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ABSTRACT

The technical report introduces O1-CODER, an attempt to replicate OpenAI’s o1
model with a focus on coding tasks. It integrates reinforcement learning (RL)
and Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) to enhance the model’s System-2 think-
ing capabilities. The framework includes training a Test Case Generator (TCG)
for standardized code testing, using MCTS to generate code data with reasoning
processes, and iteratively fine-tuning the policy model to initially produce pseu-
docode and then generate the full code. The report also addresses the opportunities
and challenges in deploying o1-like models in real-world applications, suggesting
transitioning to the System-2 paradigm and highlighting the imperative for world
model construction. Updated model progress and experimental results will be re-
ported in subsequent versions. All source code, curated datasets, as well as the
derived models are disclosed at https://github.com/ADaM-BJTU/O1-CODER.

1 INTRODUCTION

OpenAI recently introduced the o1 model (OpenAI, 2024), which has demonstrated impressive
system-2 thinking capabilities. This model represents a significant advancement in AI’s ability
to perform complex reasoning tasks that require higher-order cognitive functions. Following its re-
lease, numerous analysis and replication efforts have emerged, demonstrating the growing interest
in reasoning models. Notable works include g1 (Benjamin Klieger, 2024), OpenO1 (ope, 2024),
O1-Journey (GAIR-NLP, 2024), OpenR (Team, 2024), LLaMA-O1 (SimpleBerry, 2024), LLaMA-
Berry (Zhang et al., 2024), Steiner (Ji, 2024), Thinking Claude (Richards Tu, 2024), LLaVA-o1 (Xu
et al., 2024), and several industrial releases such as k0-math, DeepSeek-R1-Lite, Macro-o1 (Zhao
et al., 2024), Skywork o1, QwQ (Qwen Team, 2024), and InternThinker (Shanghai AI Lab, 2024)
(illustrated in Fig. 1).

Prior to the o1 model, large language models (LLMs) primarily exhibited System-1 capabilities,
characterized by fast, intuitive responses. These models were trained on datasets consisting mainly
of question-answer (Q,A) pairs, lacking the intermediate reasoning steps that involve deliberate and
analytical processing. This stems from the fact that humans rarely record their thought processes on
the internet or elsewhere. Traditionally, techniques such as Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting were
used to guide models in generating step-by-step reasoning before arriving at an answer. A more di-
rect and effective way is to create datasets including the reasoning sequences, e.g., (Q, ..., Si, ..., A),
where Si represents an individual reasoning step leading to the final answer. Thus, a second ap-
proach to enhancing System-2 reasoning capabilities is supervised fine-tuning (SFT). However, most
publicly available data is recorded in a question-answer form, and annotating or distilling such data,
especially for complex tasks, is both costly and challenging. In this study, we aim to explore in
the absence of reasoning process data, and thus opt for the third approach of reinforcement learning
(RL).

It is widely believed that o1 addresses the lack of reasoning data by combining reinforcement learn-
ing with pretraining. Reinforcement learning is well known for its ability to explore and discover
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Figure 1: o1 replication efforts: upper part from academic institutions and open-source communities,
and lower part from the industry.

new strategies rather than relying on predefined data in the past decade. Looking back at key devel-
opments in machine learning, we can see that deep learning and large-scale pretraining have driven
transformations in model architecture and the requirements for labeled data, respectively. In con-
trast, reinforcement learning addresses a different aspect of transformation on the objective function.
In situations where explicit guidance or clear goals are absent, RL exploits exploration to search for
new knowledge and solutions. Therefore, combining pretraining with RL creates a powerful synergy
of learning and search, where pretraining compresses existing human knowledge, and RL enables
the model to explore new possibilities.

We chose coding tasks to explore how to employ RL to generate and refine reasoning data. Cod-
ing is a typical task that requires System-2 thinking, involving careful, logical, and step-by-step
problem-solving. Moreover, coding can serve as a foundational skill for solving many other com-
plex problems. This report presents our attempt to replicate o1 with a specific focus on coding tasks.
The approach integrates RL and Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) to enable self-play, allowing the
model to continually generate reasoning data and enhance its System-2 capabilities.

2 FRAMEWORK OVERVIEW

There are two main challenges to address for applying self-play RL to code generation. The first
challenge is result evaluation, i.e., assessing the quality of the generated code. Unlike tasks such as
Go or mathematics, where results can be directly evaluated based on game rules or correct answers,
evaluating code requires running the generated code within a testing environment and verifying it
against test cases. We cannot assume that code datasets will always provide sufficient test cases.
The second challenge involves defining the thinking and search behaviors, i.e., determining the state
transition and the granularity of process rewards. For code generation, the key question is how to
design the reasoning process and the space of policies to guide the model’s behavior effectively.

To address the first challenge, we propose training a Test Case Generator (TCG), which automati-
cally generates test cases based on the question and the ground-truth code 1. This approach will help
build a standardized code testing environment, providing result rewards for reinforcement learning.

For the second challenge, two possible approaches can be considered. One is “think before acting”,
where the model first forms a complete chain-of-thought and then generates the final answer all at
once. The other approach, “think while acting” (Zelikman et al., 2024), involves generating parts
of the answer while simultaneously reasoning through the task. We chose the former approach

1We also propose an alternative approach where test cases are generated based solely on the question. In
addition to be capable of utilizing code datasets that only provide questions, it can also be applied during the
inference phase, enabling online reasoning without the need for ground-truth code.
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Figure 2: Self-Play+RL training framework.

in this study. For code generation, this means first thinking through and writing out a detailed
pseudocode, which is then used to generate the final executable code. The advantages are two-
fold: adaptability, as the same pseudocode can lead to different concrete code implementations; and
controllable granularity, as adjusting the level of detail in the pseudocode can control the granularity
of the reasoning/search behavior.

The outlined framework is provided in Algorithm 1, which consists of six steps. (1) The first step is
training the test case generator (TCG) γTCG, which is responsible for automatically generating test
cases based on the question. (2) In the second step, we run MCTS on the original code dataset to
generate code dataset with reasoning processes Dprocess, including a validity indicator to distinguish
between correct and incorrect reasoning steps. (3) Once we have data that includes the reasoning
process, the third step is to fine-tune the policy model πθ, training it to behave in a “think before
acting” manner. (4) The reasoning process data can also be used to initialize the process reward
model (PRM) ρPRM, which evaluates the quality of reasoning steps. (5) The fifth step is the most
crucial: with PRM ρPRM providing process rewards and TCG γTCG providing outcome rewards, the
policy model πθ is updated with reinforcement learning. (6) In the 6th step, based on the updated
policy model, new reasoning data can be generated. This new data can then be used to fine-tune the
PRM again (4th step). Therefore, steps 4, 5, and 6 form an iterative cycle, where self-play continues
to drive model improvements. The flow between the six steps is illustrated in Fig. 2. The following
section will introduce each step in detail.

3 METHOD AND INTERMEDIATE RESULTS

3.1 TEST CASE GENERATOR TRAINING

3.1.1 OBJECTIVE

A Test Case Generator is a tool designed to automate the creation of input-output test cases, which
plays a critical role in supporting program verification in code generation tasks.

During the training phase, the correctness of the generated code is typically assessed with standard
input-output test cases. The pass rate of these test cases serves as a key metric for evaluating the
quality of the generated code and acts as an outcome reward signal to guide the training of the
policy model. This reward signal helps the model refine its generation strategy, thereby enhancing
its capability to produce accurate and functional code.

In the inference phase, when the trained model is tasked with code generation, standard test cases are
often not available to verify the correctness of the generated code. The test case generator mitigates
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Algorithm 1 Self-Play+RL-based Coder Training Framework
Require:
Dcode: A dataset containing problems Qi and solution code Ci.
πθ: Initial policy model
γTCG: Test Case Generator(TCG) to create problem-oriented test samples
ρPRM: Process Reward Model(PRM) to evaluate the quality of intermediate reasoning steps
ϕ: Aggregation function combining result-based and process-based rewards

Ensure:
Optimized policy model π∗

θ

▷ ① Train the Test Case Generator (TCG)
1: Train γTCG on Dcode to maximize diversity and correctness of generated test cases {(Ii, Oi)}.

▷ ② Synthesize Reasoning-enhanced Code Dataset
2: Based on Dcode = {Qi, Ci}, use MCTS to generate Dprocess = {(Qi, · · · , Sj

i , v
j
i , · · · , C ′

i)|j =

1, · · · ,m}, where Sj
i represents a reasoning step and vji ∈ {0, 1} is a validity indicator with

vmi = 1 when the generated code pass the test cases.

▷ ③ Finetune the Policy Model
3: Finetune πθ with SFT on valid steps D+

process = {(Qi, S
j
i , C

′
i) | (Qi, S

j
i , v

j
i , C

′
i) ∈

Dprocess, I(C ′
i) = 1}.

4: while not converged do
▷ ④ Initialize/Finetune the Process Reward Model (PRM)

5: Train/Finetune PRM using SFT on Dprocess with point-wise loss, or using DPO with pair-
wise loss.

▷ ⑤ Improve the Policy Model with Reinforcement Learning
6: Initialize ri = 0.
7: for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m do
8: Generate reasoning step Sj

i ∼ πθ(S
j
i | Qi, S

1:j−1
i ).

9: Use PRM to compute process-based reward rji = ρPRM(Qi, S
1:j
i ).

10: end for
11: Based on Qi and the complete reasoning sequence S1:m

i , generate the final code C ′
i.

12: Use TCG to generate test cases (Ii, Oi) for each problem Qi with the ground-truth code Ci.
13: Execute generated code C ′

i on inputs Ii to produce outputs O′
i.

14: Compute result-based reward:

Ri =

{
τpass, if O′

i = Oi,

τfail, otherwise.

15: Update πθ using a reinforcement learning method guided by the aggregated reward
ϕ(Ri, r

1:m
i ).

16: ▷ ⑥ Generate New Reasoning Data
17: Generate new reasoning data D′

process using the updated πθ.
18: Update dataset: Dprocess ← Dprocess ∪ D′

process.
19: end while
20: return Optimized policy model π∗

θ
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this limitation by providing a self-validation mechanism for the policy model, which allows the
policy model to evaluate before final generation. As a result, the policy model is able to select the
optimal output path based on the validation results.

3.1.2 TRAINING

The training process is divided into two distinct phases: Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) and Direct
Preference Optimization (DPO) (Rafailov et al., 2024). We denote the generator which is not fine-
tuned as γTCGbase

.

The primary objective of the SFT phase is to ensure that the generator’s output adheres to a prede-
fined format, enabling the accurate parsing and extraction of the generated test cases. The training
data for this phase is derived from the TACO dataset (Li et al., 2023), which follows the format
{question, solution, test case}. To standardize the model’s input and output, we developed a
template format, as detailed below:

Template format for TCG SFT

### Instruction
Please complete the task in the code part and generate some test case in the test part that can
be used to test the quality of the generated code.
### Problem
{question}

### Code Part
{randomly select one solution from the provided solutions}

### Test Part
[Generate 3 test cases here to validate the code]

{sample 3 test_cases with each formatted as input and output}

Figure 3: Template format for TCG SFT

The generator is denoted as γTCGsft
after SFT.

The goal of the DPO phase is to guide the model in generating test cases that align with specific
preferences, thereby enhancing both the performance and reliability of the test case generator. In
this study, we employ the DPO method with artificially constructed sample pairs to improve the
model’s ability to align with desired preferences by constructing a preference dataset. Our DPO
fine-tuning relies on a pre-constructed preference dataset Dpref = {x, yw, yl}, where x is prompt
that includes instruction, question, and code; yw is positive example, i.e., test cases that align with
the preference; and yl is negative example, i.e., test cases that do not align with the preference. We
adopt the following rules to construct preference data: for yw, we directly use the three sampled test
cases that are completely matched as positive examples; for yl, we shuffle the outputs of the three
sampled test cases and then concatenate the original inputs so that the input-output pairs of the three
test cases do not completely match, and use the three incompletely matched test cases as negative
examples. The training objective aims to optimize γTCGθ

based on initial SFT model γTCGsft
, while

incorporating implicit reward modeling with the reference model γTCGref
, which represents the initial

SFT model γTCGsft
. The objective function is as follows:

LDPO(γTCGθ
; γTCGref

) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼Dpref

[
log σ

(
β log

γTCGθ
(yw|x)

γTCGref
(yw|x) − β log

γTCGθ
(yl|x)

γTCGref
(yl|x)

)]
, (1)

where σ(x) is the sigmoid function and β represents a scaling factor used to adjust the contrast
strength between the positive and negative examples during training. The generator is denoted as
γTCGdpo

after DPO, which represents the final generator γTCG.
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3.1.3 EXPERIMENTS

We utilize DeepSeek-1.3B-Instruct (Guo et al., 2024) as the base model for the test case
generator, followed by SFT and DPO. The fine-tuning phase employs QLoRA technol-
ogy (Dettmers et al., 2023) with a rank parameter r = 1 to adapt the following modules:
q proj, o proj, k proj, v proj, gate proj, up proj, down proj. The learning rate is set to 5 ×
10−4 to balance training stability and convergence speed. The training data is derived from a subset
of the TACO train dataset, which adheres to the ACM competition format and contains approxi-
mately 10,000 samples. Similarly, the test data is obtained from a subset of the TACO test dataset,
also conforming to the ICPC competition format, and consists of 314 samples.

We tested the quality of the generated test cases at different stages of the TACO test. After the SFT
phase, the pass rate of test cases generated by γTCGsft

on the standard code was 80.8%, demonstrat-
ing the generator’s ability to efficiently produce test cases following preliminary fine-tuning. Fur-
thermore, γTCGdpo

achieved a performance of 89.2%, reflecting an notable improvement compared
to γTCGsft

. This indicates that preference optimization, by refining the model’s decision-making
process, significantly enhanced the generator’s ability to produce more reliable test cases.

In practical scenarios, the generator’s performance has generally met the requirements for assessing
code correctness. Looking ahead, we plan to incorporate the test case generator as an outcome
verifier during the inference process. This approach aims to ensure the correctness of generated
outputs by validating them against dynamically generated test cases, enabling more robust inference-
time search for code generation.

Additionally, we are considering the incorporation of self-play in the TCG’s training. In this setup,
the policy model would generate code intended to pass the test cases produced by the TCG, while the
TCG would aim to generate progressively more challenging test cases. This adversarial interaction
could foster mutual improvements in both the policy model and the test case generator.

3.2 REASONING-ENHANCED CODE DATA SYNTHESIS

3.2.1 PSEUDOCODE-BASED REASONING PROCESS

The definition of the reasoning process is crucial. As mentioned in the Introduction, we explore
a pseudocode-based MCTS approach designed to guide large language models in deep reasoning
for complex code tasks. Pseudocode, serving as an intermediate representation between natural
language descriptions and actual code, offers a more abstract and concise way to express the logical
flow of algorithms or programs. To integrate pseudocode reasoning into step-level Chain-of-Thought
(CoT), as illustrated in Fig. 4, we define three key behavioral actions infused with pseudocode
reasoning:

• Action 1: Defining Algorithm Structures using Pseudocode: In this action, the model out-
lines the structure and interface of the main functions, without delving into implementation
details. The aim is to enable the model to grasp the overall task structure, including the
inputs, outputs, and core functionalities of each primary function.

• Action 2: Refining the Pseudocode: In this action, the model iteratively refines the pseu-
docode defined in Action 1, progressively clarifying the steps, logic, and operations of each
function in preparation for the final code implementation.

• Action 3: Generating Code from the Pseudocode: The goal of this action is to accurately
translate the structure and logic of the pseudocode into executable code, ensuring that the
generated code meets the task requirements.

These actions ensure that the model employs pseudocode as a cognitive tool during the reasoning
process, enhancing its reasoning capability for complex code generation tasks. It is important to
note that these three actions do not imply that the reasoning chain is limited to only these steps. As
demonstrated in Fig. 5, the model may need to repeatedly invoke Action 2 throughout the reason-
ing process to iteratively refine the pseudocode until it is sufficiently developed for the final code
generation.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the step-level CoT with pseudocode reasoning, we conducted experi-
ments using the Qwen series of open-source models (Yang et al., 2024) and the Mostly Basic Python

6



Pseudocode Prompt

### Instruction
Please refer to the given task description and provide a thought process in the form of
step-by-step pseudocode refinement.

A curious user has approached you with a programming question. You should give
step-by-step solutions to the user’s questions. For each step you can choose one of the
following three actions:

<Action 1> Defining algorithm Structures Using pseudocode
Description: Outline the core functions and overall structure of the solution without getting
into implementation details. Define inputs, outputs, and the main tasks each function will
perform.

<Action 2> Refine part of the pseudocode
Description: Add more details to the pseudocode, specifying the exact steps, logic, and
operations each function will carry out. This prepares the pseudocode for actual coding.

<Action 3> Generate python code from the pseudocode
Description: Translate the refined pseudocode into executable Python code, making sure to
handle inputs, outputs, and ensure correctness in the implementation.

Note:
- You can choose one of the three actions for each step.
- Provide a detailed explanation of the reasoning behind each step.
- Try to refer to the reference code as much as possible, but you can also modify it if needed
(e.g. change variable names, add some comments, etc.).

### Examples
{examples}

### Question
{question}

Figure 4: Pseudocode Prompt for Step-by-Step Refinement

Problems (MBPP) dataset (Austin et al., 2021) as the benchmark. In the experiment, we employed
a sampling strategy based on Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) and compared Pass@1 for regu-
lar CoT and CoT with pseudocode reasoning, as well as the Average Sampling Pass Rate (ASPR)
of the last step on the correct reasoning path. Our results indicate that incorporating pseudocode
significantly improves the quality of the generated code when the reasoning is correct.

Table 1 presents the results. While the Pass@1 metric generally decreases with pseudocode-based
reasoning, we observed a significant increase in ASPR, indicating that pseudocode enhances the
overall reasoning process, particularly in refining the path toward the correct final output. This
suggests that accurate pseudocode highly contributes to the final correct code. However, vanilla
LLMs still face challenges in generating effective pseudocode, which is precisely the goal of the
subsequent SFT initialization and Self-Play+RL enhancement.

3.2.2 REASONING PROCESS DATA SYNTHESIS

We use Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) (Kocsis & Szepesvári, 2006; Feng et al., 2023;
Qi et al., 2024) to construct step-level process reward data in the form of Dprocess =

{(Qi, · · · , Sj
i , v

j
i , · · · , C ′

i)}, where vji represents the evaluation of the reasoning path up to step
Sj
i , and C ′

i is the executable code derived from the final step Sm
i . In this process, we employ the

7



s

There are two -element arrays of integers,  and . Permute them into some  and  such that the relation  holds for all  
where . There will be  queries consisting of , , and . For each query, return YES if some permutation  ,   satisfying the 
relation exists.  Otherwise, return NO. 
The first line contains an integer , the number of queries. The next  sets of  lines are as follows:
The first line contains two space-separated integers  and , the size of both arrays  and , and the relation variable.
The second line contains  space-separated integers .
The third line contains  space-separated integers .
Sample Input
1
3 10
2 1 3
7 8 9
Sample Output
YES

Step 1: Defining High-Level Structure (Action 1)
Goal:
Define the overall structure of the solution by describing the steps needed to solve the problem:
1. Read the number of queries.
2. For each query, read the sizes of the arrays and the integer .
3. Read and sort both arrays.
4. Check if the condition can be met by comparing corresponding elements from  and .
Pseudocode:
Function twoArrays(q):
    For each query from 1 to q:
        Read n and k
        Read array A of size n
        Read array B of size n
        Sort array A in ascending order
        Sort array B in descending order
        If for every index i, A[i] + B[i] >= k:
            Return \"YES\"
        Else:
            Return \"NO\"

Step 2: Reading Input and Sorting (Action 2)
Goal:
Implement the input reading and array sorting functionality. Ensure that the sizes and contents of the arrays are correctly processed.
Pseudocode:
Function readInputAndSort():
    Initialize a list for results
    For each query:
        Read n and k
        Read array A
        Read array B
        Sort A in ascending order
        Sort B in descending order
        Append sorted arrays to results
    Return results

Step 3: Checking Conditions (Action 2)
Goal:
Create a function to check if the condition  holds for all indices after sorting. 
Pseudocode:
Function checkValidity(A_sorted, B_sorted, k):
    For i from 0 to n-1:
        If A_sorted[i] + B_sorted[i] < k:
            Return \"NO\"
    Return \"YES\"

Step 4: Putting It All Together (Action 2)
Goal:
Combine the input reading, sorting, and checking into a single coherent function for easier overall management.
Pseudocode:
Function twoArrays(q):
    results = []
    For i from 1 to q:
        Read n and k
        Read arrays A and B
        Sort A ascending
        Sort B descending
        If checkValidity(A_sorted, B_sorted, k) is \"YES\":
            results.append(\"YES\")
        Else:
            results.append(\"NO\")
    Return results

Step 5: Implementing Python Code (Action 3)
Python Code:
The defined structure is implemented in Python as follows:
def twoArrays(q):
    results = []
    
    for _ in range(q):
        n, k = map(int, input().split())
        a_array = list(map(int, input().split()))
        b_array = list(map(int, input().split()))
        
        # Sort A in ascending order and B in descending order
        a_array.sort()
        b_array.sort(reverse=True)
        
        # Check validity
        valid = True  # Assume valid until proven otherwise
        for i in range(n):
            if a_array[i] + b_array[i] < k:
                valid = False  # Found a case that fails the condition
                break
        
        results.append(\"YES\" if valid else \"NO\")
    
    return results
# Read number of queries
q = int(input())
# Process and print results for all queries
results = twoArrays(q)
for res in results:
    print(res)
This code accurately reads multiple queries, sorts the arrays, checks the required conditions, and outputs the results as specified.

Question

Response

Figure 5: Generated example code with pseudocode CoT
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Model Qwen2.5-1.5B Qwen2.5-3B Qwen2.5-7B Qwen2.5-Coder-7B

Vanilla Pseudocode Vanilla Pseudocode Vanilla Pseudocode Vanilla Pseudocode

Pass@1(%) 55.8 46.7(-9.1) 56.3 51.3(-5.0) 59.8 50.1(-9.7) 57.7 58.2(+0.5)
ASPR(%) 49.9 54.5(+4.6) 52.0 70.6(+18.6) 66.4 78.1(+11.7) 49.3 74.9(+25.6)

Table 1: Pseudocode-based code generation results on the MBPP Benchmark. Pass@1 indicates the
overall pass rate. ASPR (Average Sampling Pass Rate) indicates the average success rate of reaching
the correct reasoning path on the last step.

standard MCTS rollout strategy for path exploration. For each problem Qi, we apply the pseu-
docode prompt strategy defined earlier to guide the reasoning process. When a terminal node Sm

i is
reached, a complete pseudocode reasoning path (Qi, S

1
i , . . . , S

m
i ) is formed. The reward value vmi

for the terminal node Sm
i is computed based on two key metrics:

• Compilation success rate (compile): This metric determines whether the generated code
can successfully compile. The value compile is binary, with compile = 1 indicating success
and compile = 0 indicating failure.

• Test case pass rate (pass): Given a successful compilation, we further evaluate whether
the generated code passes the test cases. The pass rate is calculated as pass =

Numpassed

Numtest case
,

where Numpassed is the number of passed test cases and Numtest case is the total number of
test cases used for validation.

The reward value for the terminal node Sm
i is calculated as a weighted sum of these two metrics:

vmi = α · compile + (1− α) · pass,

where α is a hyperparameter controlling the relative importance of compilation success and test pass
rate.

Once the reward value vmi is computed for the terminal node, we backpropagate this value to all
preceding nodes along the path, assigning a reward value vji to each step (Sj

i , v
j
i ). Due to the

multiple rollouts in the MCTS process, the cumulative reward for a node vji during backpropagation
may exceed 1. Therefore, we normalize the reward values for each node along the path using the
following formula to obtain the final step validity value.

When constructing the reasoning process dataset, for each problem Qi, if a correct answer is found
through the search, we are guaranteed to obtain at least one terminal node (Sm

i , vmi ) with vmi =
1. After completing the search, we select the full reasoning path from the correct terminal node
(Qi, S

1
i , . . . , S

m
i , vmi ), vmi = 1 to form the initialization dataset for the policy model. This dataset

is denoted as:

D+
process = {(Qi, S

j
i , C

′
i) | (Qi, S

j
i , v

j
i , C

′
i) ∈ Dprocess, I(C ′

i) = 1},

where I(·) is an indicator function that returns 1 if the generated code C ′
i passes all the test cases.

3.3 POLICY MODEL INITIALIZATION

After completing the reasoning data synthesis tasks described in Section 3.2, we use each complete
reasoning solution in the dataset to initialize the policy model πθ. This step aims to help πθ better
understand the task requirements and follow the expected action behavior, providing an optimal
starting point for subsequent iterative training.

Given the question Qi, the specific reasoning step content generated by the policy model πθ at step
j can be expressed as πθ(S

j
i | Qi, S

1:j−1
i ), where Sj

i = (w1, w2, . . . , wk). Here, Sj
i represents the

content of a reasoning step, delimited by specific separators, with w denoting the tokens generated
by πθ at each decoding step. S1:j−1

i represents the context formed by the outputs of the previous
reasoning steps.
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The policy model πθ is then initialized using the set of verified, correct reasoning solutions D+
process.

This initialization is performed by optimizing the following training objective:

LSFT = −
∑

(Qi,S
j
i ,C

′
i)∈D+

process
log πθ(S

1:m
i ◦ C ′

i | Qi), (2)

where ◦ denotes the concatenation of the reasoning steps S1:m
i and the final code C ′

i. The initialized
policy model πSFT

θ will then serve as the foundation for subsequent training stages.

3.4 PRM TRAINING

Given a problem Qi and a solution prefix corresponding to the current state, the Process Reward
Model (PRM), denoted as Q × S → R+, assigns a reward value to the current step Sj

i to estimate
its contribution to the final answer. Based on the tree search approach used during data synthesis
in Section 3.2, two formats of data organization can be used for training the process reward model,
referred to as point-wise and pair-wise, are described in detail below.

Point-wise In this format, data collected from the search tree are organized as D =

{(Qi, S
1:j−1
i , Sj

i , v
j
i ) | i = 1, 2, . . . , N}, where N is the number of samples, and vji represents the

value label assigned to step Sj
i during the tree search process. Depending on the processing method,

this label can be used to derive either hard or soft estimates. Following the approach in (Wang et al.,
2024c), the PRM is trained using the objective:

Lpoint-wise
PRM = −E(Qi,S

1:j−1
i ,Sj

i ,v
j
i )∼D

[
vji log r(Qi, S

1:j
i ) + (1− vji ) log

(
1− r(Qi, S

1:j
i )

)]
, (3)

where r(Qi, S
1:j
i ) is the normalized prediction score assigned by the PRM.

Pair-wise In the pair-wise format, for a node nd at depth d of the search tree, with its child nodes
represented as

∑
i n

d+1
i , preference pair data are organized as Dpair = {(Qi, S

1:j−1
i , Sjwin

i , Sjlose
i ) |

i = 1, 2, . . . , N}. Here, Sjwin
i represents the reasoning step that achieved a higher value estimate

during the tree search compared to Sjlose
i .

Following the Bradley-Terry model (Bradley & Terry, 1952), the PRM is trained using the following
objective:

Lpair-wise
PRM = −E

(Qi,S
1:j−1
i ,S

jwin
i ,S

jlose
i )∼Dpair

[
log

(
σ
(
r(Qi, S

1:j−1
i , Sjwin

i )− r(Qi, S
1:j−1
i , Sjlose

i )
))]

, (4)

where σ(x) denotes the sigmoid function. Unlike the point-wise setting, the scores r here are not
normalized. This enables the model to focus on learning relative preferences between actions rather
than absolute value predictions.

3.5 RL-BASED POLICY MODEL IMPROVEMENT

We model the code generation task as a language-augmented Markov Decision Process (MDP), for-
mally represented asM = (V,S,A, T ,R, ϕ) (Team, 2024; Carta et al., 2023). In this framework,
V denotes the vocabulary, and w ∈ V represents an individual token generated by the model. The
action space A ⊆ VN and the state space S ⊆ VN are sets of token sequences, meaning that both
actions and states are sequences of tokens. In this framework, s0 represents the question, and the ac-
tion ai is considered a reasoning step (referring to the Si in algorithm 1), which consists of both the
type of action and its corresponding chain of thought. The state transition function T : S ×A → S
defines how the current state st ∈ S changes when an action at ∈ A is taken. Specifically, the action
at appends tokens to the current state, forming a new state st+1 = T (st, at). This process contin-
ues until the model generates the final solution. The reward function R : S × A → R+ evaluates
the quality of intermediate steps, such as the reasoning process or generated code fragments. The
function ϕ combines process-based and outcome-based rewards to produce a final reward signal.

At each step, the model selects an action at ∈ A, which transitions the system to a new state st+1 =
T (st, at). After executing the action, the model receives a process reward rt = ρPRM(st−1, at) from
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PRM. This process repeats until the model either generates the final code or reaches the predefined
maximum depth.

Once the model generates the final code or completes the search process, the outcome reward Ri is
evaluated by testing the generated code against a series of test cases. We propose a reward aggrega-
tion function that incorporates both time-dependent weights and a discount factor:

ϕ(Ri, r
1:m
i ) = α(t) ·Ri + (1− α(t)) · 1

m

m∑
j=1

γjrji ,

where α(t) is a time-varying factor that adjusts the balance between the final reward Ri and the cu-
mulative intermediate rewards r1:mi over time. For instance, α(t) may decrease over time, gradually
placing more weight on the intermediate rewards as the model refines its solution, while reducing the
emphasis on the final reward as the model approaches the optimal policy. r1:mi , with α(t) typically
following schedules such as linear or logarithmic decay. The parameter γ ∈ [0, 1] is the discount
factor, which determines the importance of future rewards relative to immediate rewards. The aggre-
gated reward signal is employed to refine the model’s policy, typically through the implementation
of reinforcement learning algorithms such as PPO (Ziegler et al., 2019) and iterative DPO(Rafailov
et al., 2024).

With this setup, we define a reinforcement learning environment tailored for the code generation
task. The model’s actions are driven by both process-based rewards, which encourage intermediate
reasoning steps, and outcome-based rewards, which reflect the correctness of the final code. This
dual reward structure helps the model improve its code generation ability over time.

3.6 NEW REASONING DATA GENERATION AND SELF-PLAY

In step 6, the updated policy model πθ is used to generate new reasoning data, denoted as D′
process.

This data is created by reasoning through new problem instances Qi, generating step-by-step rea-
soning paths {S1

i , S
2
i , . . . , S

m
i }, with each path culminating in a final code output C ′

i. The reasoning
steps are generated iteratively, where each step Sj

i is conditioned on the previous steps.

Once the new reasoning data is generated, it is added to the existing dataset Dprocess to form an
updated dataset Dprocess ← Dprocess ∪ D′

process. This update increases the diversity and quality of the
reasoning examples, providing more comprehensive training material for subsequent steps.

This new data generation process enables the iterative self-play training loop. After adding the new
reasoning data, the model undergoes further fine-tuning, starting with updating PRM as described
in the 4th step. The PRM, in turn, adjusts the policy model with RL described in the 5th step. This
iterative cycle of data generation, reward model updating, and policy improvement ensures sustained
improvement in the system’s reasoning ability.

4 DISCUSSIONS

4.1 BITTER LESSON: DATA IS ALL YOU NEED

Over the last decade, the AI field has been developing along a central line towards maximizing
computation-intelligence conversion efficiency (Chung, 2024), which is to efficiently convert the
ever-increasing computing power into higher intelligence levels. Along this line, as illustrated at the
top of Fig. 6, early advancements prioritized improvements on the model side: from SVM to DNN
and then to Transformer, scalable model architectures were designed to fully leverage computational
power.

In recent years, the focus has shifted towards the data side. Techniques such as Semi-Supervised
Learning (SSL) in pre-training and Reinforcement Learning (RL) in post-training have aimed to har-
ness natural and synthesized data more effectively. The o1 model continues this line. It moves from
SFT, which leverages high-quality supervised data, to RLHF, which utilizes environmental feed-
back to access theoretically unlimited data, and finally to o1’s innovative approach of supervising
the generation process through reward signals derived from the generated reasoning process itself.
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Figure 6: The trend towards maximizing computation-intelligence conversion efficiency.

This progression suggests that, with Transformer architectures now capable of scaling to handle vast
amounts of data and training models of sufficient size, the only remaining challenge converges to ac-
quiring adequate data. One approach is to collect data wherever it is lacking, such as reasoning data
for system-2 abilities or physical world trajectories for embodied intelligence. Another approach is
to explore data types that do not yet exist in the human world, which requires further exploration of
techniques like RL and Self-Play.

4.2 SWEET LESSON: BEYOND HUMAN DATA

A common criticism of LLM is its reliance on existing human-recorded data, which inherently
limits its potential. As Wittgenstein stated, “The limits of my language mean the limits of my
world.” The finite scope and depth of human language records constrain the cognitive capabilities
of LLMs. However, the success of o1 demonstrates that we can now explore the underlying thought
processes behind these recorded data through RL. This advancement signifies a pivotal shift in AI
development, moving from mere imitation of human language to the autonomous generation of
novel cognitive processes.

More interestingly, these thought process data do not necessarily be confined to natural language. As
highlighted in a recent Nature paper, “language serves primarily as a tool for communication rather
than the essence of thought.” (Fedorenko et al., 2024) In our observations, some of the thought chains
generated by o1 contain nonsensical text, suggesting that the thinking tokens may not correspond to
discrete natural language words. If the model has developed itself a more efficient form of internal
representation for thinking, this will significantly elevate the efficiency of thought processes and
problem-solving mechanisms, not only transcending the limitations imposed by human language
data but also further unlocking the potential of model capabilities.

4.3 OPPORTUNITIES: SYSTEM1 + X TO SYSTEM2 + X

The self-play RL framework provides a viable solution for exploring underlying data, which opens
up the possibility of exploring System-2 solutions for many tasks that were previously reliant on
System 1 capabilities. By integrating more thoughtful, step-by-step processes into task execution,
we believe that this approach can yield positive results across a wide range of domains (Kant et al.,
2024; Ganapini et al., 2021; Valmeekam et al., 2024; Lowe, 2024). Tasks traditionally solved using
System 1 capabilities, such as reward modeling (Mahan et al., 2024), machine translation (Zhao
et al., 2024), retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) (Li et al., 2024), and multimodal QA (Islam
et al., 2024), have already benefited from the deeper reasoning capabilities enabled by System-2
thinking.
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The o1 model’s system card demonstrates notable improvements in model safety. Inspired by this,
we have recently explored the concept of System-2 Alignment, which involves guiding models to
thoroughly evaluate inputs, consider potential risks, and correct biases in their reasoning (Wang &
Sang, 2024). We introduced three methods to realize System-2 alignment: prompting, supervised
fine-tuning, and reinforcement learning with process supervision. We are applying the Self-Play+RL
framework presented in this report to System-2 alignment, aiming to further enhance the model’s
ability to think deliberately and reduce vulnerabilities in complex scenarios.

4.4 CHALLENGES: WORLD MODEL ENCODING

The released o1-preview and o1-mini currently lack multimodal capabilities and functional call fea-
tures, which are claimed by OpenAI to be included in its complete version. Beyond multimodal and
functional call, another critical feature for improvement in o1-like inference models is the optimiza-
tion of inference time. This includes enhancing inference efficiency—achieving higher performance
per unit of time—and enabling adaptive inference time adjustments. Specifically, this involves dy-
namically adjusting the System 2 reasoning process based on task complexity and achieving a more
human-like ability to seamlessly switch between System 1 and System 2 reasoning modes.

For o1-like inference models to be deployed across broader real-world applications, two major chal-
lenges need to be addressed, both involving with the RL environments. The first challenge concerns
reward function generalization. This has been already discussed in the community. For example,
leveraging the enhanced ability of inference models to understand high-level natural instructions,
approaches like Constitutional AI (Bai et al., 2022) might directly define reward functions in natural
language. Alternative strategy focuses on improving coding capability and transforming the other
tasks into coding problems for resolution.

Another less mentioned challenge concerns environment state update during planning. Unlike clas-
sic model-free RL methods without planning, such as Q-learning, where state transitions are not ex-
plicitly modeled, o1-like planning models rely on behavior simulation and forward search, requiring
knowledge of the updated state following an action. This shifts the paradigm towards model-based
RL. Fortunately, in well-defined tasks such as programming, mathematics, and Go, the environment
dynamics are often deterministic. For example, the world models of Go and other board games can
be described explicitly through rules. For programming and mathematics, large language models
inherently embed their world models regarding programming syntax and axiomatic logic. These
deterministic environment dynamics allow precise computation of state transition probabilities fol-
lowing specific actions.

However, in many real-world applications, such as device use (Wang et al., 2024b;a) and embod-
ied agents, obtaining state updates requires interaction with external environments or simulators.
This introduces significant computational and time costs. For example, in device use, behaviors
like clicking, inputting, or scrolling must be simulated in a way that involves page rendering, state
updates, and sometimes complex backend interactions like network requests. Moreover, o1-like
models face the limitation of not being able to perform online behavior simulation during inference,
which prevents the model from validating or correcting its actions by returning to a previous state.
This leads to inability to backtrack and refine decisions.

Therefore, one of the key directions is to attempt explicit modeling of the environment by developing
a world model for state transition prediction. The world model takes as input the current and past
states as well as actions, and produces the next state as output. This allows the agent to interact with
its internal world model, rather than directly with the real environment or a simulator. However,
since accurately building such world models is very difficult, world models have typically been
applied to environments where the dynamics are relatively simple and well-understood. The good
news is, the recent rapid advancements in interactive content generation (Parker-Holder et al., 2024)
and generative games (Sang, 2024) offer promising progress that could facilitate more accurate and
practical environment modeling for planning-based reasoning in real-world applications.

Prospects. The o1 model is clearly influenced by AlphaGo: AlphaGo utilized imitation learning to
initialize the policy network, reinforcement learning to fine-tune the policy and learn the value net-
work, and MCTS as an online search strategy, which parallels LLM’s pre-training, post-training, and
inference. AlphaGoZero took a more advanced approach by not relying on historical data, which ex-
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actly mirrors current trends in LLM development increasingly emphasizing the post-training stage.
If we follow their subsequent evolution, we can anticipate similar developments in o1-like reasoning
models.

After AlphaGoZero, the Alpha series first developed towards generalization: AlphaZero was applied
to Go, Chess, and Shogi. To further tackle more complex scenarios in Atari video games, MuZero
requires a dedicated model to handle state transitions. Its approach involves simultaneously updating
a world model and a reward model, enabling model-based planning in a latent space rather than
relying on explicit environmental observations. In analogy, selecting a compact state representation
and constructing an effective world model to support efficient planning are key to applying o1-
like models in real-world scenarios for solving long-horizon reasoning tasks. Interestingly, just
a week after the release of o1, 1X, the robotics company backed by OpenAI, unveiled its world
model project. This initiative aims to develop a predictive framework to simulate and anticipate the
outcomes of actions in real-world environments. It highly envisions the potential applications of
o1-like reasoning models in advancing embodied intelligence.
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