
7: for EP, EP_GT in zip(EPs, EPs_GT) do
8: for Si in S do
9: EA = Si(EP)

10: if EA ̸= EP_GT then
11: failures.append((EP, EA, EP_GT))
12: end if
13: end for
14: end for
15:
16: # Reflect on student failures
17: reflections = Treflect(TP’, TA’, failures)
18: # Generate new exemplars based on reflections
19: for i = 1 to N do
20: TPi, TAi = Timprove(TP’, TA’, failures)
21: # Evaluate new exemplars
22: scorei = EVALUATE(EPs_GT, T(TPi, TAi, EPs))
23: end for
24: # Update exemplars
25: best = ArgMax(scorei)
26: TP’, TA’ = TPbest, TAbest

27: end for
28: # Teacher uses the optimized exemplar to solve Teaching Problem.
29: return T(TP’, TA’, TPs)

Prompt 6. Teacher Prompt (init): Generate Initial Exemplars

[User:]
I’m trying to write {k} in-context learning examples for a few-shot classifier. The classifier will answer this question:
"{task}"

Based on the above information, I need a list of {k} positive and negative learning examples.

The list of {k} positive and negative learning examples are: ${exemplars}$
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[Assistant:]

Prompt 7. Teacher Prompt (reflect): Reflect on Student Failures

[User:]
I’m trying to write {k} in-context learning examples for a few-shot classifier. The classifier will answer this question:
"{task}"

But with these examples, the classifier got the following cases wrong: {failure_cases}

Give {num_feedbacks} reasons why these examples could have gotten these cases wrong.

[Assistant:]

Prompt 8. Teacher Prompt (improve): Improve Exemplars Based on Reflections

[User:]
I’m trying to write {k} in-context learning examples for a few-shot classifier. The classifier will answer this question:
"{task}"

But with these examples, the classifier got the following cases wrong: {failure_cases}

Based on these failure cases, the problem with the current in-context examples is that {reflection}.

Based on the above information, I need a new list of {k} improved positive and negative learning examples.

[Assistant:]

Example 9. An Example Round of Exemplar Revision

Problem:
Is this text an instance of the logical fallacy of faulty generalization?

Example 1: My father told me that the sky is green. So it must be the truth. [No]
Example 2: Which rhetorical fallacy is a broad statement about people on the basis of gender, ethnicity, race, or political,
social, professional, or religious group? [Yes]
Example 3: But, Dad, I know you had no curfew when you were my age, so how can you give me a curfew? [No]
Example 4: Some tall people recently vandalized the park, tall people are irresponsible. [Yes]
(some examples omitted)

Student Failures:
Failure Case 4:
Input: We haven’t proven aliens didn’t create life on earth, so aliens created life on earth.
Label: No
Prediction: Yes
(some cases omitted)

Reflection:
The classifier might be having trouble with texts that involve negation or indirect reasoning. In Failure Case 4, the text
presents a classic example of an argument from ignorance, but the classifier might have been thrown off by the double
negation ("haven’t proven...didn’t create") or the indirect way of stating the conclusion.

Revised Exemplars:
Example 3: I’ve never met a person from France who doesn’t love cheese, so the French must have a genetic predisposition
to loving cheese. [Yes]
Example 7: The fact that some people claim to have seen ghosts doesn’t prove that ghosts exist. [No]
(some examples omitted)
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