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Abstract

Difficult problems, which often result in long reasoning traces, are widely recognized as key factors for enhancing
the performance of reasoning models. However, such high-challenge problems are scarce, limiting the size of avail-
able datasets. In this paper, we propose a simple method to decouple the reliance on problem difficulty. First, we
empirically demonstrate that reasoning length, rather than problem difficulty, primarily influences the performance of
trained models. Second, we identify a scaling law on reasoning length, showing that model performance increases in
a log-linear fashion as the reasoning data length grows. Finally, we introduce a straightforward technique to generate
reasoning data of arbitrary length, and show that synthesized data is effective for training reasoning models. After
fine-tuning the Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct language model on our Long1K dataset, we present our model, Long1K-32B,
which achieves remarkable performance with only 1,000 training samples, achieving 95.6% accuracy on MATH, and
71.1% on GPQA outperforming DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-32B. The model, code, and dataset are all open-sourced,
available at https://huggingface.co/ZTss/LONG1.
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1. Introduction

Large Language Model (LLM)-based reasoning models have demonstrated impressive capabilities across various
benchmarks, often producing extended sequences of reasoning before arriving at a final answer. Notable models
include OpenAI o1 [10], DeepSeek-R1 [6], and Gemini Flash Thinking [12]. Among them, DeepSeek-R1 [6] offers
publicly accessible solutions, demonstrating how reinforcement techniques can be applied to a large instruction-based
model. They also show that reasoning data produced by a strong teacher model can be used to effectively train smaller
models with robust reasoning abilities.

Training a reasoning model—whether through reinforcement learning or by distilling knowledge from a large
model, has relied on highly challenging problems. For example, STILL-2 [19] reports that extremely difficult tasks
are critical for self-improvement in reasoning models, while DRT-o1 [27] employs tough translation problems that
yield complex, extended reasoning traces. In the context of knowledge distillation, both s1 [20] and LIMO[30]
emphasize the importance of challenging problems; they demonstrate that, with fewer than 1,000 difficult examples,
a smaller model can even surpass the o1-preview [21] model.

However, in real-world scenarios, truly difficult problems are scarce. For instance, existing datasets frequently
contain only a small fraction of samples (e.g., 2.35% in the Sky-T1-32B-Preview [13] training dataset, and 7.34% in
the LIMO [30] training dataset) with reasoning lengths exceeding 15k tokens. This scarcity inherently restricts the
size of training sets and, consequently, the potential for improving reasoning models at scale.

The prevailing assumption behind the efficacy of difficult tasks is that they induce more complex reasoning chains,
enabling LLMs to leverage their pre-trained knowledge more effectively [30]. Yet, this assumption remains largely
untested. While difficult problems do tend to produce more extended reasoning, we hypothesize that reasoning length
itself, rather than the problems’ difficulty, is the key driver of improved model performance. In Section 2, we present
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two sets of experiments that support this view: when the total reasoning length is similar, a dataset composed of easier
yet more exhaustive questions achieves comparable performance to one featuring conventionally “hard” problems.

To further explore the role of reasoning length, we investigate its effect in Section 3, where we find that longer
training data consistently leads to better performance. Inspired by this, we propose a straightforward approach to
generate arbitrarily long reasoning sequences. We simply extend the reasoning length without the need for complex
and labor-intensive data filtering. We have released the synthesized dataset Long1K, which comprises a total of 1000
samples, with 800 samples having a reasoning length of 32k tokens, and the remaining 200 samples having a random
reasoning length. After fine-tuning Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct [29] on Long1K, our Long1K-32B model achieves an
accuracy of 95.6% on the MATH500 [7] test and achieves 71.1% accuracy on GPQA Diamond [22] using only 1,000
training samples, matching the performance level of DeepSeek-R1 and surpassing other baseline methods by a notable
margin. Our primary contributions can be summarized as follows:

• Challenging a common assumption: We question the prevalent belief that problem difficulty is the most
critical factor. Instead, our experiments suggest that reasoning length is key to training high-performance
reasoning models. This insight allows us to build large-scale, long-reasoning datasets without being constrained
by the rarity of extremely difficult problems.

• Identifying a scaling law on reasoning length: We observe that model performance improves nearly lin-
early as the length of training data increases exponentially. This phenomenon highlights the efficiency gains
achievable by focusing on the length of reasoning sequences.

• Proposing a simple synthesis method: We introduce a technique to generate arbitrarily long reasoning data.
Using this method, we release the Long1K dataset, upon which our Long1K-32B model is fine-tuned. This
model surpasses existing baselines on benchmarks such as MATH500 and GPQA Diamond, demonstrating that
extended reasoning sequences can significantly enhance model performance.

2. Reasoning Length is More Important than Difficulty

2.1. Hypotheses

The conventional wisdom assumes that difficult problems are essential for training reasoning models [16]. This
assumption stems from the observation that difficult problems often require long reasoning traces. However, we
hypothesize that reasoning length itself, rather than problem difficulty, is the key factor driving model performance.

To validate this hypothesis, we design experiments where datasets contain similar reasoning lengths but differ in
difficulty. If problem difficulty were the dominant factor, models trained on easier datasets should perform worse.
Instead, we find that models trained on long but easier problems perform comparably to those trained on difficult
problems, challenging the necessity of problem difficulty in reasoning dataset construction.

Our core experiment examines the effects of reasoning length and problem difficulty on model performance by
comparing two distinct datasets. To this end, we constructed the following two types of datasets:

• Long Problems: Each problem consists of several sub-questions, but each sub-question is simple. Due to the
extensive content, the reasoning length is long.

• Difficult Problems: There is only one problem, but due to its complexity, the reasoning length is long.

To maintain experimental fairness, we carefully balanced the two datasets. They have similar reasoning lengths
and contain the same number of training samples, but differ significantly in problem difficulty. We constructed these
two types of datasets using distinct methodologies and conducted the following two main experiments. All experi-
ments were carried out using the Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct and Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct models, with evaluations conducted
on the AIME2024 [1] and MATH500 [7] datasets.
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Problem Example

Long Problems(Composite) Consider a convex pentagon with side lengths x, y, z,w, v, where xyzwv = 1. The pentagon can be
divided into three triangles by drawing perpendiculars from one vertex. The areas of these triangles
are proportional to the side lengths adjacent to the vertex. 1. Given that x2 ≤ 4, find the maximum
possible area of the pentagon. 2. How many distinct sets of positive integer side lengths satisfy the given
conditions?

Difficult Problems(Composite) Determine the range of possible values for the angle θ such that the rotation matrix R(θ) =cos θ − sin θ

sin θ cos θ

 satisfies the condition that the quadratic equation has no real roots, given the dimen-

sions of a rectangular box whose length, width, and height are the arithmetic mean, geometric mean, and
harmonic mean of two distinct positive real numbers x and y, respectively.

Long Problems(Double) Question 1 is ”48 blacksmiths need to shoe 60 horses. What is the minimum time they will spend on
the job if each blacksmith takes 5 minutes per horseshoe?”. Question 2 is ”If 25,197,624 hot dogs are
packaged in sets of 4, how many will be left over?”

Difficult Problems(Single) Question 1 is ”A straight ladder AB of mass m = 1 kg is positioned almost vertically such that point B is
in contact with the ground with a coefficient of friction µ = 0.15. It is given an infinitesimal kick at the
point A so that the ladder begins rotating about point B. Find the value ϕm of angle ϕ of the ladder with
the vertical at which the lower end B starts slipping on the ground.”

Table 1: Examples of Four Different Problem Types: Long Problems(Composite), Difficult Problems(Composite), Long Problems(Double), and
Difficult Problems(Single).

2.1.1. Long Problems(Composite) vs. Difficult Problems(Composite)
To ensure that long problems and difficult problems are based on a similar distribution of concepts and creation

process, and that the synthesized questions themselves conform to common types of long problems and difficult
problems, we adopted a specific approach. We extracted mathematical knowledge points from multiple mathematics
collections and synthesized them to form two datasets, with the detailed extraction and synthesis methods provided in
the Appendix A.

• Long Problems(Composite): A comprehensive problem constructed using mathematical knowledge points,
with each problem containing several sub-problems, each of which is relatively easy.

• Difficult Problems(Composite): A single complex mathematical problem integrates multiple mathematical
knowledge points.

If problem difficulty is essential, we would expect models trained on difficult problems to outperform those trained
on easier, multi-step problems. However, as shown in Figure 1(a), the results shows that their performance is nearly
identical. Notably, in the AIME2024 test, the 7B model trained on simpler multi-step problems achieved an accuracy
of 13.3%, outperforming the 10% accuracy of the model trained on difficult problems. Despite lacking inherently
difficult problems, models trained on long multi-step questions perform equally well. This challenges the common
belief that problem difficulty is the main factor influencing model performance. Instead, it suggests that reasoning
length plays a more decisive role, underscoring its importance in improving model capabilities.

2.1.2. Long Problems(Double) vs. Difficult Problems(Single)
To further test whether reasoning length is more influential than problem difficulty, we expanded our experiment

by constructing two datasets in a more direct manner and compared the following two types of problems:

• Long Problems(Double): Each query contains two independent problems, effectively doubling the reasoning
length.

• Difficult Problems(Single): A single complex problem per query.

As shown in Figure 1(b), models trained on Long Problems(Double) and Difficult Problems(Single) perform
similarly. On the AIME 2024 test, both the 32B model trained on Long Problems(Double) and trained on Difficult
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Figure 1: (a) Accuracy comparison of Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct and Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct after training on Long Problems(Composite) and Difficult
Problems(Composite). (b) Accuracy comparison of Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct and Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct after training on Long Problems(Double) and
Difficult Problems(Single).

Problems(Single) achieved an accuracy of 33.3%. Even for the 7B model, the performance of the model trained on
Double Problems was superior. The results again confirm that increasing reasoning length—even with independent
problems—consistently improves performance. It further supports the idea that performance gains arise primarily
from increased reasoning length rather than problem difficulty.

2.2. Summary

From these experiments, we conclude that reasoning length plays a more crucial role than problem difficulty.
These findings suggest that rather than focusing on difficult problems, one can achieve similar or superior results by
simply increasing reasoning length through structured problem decomposition or concatenation, without necessarily
increasing problem difficulty. In particular, longer reasoning chains significantly improve model performance on
complex tasks, even when the problems themselves are not inherently challenging.

Since reasoning length appears to be the key factor, a natural question arises: How does increasing reasoning
length impact performance at scale? To explore this, the next section establishes a scaling law to quantify this
relationship.

3. The impact of reasoning length

3.1. The scaling law on reasoning length

3.1.1. Experimental Setup
In the previous section, we showed that reasoning length has a greater impact on model performance than problem

difficulty. The reasoning length of problems in the training dataset emerged as a key factor in performance improve-
ment. To explore this further, we examined how variations in token length during reasoning affect model performance
while keeping problem difficulty constant. Specifically, we grouped problems of the same difficulty into four levels
based on reasoning token lengths: 1.5k, 3k, 6k, and 12k. For consistency, all training datasets were limited to 300 sam-
ples, and experiments were conducted using the Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct model. To illustrate the relationship between
reasoning length and performance, we selected two representative reasoning benchmarks: MATH500, a dataset of 500
high-difficulty mathematical competition problems. GPQA Diamond, a multi-disciplinary benchmark designed to as-
sess deep reasoning and domain-specific expertise. These benchmarks were chosen to evaluate model performance
across different reasoning lengths and complexities, providing strong evidence for the impact of reasoning length on
performance.
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3.1.2. Result
Figure 2(a) shows the relationship between reasoning length and model accuracy on the MATH500 benchmark.

The x-axis represents different reasoning length levels, while the y-axis indicates model accuracy as a percentage.
The trend in the figure suggests that accuracy steadily increases from 87.6% to nearly 93% as reasoning length grows,
following a clear linear pattern. Similarly, Figure 2(b) illustrates this relationship on the GPQA Diamond benchmark,
where accuracy improves from 56.9% to over 63% with longer reasoning sequences.

These results indicate that across both mathematical reasoning and other domains, as the reasoning length in
training data increases exponentially, model performance improves in a nearly linear fashion. This highlights the
efficiency gains achievable by extending reasoning sequences. The consistent improvement across both benchmarks
further confirms that reasoning length plays a fundamental role in enhancing model performance. This finding sug-
gests that reasoning length is a key factor influencing performance across diverse reasoning tasks, providing valuable
insights for optimizing training strategies and dataset design.
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Figure 2: Test results of models trained under different reasoning length levels on MATH500 and GPQA Diamond.

3.2. The reason for performance improvement

To investigate the impact of reasoning length on model performance, we conducted experiments comparing two
models trained with reasoning lengths of 1.5k and 12k. Using the MATH500 test set, we analyzed their reasoning
processes, examining both successful and failed reasoning attempts. Our analysis included statistical comparisons
of average reasoning token length and the top 10 most frequently used words during reasoning. The goal was to
understand why the model trained with a reasoning length of 12k achieved over a 5% improvement in accuracy.

As shown in Table 2, certain transition words such as ”but” and ”wait” frequently appear during reasoning, indi-
cating the model’s ability to reflect on and adjust its approach [15] [30]. In successful reasoning cases, the frequency
of these words remains around 2% for both models. However, in failed cases, the model trained with a reasoning
length of 1.5k shows a sharp increase in transition word usage to nearly 9%, whereas the 12k model maintains a stable
2%. This suggests that even when errors occur, the reasoning process of the 12k model remains more structured.
This finding indicates that training with longer reasoning sequences helps the model internalize a more consistent
reasoning framework, ultimately leading to improved accuracy.

Furthermore, when the reasoning length in training data increases by a factor of 8, the average token length of the
12k model’s reasoning process is roughly twice that of the 1.5k model, regardless of success or failure. This suggests
that extending reasoning length does not exponentially increase computational cost, making it a practical approach
for enhancing model performance.

5



Dataset Size Correct/Wrong Average Tokens Top 10 Frequently Occurring Words

1.5k Correct 2147.65 the(5.30%) is(3.24%) so(1.98%) of(1.45%) to(1.44%) and(1.25%) that(1.17%)
let(1.08%) wait(1.07%) but(0.91%)

12k Correct 4716.27 the(4.92%) is(3.04%) so:(1.83%) to:(1.41%) of:(1.25%) and:(1.19%) but:(1.19%)
let:(0.93%) that:(0.90%) wait:(0.81%)

1.5k Wrong 8247.21 but(5.05%) the(5.00%) wait(3.78%) is(3.24%) of(1.29%) so(1.26%) there-
fore(1.16%) to(1.08%) and(1.01%) that(0.70%)

12k Wrong 15694.54 the(5.12%) is(2.85%) to(1.64%) and(1.42%) but(1.27%) of(1.20%) so(1.08%)
wait(0.80%) that(0.80%) in(0.75%)

Table 2: Statistical analysis of models trained on datasets with varying reasoning lengths. The table presents three distinct metrics: Correct/Wrong,
indicating whether the reasoning in the test was successful or failed; the average reasoning length of the test results; and the top 10 most frequent
words appearing in the test results.

4. Synthetic Reasoning Data Construction for Long1K

4.1. Data Source

This section outlines the process of constructing the Long1K dataset for model training. The Long1K dataset
is constructed following the approach used in Long Problem(Double). Long1k is composed of data from two main
sources: Openthouhts-114k [25] and s1k [20]. The s1k dataset was created by collecting 59,029 problems from 16
sources, followed by a selection process based on quality, difficulty, and diversity. Ultimately, 1,000 high-quality
and diverse problems were chosen, with their reasoning steps and answers generated using the Google Gemini Flash
Thinking API. Meanwhile, Openthouhts-114k was compiled from nine sources, covering four categories: Code,
Math, Science, and Puzzle. Reasoning steps for these problems were generated using DeepSeek-R1 and validated for
accuracy to form the final 114k dataset.

4.2. Synthetic Method

Long1k contains 1000 pieces of data, among which 800 pieces of data come from Openthouhts114k. Specifically,
on the one hand, we randomly selected two mathematical problems from Openthouhts114k. The questions, reasoning
processes and results of these two maths problems were used to join together using different connectives to increase
the length of the prompt. It is important to note that the length of the final synthesised prompt needs to float above
and below the specified length.In addition, we restate and rewrite the connectives in terms of diversity to improve the
accuracy and robustness of the model and reduce the dependence on prompts. Please refer to the following table B.4
for the specific prompt sample templates.

Specifically, to construct our dataset, we first randomly selected two mathematical problems from Openthouhts114k.
The problem statements of these two mathematical problems served as the content for the User Prompt, which
were concatenated using simple language. Their reasoning processes and results were used as the content for the
System Prompt, encapsulated between the <|begin of thought|>and <|end of thought|>tags, as well as between the
<|begin of solution|>and <|end of solution|>tags, and then connected using simple language, similar to “This is a
conversation between a user and an assistant, where the user poses a question, and the assistant provides a reasoning
process followed by an answer.” These parts were then connected using various conjunctions to increase the length
of the prompt. It is important to note that the length of the final synthesised prompt needs to float above and below
the specified length.In addition, we restate and rewrite the connectives in terms of diversity to improve the accuracy
and robustness of the model and reduce the dependence on prompts. Please refer to the Appendix B for the specific
prompt sample templates.

In order to avoid the overfitting problem of the model for this spliced type of questions, we also randomly ex-
tracted 200 maths questions from the s1.1 dataset and added them to the above spliced data. Similarly, we pro-
vided specific questions in the User Prompt section. In the System Prompt section, the reasoning process and the
answer were enclosed within <|begin of thought|>and <|end of thought|>tags, as well as <|begin of solution|>and

6



<|end of solution|>tags, respectively. The sample prompt template is shown in Appendix B. Ultimately, the synthetic
data Long1K used for model training will consist of these two parts of data.

5. Experiment

5.1. Setup

The experiments in this paper were conducted using 8 NVIDIA A800-SXM4-80GB. In some experiments 4 gpu
cards are used. The number of epoch is set to 3, and the batch size is 2 on each gpu. In addition, the learning rate is
set to 2e-4, and the cosine function is selected for the Learning Rate Scheduler. The LORA full parameter fine-tuning
strategy is used, where the parameters lora rank, lora alpha are 16, 32 respectively. All of our experimental results
are averages of five trials, including the results mentioned previously.

We fine-tuned Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct on the Long1K dataset to obtain our model Long1K-32B, with a maximum
output length of 32k tokens. To evaluate its performance, three well-established reasoning benchmarks were selected:

• AIME2024/2025: All contain 30 mathematical problems, which are derived from a highly regarded high school
mathematics competition in the United States, known for its complex problems that require strong problem-
solving skills and deep mathematical reasoning.

• MATH500: A collection of 500 mathematical problems spanning various difficulty levels and problem types,
commonly used in research on mathematical problem-solving and natural language processing.

• GPQA Diamond: A dataset consisting of 198 doctoral-level scientific questions across biology, chemistry, and
physics.

Long1K-32B was compared against leading models across these benchmarks, focusing on two categories: high-
performing models trained on datasets of similar size to ours, and exceptionally prominent models trained on signifi-
cantly larger datasets.

5.2. Main Result

Our experimental results, presented in Table 3, demonstrate the exceptional capabilities of Long1K-32B.

• Comparable-Size Models: Compared to other models trained on datasets of similar size, this model demon-
strates strong performance across all benchmarks. It achieves an accuracy of 95.6% on the MATH500 bench-
mark and 71.1% on the GPQA Diamond benchmark, both of which are the highest among the models in the
comparison.

• Large-Scale Models: When compared to models trained on significantly larger datasets, this model main-
tains strong performance, achieving results(71.1%) on par with DeepSeek-R1(71.5%) on the GPQA Diamond
benchmark.

Experimental results show that the approach of splicing multiple problem descriptions and their solution processes
through connectives can effectively extend the inference length and thus significantly improve the inference perfor-
mance of the model. Compared to increasing problem difficulty, which often requires complex task design and data
filtering, this approach offers a easier and more straightforward strategy at the data level. It also suggests that optimis-
ing inference length, rather than just increasing problem difficulty, can be a more effective way of enhancing model
capability. This provides a more flexible approach for future training and dataset construction.
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Model Name Dataset Size MATH500 AIME2024 AIME2025 GPQA Diamond

s1-32B 1k 92.6 50.0 26.7 56.6

s1.1-32B 1k 89.0 64.7 49.3 60.1

LIMO 0.8k 94.8 57.1 49.3 66.7

OpenThinker-32B 114k 90.6 66.0 53.3 61.6

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-32B 800k 93.0 72.6 55.9 62.1

Long1K-32B 1k 95.6 50.7 53.3 71.1

Table 3: Performance comparison of different models across multiple reasoning benchmarks (pass@1). The best results for each benchmark
are highlighted in bold, with the second-best underlined. The data for s1 does not use budget forcing, and the data for s1.1 that does not use
budget forcing comes from Open Thoughts [25]. Among models trained on datasets of similar scale, Long1K-32B performs exceptionally well.
It maintains strong competitiveness even against models trained on substantially larger datasets [31], showing particularly notable results on the
MATH500 and GPQA Diamond benchmarks.

6. Related works

6.1. Long-thought reasoning
Studies have shown that as model size increases, LLMs exhibit significant improvements in long-thought reason-

ing tasks. [4] [28]. In the field of long-thought reasoning, researchers have proposed a variety of powerful models,
such as ChatGPT O1 [10], DeepSeek-R1 [6] and QwQ-32B [26] which have demonstrated remarkable performance
in handling complex reasoning tasks. The success of these models is partly attributed to their large number of param-
eters and extensive training data, enabling them to capture complex reasoning patterns [9]. These models typically
simulate human cognitive processes through advanced techniques in deep learning and natural language processing.
In terms of model reproduction, two primary approaches have emerged: knowledge distillation and reinforcement
learning from human feedback (RLHF) [18].The former compresses the knowledge of large models into smaller ones,
significantly reducing computational costs while maintaining high reasoning performance [8]. As exemplified by
SkyThought [14], elevates LLM reasoning efficiently with Long CoT data. Our study proposes a novel approach
based on the distilled DeepSeek-R1 [6], aiming to improve reasoning capability. Although currently grounded in
distilled models, the proposed framework exhibits potential for extension to RLHF-based models, thereby offering
new directions for the future development of long-thought reasoning systems.

6.2. Challenges in Long-thought Reasoning: Difficulty vs. Length
In existing research on mathematical reasoning [2] [23], difficulty has been widely regarded as a critical factor for

training models, with studies such as s1 [20] collects questions following three guiding principles: quality, difficulty
and diversity. However, our work challenges this paradigm by demonstrating that length, rather than difficulty, is
a more significant factor in long-thought reasoning tasks. Unlike prior approaches that rely on artificially creating
challenging problems [5] [17], our research shifts the focus from the difficulty of problems to the length of reasoning
chains. We propose a simple and effective method of concatenating existing problems to extend reasoning chains.
This approach not only reduces the complexity of problem design but also aligns better with real-world scenarios
where reasoning often involves extended sequences of thought.

6.3. Scaling law on LLM
Scaling laws have emerged as a crucial tool in the research of large language models (LLMs) for guiding model

design and predicting performance. During the training phase, researchers [11] have identified that model perfor-
mance scales predictably with model size, dataset size, and computational resources. In the inference phase, the focus
of Scaling Law research has shifted towards optimizing inference compute. Studies [3] [24] [3] show that increas-
ing inference compute can enhance inference performance without significantly increasing model parameters , and
it is proposed that optimizing inference strategies can significantly improve inference accuracy. Our research intro-
duces data length as a crucial scaling factor, demonstrating that the performance of LLMs in multi-step mathematical
reasoning scales significantly with the length of reasoning chains.
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7. Conclusion

This study addresses the key question of which of problem difficulty and reasoning length has a greater impact on
the reasoning performance of LLM. Existing studies have generally hypothesised that difficult tasks enable LLM to
make more effective use of their pre-trained knowledge by inducing more complex inference chains [6]. This paper
proposes that inference length, rather than task difficulty, may be the key factor in improving model performance.
While difficult tasks do tend to generate longer inference chains, our study suggests that inference length plays a more
critical role in model performance improvement.

Through a synthetic approach, we generate Long1K datasets with longer inference lengths. Based on this, we fine-
tuned to obtain the Long1K-32B model and achieved state-of-the-art performance on benchmarks such as MATH500
and GPQA Diamond. The results show that an increase in inference length significantly improves the model’s per-
formance on complex problems, while an increase in task difficulty is not always directly related to performance
improvement. This finding challenges the conventional view and provides new perspectives for understanding the
inference mechanism of LLM. In addition, we explore the relationship between inference length and the efficiency
of model knowledge utilisation, and find that longer inference chains may help models to better integrate and invoke
their pre-trained knowledge. At the same time, this also effectively improves the model’s reasoning ability in dealing
with mathematical problems, thus showing stronger generalisation ability in complex tasks.

This work not only provides a theoretical basis for optimising the task design of LLM, but also points out the
direction for future research. For example, how to further improve the model performance by controlling the inference
length, and how to balance the relationship between inference length and task difficulty in different task types are
issues that deserve in-depth investigation. In addition, our study suggests that future model training and evaluation
methods may need to focus more on the optimisation of the reasoning process rather than just the difficulty design of
the task itself.
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Appendix A. Extracting mathematical knowledge points and synthesizing questions

We use the following prompt to extract knowledge points from mathematical problems. These knowledge points
are then used to combine long and difficult questions, with the prompts used for synthesis also shown here. To ensure
fairness in the experiment, each question is synthesized using 4 knowledge points.

You will be given a problem, its corresponding solution, and a difficulty rating called `qwen_difficulty_parsed`, which ranges 

from 1 to 7. Your task is to extract at most two self-contained key points (knowledge points) from the problem and its solution. 

Each key point must be independent and descriptive, enabling the reader to fully understand the concept without additional 

context. Follow these rules:

1. Key Point Limit:

   - If `qwen_difficulty_parsed` ≤ 3, extract only one key point (major key point).

   - If `qwen_difficulty_parsed` ≥ 4, extract up to two key points (major and minor key points).

   - Keep the key points concise but meaningful. Avoid unnecessary splits or dependencies.

2. Structure: For each key point, include the following fields:

   - name: A concise title for the key point.

   - description: A clear, self-contained explanation of the concept, including its key ideas, principles, or definitions.

   - example: A minimal example illustrating the key point, either from the given problem or a simpler case.

   - assessment_scenarios: Provide two scenarios where this key point can be applied. The scenarios should show how the 

knowledge can be used in different contexts or types of problems.

3. Independence: Key points should not reference or depend on each other. Each key point should be understandable on its own.

4. Output Format: Your response must be a JSON array, where each object corresponds to a key point. Example structure:

   ```json

   [

     {

       "name": "Key Point Name",

       "description": "Self-contained explanation of the key point.",

       "example": "A minimal example demonstrating the concept.",

       "assessment_scenarios": [

         "Scenario A: A description of where this key point might be tested or applied.",

         "Scenario B: Another context where this knowledge is relevant."

       ]

     },

     ...

   ]

Below are some examples:

Extract Mathematical Knowledge Points Prompt

Figure A.3: This is the prompt for extracting mathematical knowledge points.
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problem: In triangle ABC, AB = 10 and AC = 17. Let D be the foot of the perpendicular from A to BC. If BD:CD = 2:5, then 

find AD.

solution: To solve for AD in triangle ABC where AB = 10, AC = 17, and BD:CD = 2:5, we follow these steps:

1. Let h = AD. We aim to find the value of h.

2. Apply Pythagoras' theorem in right triangle ABD:

   BD^2 = AB^2 - AD^2 = 10^2 - h^2 = 100 - h^2.

3. Apply Pythagoras' theorem in right triangle ACD:

   CD^2 = AC^2 - AD^2 = 17^2 - h^2 = 289 - h^2.

4. Given the ratio BD:CD = 2:5, we can express this as a ratio of squares:

   BD^2 : CD^2 = 4 : 25.

5. Set up the equation based on the ratio of squares and the expressions for BD^2 and CD^2:

   (100 - h^2) / (289 - h^2) = 4 / 25.

6. Solve for h:

   Cross-multiply to get 25(100 - h^2) = 4(289 - h^2).

   Simplify to find the value of h.

   Solving the equation, we find h = 8.

Therefore, the length of AD is 8.

qwen_difficulty_parsed: 4

extracted:

[

  {

    "name": "Pythagorean Theorem in Triangles",

    "description": "In a right triangle, the square of the hypotenuse is equal to the sum of the squares of the other two sides. This 

theorem is widely used for calculating unknown side lengths.",

    "example": "For a triangle with legs 3 and 4, the hypotenuse is sqrt(3^2 + 4^2) = 5.",

    "assessment_scenarios": [

      "Scenario A: Solve for the missing side of a triangle when given the hypotenuse and one leg length.",

      "Scenario B: Use the theorem to compute the diagonal of a rectangle in coordinate geometry."

    ]

  },

  {

    "name": "Using Ratios to Solve Geometric Problems",

    "description": "Ratios describe how a line segment is divided or the relationship between two geometric quantities. These 

can be converted into equations to solve for unknowns.",

    "example": "If a line segment is divided in the ratio 2:3, you can assign lengths 2k and 3k to the segments and solve for k.",

    "assessment_scenarios": [

      "Scenario A: Divide a triangle's base into specific ratios and solve for segment lengths.",

      "Scenario B: Apply ratios in geometric optimization problems, such as determining centroid locations."

    ]

  }

]

Examples of Extracting Mathematical Knowledge Points

Figure A.4: This is an example of extracting mathematical knowledge points.
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## Objective  

Create a comprehensive mathematics problem that integrates multiple concepts. The problem should cover most of the 

provided concepts.

## Problem Design Requirements  

1. Multiple, Self-Contained Question:  

   - The problem can consist of one or more questions, in order to cover more concepts. 

   - The solver should have to discover the correct approach rather than being guided step-by-step.  

2. Deep Integration of Concepts:  

   - The concepts used should interact with each other naturally rather than being isolated computations.  

   - Avoid structuring the problem as “solve this, then plug it into that” unless the connection is hidden.  

3. Non-Trivial Solution Path:  

   - The solution method should not be immediately obvious.  

   - Solvers should need to deduce missing pieces rather than simply computing sequentially.  

4. Bottleneck for Logical Depth:  

   - Introduce a natural "bottleneck", a point where solvers must pause and think deeply before progressing.  

   - Avoid problems where the difficulty is just “more steps” instead of requiring deeper reasoning.  

5. Hidden Constraints and Self-Consistency:  

   - Ensure that different problem components restrict each other in a way that forces unique solutions.  

   - Let one part of the problem naturally control the form of another, creating a tight logical structure.  

6. Use an Inverse Design Approach:  

   - Instead of stacking steps forward, start from a strong final constraint and work backward to construct the problem.  

   - This ensures the problem is coherent and elegant, rather than just a sequence of disconnected calculations. 

7. Increasing Difficulty for Solution:

   - Avoid to add hints in the questions, e.g., use XX phenomenon to solve XXX. Instead, e.g., solve XXX.

## Output Format  

- Problem Statement: A comprehensive, concise, and engaging problem that may consist of multiple questions.  

- Solution: A logically structured breakdown of how each constraint leads to the answer, revealing the hidden relationships.  

Below are the concepts for you to create the problem.  Note that the examples and assessment_scenarios are used to help you to 

understand the concept. You are not neccessarily to be limited by these examples or assessment_scenarios.

Long Problem (Composite) Prompt

Figure A.5: This is a prompt for Long Problem (Composite) based on multiple mathematical concepts.
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## Objective  

Create a highly challenging mathematics problem that integrates multiple concepts in a deeply interconnected and non-trivial 

way. The problem should increase logical complexity rather than just adding steps, forcing solvers to uncover hidden structures 

rather than following a direct, linear approach.

## Problem Design Requirements  

1. Single, Self-Contained Question:  

   - The problem should be one concise question, without breaking it into explicit sub-steps.  

   - The solver should have to discover the correct approach rather than being guided step-by-step.  

2. Deep Integration of Concepts:  

   - The concepts used should interact with each other naturally rather than being isolated computations.  

   - Avoid structuring the problem as “solve this, then plug it into that” unless the connection is hidden.  

3. Non-Trivial Solution Path:  

   - The solution method should not be immediately obvious.  

   - Solvers should need to deduce missing pieces rather than simply computing sequentially.  

4. Bottleneck for Logical Depth:  

   - Introduce a natural "bottleneck", a point where solvers must pause and think deeply before progressing.  

   - Avoid problems where the difficulty is just “more steps” instead of requiring deeper reasoning.  

5. Hidden Constraints and Self-Consistency:  

   - Ensure that different problem components restrict each other in a way that forces unique solutions.  

   - Let one part of the problem naturally control the form of another, creating a tight logical structure.  

6. Use an Inverse Design Approach:  

   - Instead of stacking steps forward, start from a strong final constraint and work backward to construct the problem.  

   - This ensures the problem is coherent and elegant, rather than just a sequence of disconnected calculations.  

## Hints for Constructing the Problem  

- Hide Explicit Instructions:  

  - Instead of saying "solve for \( x \), then compute squares," state a condition that forces the solver to discover how these are 

linked.  

- Embed Constraints Subtly:  

  - Example: Instead of "Factor \( x^2 + bx + c \)," give an indirect condition on the roots \( p, q \), such as a geometric or 

counting property.  

- Interweave Concepts Effectively:  

  - Example: Connect a combinatorial counting problem to a logarithmic constraint by requiring a disguised recurrence 

relationship.  

- Introduce an Unexpected Twist:  

  - The solver should have a “Eureka!” moment—a point where they realize how seemingly separate ideas actually connect.  

## Output Format  

- Problem Statement: A single, concise, and engaging question that does not explicitly state the steps.  

- Solution: A logically structured breakdown of how each constraint leads to the answer, revealing the hidden relationships.  

Below are the concepts for you to create the problem.  Note that the examples and assessment_scenarios are used to help you to 

understand the concept. You are not neccessarily to be limited by these examples or assessment_scenarios.

Difficult Problem (Composite) Prompt

Figure A.6: This is a prompt for Difficult Problem (Composite) based on multiple mathematical concepts..
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Appendix B. Prompt for synthesizing Long1k.

System Prompt <|im start|>system\n
A conversation between User and Assistant. The user asks a question, and the Assistant solves it. The
assistant first thinks about the reasoning process in the mind and then provides the userwith the an-
swer. The reasoning process and answer are enclosed within <|begin of thought|><|end of thought|>and
<|begin of solution|><|end of solution|>tags, respectively, i.e., <|begin of thought|>reasoning process
here <|end of thought|><|begin of solution|>answer here <|end of solution|>.
<|im end|>\n

User Prompt <|im start|>user\n
I need help with two problems.The first one is PROBLEM1, and the second one is PROBLEM2.
<|im end|>\n

Output <|im start|>system\n
<|begin of thought|>\n\n I will handle these two problems one by one. \nI will start with the first prob-
lem. THINGKING1.\n Now I will turn to the second problem. THINGKING2. <|end of thought|>\n\n
<|begin of solution|>\n\n The solution for the first problem is as belows. SOLUTION1.\n The solution
for the second problem is as belows. SOLUTION2. <|end of solution|>
<|im end|>

Table B.4: Sample prompt template for splicing maths problems in Long1k. The red parts of it need to be replaced with the appropriate content.

System Prompt <|im start|>system\n
A conversation between User and Assistant. The user asks a question, and the Assistant solves it.The
assistant first thinks about the reasoning process in the mind and then provides the userwith the an-
swer. The reasoning process and answer are enclosed within <|begin of thought|><|end of thought|>and
<|begin of solution|><|end of solution|>tags, respectively, i.e., <|begin of thought|>reasoning process
here <|end of thought|><|begin of solution|>answer here <|end of solution|>.
<|im end|>\n

User Prompt <|im start|>user\n
Help me to solve the following problem. \” PROBLEM \”.
<|im end|>\n

Output <|im start|>system\n
<|begin of thought|>\n\n The thinking process for problem as follows. THINGKING
<|end of thought|>\n\n
<|begin of solution|>\n\n SOLUTION <|end of solution|>
<|im end|>

Table B.5: Sample prompt template for a single maths problem in Long1k.
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