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Abstract

In recent years, the rapid development of large reasoning models has resulted
in the saturation of existing benchmarks for evaluating mathematical reasoning,
highlighting the urgent need for more challenging and rigorous evaluation frame-
works. To address this gap, we introduce OlymMATH, a novel Olympiad-level
mathematical benchmark, designed to rigorously test the complex reasoning ca-
pabilities of LLMs. OlymMATH features 200 meticulously curated problems,
each manually verified and available in parallel English and Chinese versions.
The problems are systematically organized into two distinct difficulty tiers: (1)
AIME-level problems (easy) that establish a baseline for mathematical reason-
ing assessment, and (2) significantly more challenging problems (hard) designed
to push the boundaries of current state-of-the-art models. In our benchmark,
these problems span four core mathematical fields, each including a verifiable
numerical solution to enable objective, rule-based evaluation. Empirical results
underscore the significant challenge presented by OlymMATH, with state-of-the-
art models including DeepSeek-R1 and OpenAI’s 03-mini demonstrating notably
limited accuracy on the hard subset. Furthermore, the benchmark facilitates com-
prehensive bilingual assessment of mathematical reasoning abilities—a critical
dimension that remains largely unaddressed in mainstream mathematical reason-
ing benchmarks. We release the OlymMATH benchmark at the STILL project:
https://github.com/RUCAIBox/Slow_Thinking with_LLMs.

1 Introduction

The advent of large language models (LLMs) [1]] has marked a significant leap forward in the
capabilities of artificial intelligence, showcasing exceptional performance across a broad spectrum
of tasks, and in some cases, even rivaling or exceeding human-level proficiency [2,[3]. Among the
myriad of capabilities demonstrated by LLMs, mathematical reasoning has surfaced as a particularly
pivotal and demanding area of research [4} 5, 6]]. In recent years, the evaluation and enhancement
of mathematical reasoning abilities have become a central focus in the development of advanced
language models [[7].
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Figure 1: Performance comparisons of mainstream reasoning models between our OlymMATH
(English version) and other Olympiad-level mathematical benchmarks. OlymMATH-HARD emerges
as the most challenging, with significantly higher difficulty than existing evaluation benchmarks.

To effectively assess the reasoning capacities of LLMs, it is essential to develop evaluation benchmarks
that are both reliable and verifiable. Reliability, in this context, means that the problems and
their corresponding solutions must be meticulously designed to ensure accuracy, consistency, and
alignment with the evaluation’s intended objectives. This involves crafting problems that are free
from ambiguities, biases, or errors, while also providing well-defined, correct answers that serve
as a definitive reference for assessing model performance. For verifiability, the evaluation process
should be designed to be easily constructed, replicated, and validated through simple automated
procedures. This necessitates that the answer format be easily parsable, allowing the correctness
of model-generated answers to be efficiently and effectively verified by comparing them against
ground-truth answers. To achieve this, many existing benchmarks adopt a single-answer evaluation
format, where answers are presented in a fixed and standardized form. For example, answers

are often formatted in a boxed form, such as “The answer is ”, to facilitate straightforward
parsing and comparison. This approach not only simplifies the evaluation process but also enhances
reproducibility and scalability, making it easier to assess the mathematical reasoning capabilities of
LLMs across diverse datasets.

The primary purpose of establishing evaluation benchmarks is to identify the limitations and short-
comings of LLMs, thereby guiding future research directions for improvement. In the past years,
extensive high-quality mathematical benchmarks have been developed, playing a pivotal role in
advancing the reasoning capabilities of LLMs (e.g., [8,9]). Notable examples include GSM8K [10]
and MATH [[11]], which have been instrumental in pushing the boundaries of LLMs’ mathematical
reasoning. However, a significant trend has emerged: many of these benchmarks, including those
currently in use, are becoming saturated due to rapid advancements in LLMs. For instance, GSM8K
[[LO]], once a standard for evaluating early-generation models like Llama 1 and 2, has now been
largely mastered by state-of-the-art models. Similarly, MATH [11]], initially designed to challenge
GPT-4-level models, has also reached saturation with today’s best-performing models. This issue
is further exacerbated by the development of slow-thinking models, such as DeepSeek-R1 [4] and
OpenAl’s ol [[12]], which encourage deliberate, step-by-step reasoning. These models demonstrate
that enhancing the reasoning process can lead to substantial performance improvements, rendering
existing benchmarks less effective at distinguishing cutting-edge capabilities.



MATH Dataset OlymMATH-HARD (Ours)
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Figure 2: Examples from the MATH dataset and our OlymMATH dataset.

To better evaluate the performance of advanced reasoning models, more rigorous and challenging
benchmarks are needed to assess their mathematical reasoning capabilities. The AIME dataset has
emerged as a more demanding benchmark by incorporating problems from the American Invita-
tional Mathematics Examination (AIME), which presents a higher level of difficulty. Due to their
complexity and rigor, AIME problems continue to challenge state-of-the-art models under standard
prompting. Nevertheless, the AIME dataset has three major limitations. First, the limited scale
of the current dataset (containing merely 30 problems from AIME 2024) may compromise the
statistical reliability and robustness of the evaluation results. Second, as reasoning models rapidly
improve—through methods like fine-tuning with long chain-of-thought data [[13]] or reinforcement
learning scaling [4]—the benchmark’s original performance ceiling is being surpassed. For example,
models such as OpenAl’s ol and DeepSeek-R1 now achieve nearly 80% accuracy, demonstrating
that current top-performing models are approaching the limits of what AIME can effectively measure.
Third, the dataset exclusively features English problems, leaving multilingual reasoning capabilities
unassessed despite their importance for a comprehensive evaluation.

To overcome these limitations, we present OlymMATH, a rigorously curated bilingual mathematical
benchmark designed to assess LLMs’ reasoning capabilities at Olympiad level. The benchmark
comprises 200 carefully curated problems divided into two difficulty levels: easy (OlymMATH-
EASY) and hard (OlymMATH-HARD), with each problem available in both English and Chinese
versions, resulting in two parallel 200-problem evaluation sets (i.e., OlymMATH-EN and OlymMATH-
ZH). To prevent data contamination, all problems were manually sourced from printed publications
rather than online resources, with each problem undergoing expert verification and annotation. The
dataset requires precise numerical answers, ensuring reliable evaluation through answer verification.
OlymMATH covers four major mathematical fields, enabling thorough evaluation across diverse
reasoning tasks. Maintaining compatibility with existing benchmarks, it follows the established
MATH dataset [11] format (see the detailed comparison in Figure [2).

By leveraging the OlymMATH benchmark, we conduct extensive experiments to evaluate the per-
formance of several state-of-the-art models (see Figure [I). Experimental results demonstrate the
difficulty of our benchmark: even the most advanced reasoning models, such as DeepSeek-R1 [4]



Table 1: Comparison of different math evaluation benchmarks. EN and ZH denote English and
Chinese, respectively. “Univ.” denotes university-level problems.

Name #Problems #Field Language Evaluation Difficulty
GSMSK [10] 1319 - EN Rule Grade School
MATH [[11] 5000 6 EN Rule Competition
AIME 2024 [14] 30 - EN Rule Olympiad
AIME 2025 [15] 30 - EN Rule Olympiad
HMMT 202502 [16] 30 - EN Rule Olympiad
Olympiad Bench [17] 8476 3 ZH & EN Rule Olympiad
MATH Odyssey [18] 387 12 EN LLM High School & Univ.
Omni-MATH [19] 4428 33+ EN LLM Olympiad
OlymMATH-EN 200 4 EN Rule Olympiad
OlymMATH-ZH 200 4 ZH Rule Olympiad

and OpenAl o3-mini (high) [12], achieve only 21.2% and 30.3% accuracy, respectively, on the
OlymMATH-EN-HARD subset. These findings clearly indicate that Olympiad-level math problems
remain a significant challenge for current LLMs, highlighting the need for continued research and
development in mathematical reasoning capabilities. Our multilingual comparison reveals a consistent
performance gap, with models typically achieving higher accuracy on English-version problems
compared to their Chinese counterparts. This finding highlights the necessity of multilingual eval-
uation for comprehensive capability assessment. Furthermore, we conduct case studies to closely
examine the solution process. Our analysis reveals that, for certain problems, models sometimes rely
on heuristic “guessing” strategies to indirectly arrive at the final answers, often without providing
rigorous proofs or logical reasoning. This observation underscores the importance of incorporating
process-level inspection and evaluation to more accurately assess the true capabilities of LLMs.

In summary, our contribution are as follows:

* We present OlymMATH, a manually curated and rigorously verified Olympiad-level math
dataset, specifically designed to objectively assess the mathematical reasoning capabilities of
LLMs. To maximize research utility and ensure broad accessibility, the benchmark features
fully parallel English and Chinese problem sets that enable rigorous multi-lingual evaluation
of mathematical reasoning capabilities.

* We demonstrate the rigor and effectiveness of our benchmark, highlighting its potential to
drive future research and advancements in the mathematical reasoning capabilities of LLMs.
Our experiments reveal that even the most advanced models currently available achieve
relatively poor performance on OlymMATH.

* We conduct detailed experimental analyses and case studies, identifying the key limitations
and challenges faced by current state-of-the-art models in solving complex mathematical
problems. Additionally, we compare the linguistic effects by evaluating the same model
across both Chinese and English versions of the dataset, providing insights into the impact
of language on mathematical reasoning performance.

2 Benchmark Construction

In this section, we describe the OlymMATH dataset in detail, including its construction methodology,
problem composition, categorical distribution, and evaluation approach. Our dataset is specifically
designed to provide a rigorous yet objectively verifiable benchmark for assessing the mathematical
reasoning capabilities of LLMs. Additionally, we offer two parallel evaluation sets containing 200
problems each in English and Chinese as supplementary data to facilitate a comparative analysis of
performance gaps between the two languages. Table [I] presents a basic comparison of our proposed
OlymMATH benchmark and other mathematical reasoning benchmarks.



Problem: Given that two vertices of an equilateral triangle are on the parabola y? = 4z, and
the third vertex is on the directrix of the parabola, and the distance from the center of the triangle
to the directrix equals é of the perimeter. Find the area of the triangle.

Subject: Geometry

Figure 3: A geometry problem described precisely in text from OlymMATH.

Table 2: The distribution of contest problems by category.

. Count
Category Topic

HARD EASY Total

Algebra (Alg.) Inequality, Sequence, Trigonometry, etc. 25 25 50

Geometry (Geo.) Solid Geometry, Analytic Geometry, etc. 25 33 58

Number Theory (Num.)  Divisibility, Diophantine Equation, etc. 25 13 38

Combinatorics (Com.) Graph Theory, Permutation, etc. 25 29 54
Total 100 100 200

2.1 Dataset Construction

OlymMATH comprises 200 high-quality mathematical problems at the Olympiad level, meticulously
curated from printed resources to ensure both quality and originality. These problems were manually
gathered from a range of authoritative sources, including specialized magazines, textbooks, and
official competition materials. To minimize the risk of data contamination, online repositories and
forums were intentionally excluded from the sourcing process. This methodology ensures that the
problems are intellectually challenging and representative of advanced mathematical reasoning, while
also minimizing prior exposure on publicly accessible digital platforms. Consequently, OlymMATH
serves as a reliable benchmark for evaluating the real capabilities of LLMs in solving complex
mathematical tasks.

2.2 Problem Categories and Distribution

To ensure comprehensive coverage of reasoning skills, the problems in OlymMATH span four
primary mathematical fields: algebra, geometry, number theory, and combinatorics. These fields are
selected for two key reasons: they encompass highly challenging problems and are often amenable to
verification through simple-answer formats. While geometry problems typically rely on figures for
their descriptions, our emphasis on language models requires that these problems be reformulated into
text-based descriptions to ensure compatibility with the evaluation framework. Hence, we exclude
geometry problems that cannot be equivalently converted into plain text from the dataset. Figure 3]
illustrates an example of a geometry problem that has been successfully adapted and included in our
benchmark. Although the current benchmark consists of 200 problems, we aim to maximize diversity
by targeting a wide range of topics within each field. For instance, in algebra, we include problems
on inequalities, sequences, trigonometry, and more.

To further refine the evaluation, we categorize the problems into two distinct difficulty levels: easy
and hard. The easy problems are designed to challenge standard prompting approaches used by
mainstream models, while the hard problems are tailored to test advanced reasoning capabilities,
such as slow-thinking modes, in state-of-the-art reasoning models. The distribution of problems
across categories and difficulty levels is detailed in Table[2]

2.3 Format and Verification Methodology

The OlymMATH dataset adheres to a format that aligns with the widely used MATH dataset, ensuring
seamless integration with existing benchmarks and evaluation pipelines. This consistency not
only simplifies the evaluation procedure but also enhances the dataset’s utility for researchers and



Table 3: The included and excluded formats of the final answer.

Type Examples
Real number V4 ++/5,16°, 22017 4 %, arctan 2
Included
Interval [V/33, +00), (4, 57]
Set Operations {4,5} U{1,8}
Variable V5a%, p* — pg, n! + 2
Excluded V5a®, p* = pg, nt
Complex number 94 4i,v/—4
Text East, Alice

Original problem: If the distances from the eight vertices of a cube to a certain plane are 0, 1,
2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7 respectively, what is the possible edge length of this cube?

After transformation: If the distances from the eight vertices of a cube to a certain plane are
0,1, 2,3,4,5, 6, 7 respectively, consider all possible edge lengths of this cube. Assuming the
possible edge lengths form a set S, find the sum of squares of all elements in .S.

Figure 4: An example from OlymMATH-HARD designed to assess whether the model can identify
all possible answers.

practitioners. Each problem is meticulously organized in a structured format, as outlined in Figure 5}
to maintain clarity and facilitate efficient processing.

Furthermore, the dataset is composed exclusively of text-based problems. As previously mentioned,
for geometry problems that traditionally rely on diagrams, we have meticulously designed problem
descriptions to ensure that all essential geometric relationships and details can be accurately inferred
from the text alone. This approach maintains the integrity of the problems while aligning with the
text-focused nature of language model evaluation.

To ensure consistent and objective evaluation, OlymMATH restricts answers to real numbers and
intervals, as illustrated in Table[3] This simplifies the verification process and minimizes ambiguity
in assessing model performance. We deliberately exclude other answer formats that are more
challenging to verify, such as set operations, variables, complex numbers, and free-form text, as
these can introduce subjectivity or require additional interpretation. By focusing on real numbers and
intervals, we maintain a clear and standardized evaluation framework that enhances the reliability
and reproducibility of results. This standardization enables reliable verification using sympy based

verification tools. Also, for instance, expressions like /2 — V3 = (f — \/5) /2 = 2sin15° #
e~ 1/2 can be numerically evaluated to judge the model’s output.

To make the evaluation more challenging, OlymMATH specifically curates problems that yield
challenging numerical answers, such as those with multiple possible answers. These problems
are then modified to require a summary of all potential outcomes, such as sums, sums of squares,
and more (see Figure ). This method allows for the assessment of whether models consider all
scenarios while providing an effective means of evaluating their performance. By requiring a detailed
exploration of various answers, we ensure that models can effectively demonstrate their reasoning
capabilities.

2.4 Bilingual Extension

The OlymMATH benchmark originates with Chinese-language problems. To enable comprehensive
bilingual evaluation, we preserve both the original Chinese and translated English versions of all
problems. Our translation pipeline employs a two-stage LLM-based approach: First, we generate
initial English translations using Claude Sonnet 3.7, then iteratively refine them through multiple
rounds of review with GPT-40 until convergence. Finally, expert human annotators verify and polish
all translations for mathematical accuracy and linguistic fluency.



Problem (EN): Let$a_1,a_2,a_3,a_4,a_5\in [0, 1]$, find the maximum value of $\prod_{1
\lei<j\le 5} la_i-a_jl$.

Answer (EN): \frac{3\sqrt{21}} {38416}

Subject (EN): Algebra

Problem (ZH): % $a_l,a_2.a 3,a_4,a_5\in [0, 1]$, 3k $\prod_{1\le i<j \le 5} la_i-a_jI$ H 5%
KB

s et(ZED): \frac{3\sqrt{21}} {38416}
Subject (ZH): L3

Figure 5: Example of the format used in OlymMATH.

These parallel evaluation sets—denoted as OlymMATH-EN (English) and OlymMATH-ZH (Chi-
nese) respectively (see Figure [5)—enable systematic comparison of reasoning capabilities across
languages, while the union of the two sets are denoted as OlymMATH (full set).

3 Experiments

In this section, we assess the performance of leading reasoning models using the OlymMATH
benchmark and then provide a detailed analysis of their capabilities.

3.1 Experimental Setup

Models. To conduct a thorough evaluation, we assess a range of representative large language
models (LLMs), including both open-source and closed-source models. Specifically, for open-source
models, we select DeepSeek-R1 [4], DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-32B [4], and QwQ-32B [20]. For
closed-source models, we include 03-mini (high) [12] in our evaluation. Additionally, to simplify
model identification, we use the abbreviation Qwen2.5-32B-R1D to refer to DeepSeek-R1-Distill-
Qwen-32B.

Evaluation Details. To ensure robust evaluation, we adopt two complementary metrics: Pass@1 and
Cons@10. Our evaluation pipeline follows a systematic approach: for each problem, we generate
10 distinct responses from each comparison model, with the exception of 03-mini (high), for which
we limit sampling to three responses per question due to API stability constraints. For the Pass@1
metric, we compute the mean accuracy across all sampled responses to derive the final accuracy score.
For the Cons@10 metric, we implement majority voting to determine a consensus answer for each
problem, subsequently calculating the average accuracy across the entire problem set. For generation
hyperparameters, we adhere to established practices from previous research [4} 20], configuring
locally-evaluated models with temperature, top_p, min_p, and max_token set to 0.6, 0.95, 0,
and 32768, respectively. For api-evaluated models (i.e., DeepSeek-R1 and 03-mini (high)), we
use their default hyperparameters to unleash their reasoning capabilities better. This evaluation
method efficiently assesses the model’s performance on the benchmarks, but it still leaves room for
improvement in the accuracy and reliability of model evaluation.

3.2 Evaluation Results on OlymMATH

In this part, we assess the performance of the comparison models on our OlymMATH benchmark.
We present the evaluation results of OlymMATH-EN and OlymMATH-ZH in Table 4 and Table 3]
respectively.

First, we observe that all tested models exhibit relatively poor performance, with even OpenAl
03-mini (high) achieving only 30.3% on OlymMATH-EN-HARD. This underscores the high overall
difficulty of our benchmark, which demands stronger reasoning abilities and a deeper understanding
of mathematical knowledge to solve the problems effectively. In contrast, the performance of these



Table 4: Model performance on the English version of OlymMATH. The abbreviations “Alg.”, “Geo.”,
“Num.”, and “Com.” represent the four problem categories: Algebra, Geometry, Number Theory, and
Combinatorics, respectively. Due to 03-mini’s API instability, we sampled only three responses per
question and cannot report its Cons@10 performance.

Pass@1 Cons@10
Models
Alg.  Geo. Num. Com. Avg. ‘ Alg. Geo. Num. Com. Avg.

The Hard Subset
Qwen2.5-32B-R1ID 172 18.8 17.6 0.8 13.6 | 36.0 20.0 24.0 0.0 20.0
QwQ-32B 256 184 248 5.2 18.5 | 36.0 12.0 24.0 4.0 19.0
DeepSeek-R1 32.8 2838 19.2 4.0 21.2 | 48.0 36.0 24.0 4.0 28.0
03-mini (high) 24.0 327 447 20.0  30.3 / / / / /

The Easy Subset
Qwen2.5-32B-R1D  73.6  69.1 88.5 483  66.7 | 92.0 97.0 92.3 58.6  84.0
QwQ-32B 84.8 797 83.8 67.9  78.1 96.0 100.0 923 793  92.0
DeepSeek-R1 88.4 848 90.8 624 80.0 | 100.0 97.0 92.3 759 91.0
03-mini (high) 90.0 894 100.0 85.1 89.7 / / / / /

Table 5: Model performance on the Chinese version of OlymMATH. The abbreviations “Alg.”,
“Geo.”, “Num.”, and “Com.” represent the four problem categories: Algebra, Geometry, Number
Theory, and Combinatorics, respectively. Due to 03-mini’s API instability, we sampled only three
responses per question and cannot report its Cons@10 performance.

Pass@1 Cons@10

Models
Alg.  Geo. Num. Com. Avg. ‘ Alg.  Geo. Num. Com. Avg.
The Hard Subset
Qwen2.5-32B-R1ID 5.6 6.8 8.0 1.2 5.4 4.0 8.0 12.0 0.0 6.0
QwQ-32B 196 124 152 1.2 12.1 | 16.0 12.0 240 0.0 13.0
DeepSeek-R1 216 244 1638 1.6 16.1 | 20.0 36.0 20.0 0.0 19.0
03-mini (high) 220 260 487 120 272 / / / / /
The Easy Subset
Qwen2.5-32B-R1ID 452 403 546 234 385 | 560 57.6 615 31.0 500
QwQ-32B 76.8 733 877 48,6 689 | 920 97.0 923 62.1 850
DeepSeek-R1 79.2 748  93.1 50.7 713 | 920 909 1000 655 85.0
03-mini (high) 88.0 924 96.2 799  88.2 / / / / /

advanced reasoning models on OlymMATH-EN-EASY is more modest and comparable to that on
AIME 2024 and AIME 2025, suggesting that OlymMATH-EN-EASY is well-suited for evaluating
the capabilities of less advanced reasoning models.

Second, by comparing the performance of LLMs on OlymMATH-EN and OlymMATH-ZH, we
find that language can influence the reasoning performance of LLMs to some extent. Overall, all
models tend to achieve higher performance on the English benchmarks. A potential reason for
this is that English corpora still dominate existing pre-training datasets, making the English-based
task-solving capabilities of LLMs generally more superior compared to other languages. This finding
highlights the importance of considering performance across different languages when conducting a
comprehensive evaluation of LLMs.

3.3 Analysis of Different Benchmarks

To compare OlymMATH with existing benchmarks and provide a thorough analysis, we compare the
performance of various LLMs on MATH-500 [[11], AIME 2024, AIME 2025, and HMMT 202502 in
Table@ Results marked with an asterisk (*) originate either from their respective reports [4} 12}, 20] or



Table 6: Model performance on different mathematical benchmarks (Pass@1). The results with (*)
denote that they are copied from their reports or the third-party website MathArena.

Benchmarks 03-mini (high) DeepSeek-R1  QwQ-32B  Qwen2.5-32B-R1D
MATH-500 / 97.3* / 94.3*

AIME 2024 87.3" 79.8% 79.5% 72.6*

AIME 2025 86.5" 70.0" 66.0" 59.0"
HMMT 202502 67.5" 41.7* 47.5* 33.3"
OlymMATH-EN-HARD 30.3 21.2 18.5 13.6
OlymMATH-EN-EASY 89.7 80.0 78.1 66.7
OlymMATH-ZH-HARD 27.2 16.1 12.1 54
OlymMATH-ZH-EASY 88.2 71.3 68.9 38.5

Table 7: The average length of the responses generated from DeepSeek-R1. “Output Length” refers
to the length of the final solution provided by the model, while “Reasoning Length” indicates the
length of model’s thought process.

Avg. Output Length Avg. Reasoning Length
Dataset
Correct Incorrect Total Correct Incorrect  Total
AIME 2024 1591 1707 1617 19958 50836 26820
AIME 2025 1547 1625 1575 23350 53006 33894
OlymMATH-EN-HARD 1608 1610 1610 39024 43850 42827
OlymMATH-EN-EASY 1588 1594 1589 29132 46008 32507

from the third-party website MathArenﬂ Additionally, we report the average length of the generated
responses from DeepSeek-R1 (Table[7).

In Table[6] due to the higher difficulty of our benchmark, models achieve lower accuracy compared
to previous benchmarks. When examining model performance on MATH-500 and AIME 2024,
all LLMs attain high scores (exceeding 90% and 70% accuracy, respectively), rendering these test
sets less effective in distinguishing the reasoning abilities of the models. In contrast, performance
on OlymMATH is more varied, enabling the evaluation metrics to better differentiate the models’
reasoning capabilities. For instance, DeepSeek R1 and Qwen2.5-32B-R1D achieve similar accuracy
on MATH-500 (i.e., 97.3% v.s. 94.3%), while their performance on the hard subset of OlymMATH
shows a significant difference (i.e., 21.2% v.s. 13.6% on OlymMATH-EN-HARD).

Since longer responses from LLMs often correlate with harder problems [21], we analyze the
response length (i.e., character length) of DeepSeek-R1 across different benchmarks to further assess
the difficulty of OlymMATH compared to others. As shown in Table [/} DeepSeek-R1 generates
significantly more tokens for questions in OlymMATH than for those in AIME 2024 and AIME
2025 on average. This indicates that questions in OlymMATH require the model to engage in
more extensive reasoning to arrive at solutions. Even for questions the model answers correctly, a
substantial amount of reasoning is necessary, with an average of 39024 and 29132 characters for
OlymMATH-EN-HARD and OlymMATH-EN-EASY, respectively. As illustrated in Figure[] the
reasoning length distribution of OlymMATH-EN-EASY closely resembles that of AIME, suggesting
a comparable level of difficulty. In contrast, OlymMATH-EN-HARD exhibits a significantly greater
total response length, with an average length of 42.8K. This underscores the high difficulty of our
benchmark and the greater demand it places on the reasoning capabilities of models.

3.4 Rigorous Reasoning or Empirical Guessing?

During our problem collection and preliminary experiments, we have empirically observed that
LLMs sometimes resort to making empirical guesses rather than engaging in rigorous reasoning.
Specifically, for certain mathematical problems, these models may arrive at correct answers through
pattern matching, heuristic methods, proposition simplification, or even fabrication, rather than

*https://matharena.ai/
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Figure 6: The reasoning length distribution of DeepSeek-R1 in AIME 2024, AIME 2025,
OlymMATH-EN-EASY and OlymMATH-EN-HARD. The vertical dashed line represents the mean.

systematic derivation. For instance, in Figure |7} the model (03-mini) only “guessed” that b = ¢
at optimal because of symmetry, while solving a geometric optimization problem. Although such
empirical guesses may yield correct answers, this intuitive approach lacks the necessary rigor of
logical reasoning and would likely be deemed incorrect or, at best, not fully correct by human
evaluators.

This case becomes problematic when employing rule-based evaluation or LLM-as-judge methods, as
neither can effectively assess the quality of rigorous reasoning. This implies that we should be cautious
of LLMs potentially taking “shortcuts”—solutions that are not well-derived or properly formulated
during problem-solving—which could lead to an illusory improvement in answer accuracy. We further
investigated this issue in the AIME 2025 and Omni-MATH benchmark using the 03-mini (high), and
also observed similar occurrences (see Figure 8] 0). Despite significant performance improvements,
LLMs still exhibit deficiencies in deliberative thinking. This underscores the importance of process-
level supervision or evaluation, which remains challenging to scale in practice due to the high human
effort involved. Currently, we do not accurately measure the proportion of empirical guesses in these
benchmarks, leaving this as an important direction for future work.

Interestingly, however, when confronted with the problems in our dataset, these guessing strategies
often fail. Figure[I0]illustrates a case where 03-mini (high) attempts to solve a complex optimization
problem from OlymMATH. The model incorrectly assumes symmetry and produces the answer 3081,
while the correct answer (verified using Mathematica) is 2625. The test samples OlymMATH-
HARD are generally more challenging than those in existing benchmarks, as the intermediate
reasoning steps are difficult to “hack” (i.e., some steps are directly taken without proper reasoning)
through empirical guessing.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce OlymMATH, a challenging benchmark for evaluating mathematical
reasoning capabilities of LLMs. Unlike existing math benchmarks, which are often sourced directly
from the web or digital platforms, our dataset is meticulously curated from printed math magazines,
books, and documents. The benchmark comprises 200 carefully selected problems spanning four

10



major mathematical fields, organized into easy (AIME-level) and hard (challenging for state-of-the-
art reasoning models) difficulty levels. To enable comprehensive bilingual evaluation, we provide
parallel versions in both English and Chinese. Through extensive experiments, we assess the reasoning
performance of state-of-the-art language models, particularly those operating in slow-thinking modes.
Our findings reveal that even the most advanced models, such as DeepSeek-R1 and OpenAI’s 03-mini,
achieve relatively poor performance on OlymMATH. Additionally, we conducted case studies on
several challenging problems, demonstrating that mainstream models often struggle to solve these
complex tasks. These results underscore the rigor and significance of OlymMATH as a benchmark
for pushing the boundaries of mathematical reasoning in LLMs.

The creation of this benchmark is part of our STILL project, and we believe that establishing
appropriate benchmarks is of immense value for driving the advancement of language intelligence.
In fact, benchmarks should evolve at a faster pace than methodologies, as they provide essential
guidance and direction toward achieving the ultimate objectives of the field. As part of future work,
we plan to further expand the scale of the OlymMATH benchmark, thereby contributing to the
development of more powerful and robust reasoning models.
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Problem: In the triangle AABC, the lengths of the three sides are a, b, ¢, satisfying the
condition 2a® + b* + ¢® = 4. Find the maximum value of the area of AABC.

Answer: £ (Whena = Z,b=c=,/9)

Model Output: We wish to maximize the area of AABC, subject to 2a* + b* + ¢ = 4.
Because the condition is symmetric in b and ¢ (but not in a), it is reasonable to look for an
optimum among triangles having b = c. (Later one can check that assuming b = ¢ indeed gives
the maximum.)

The problem involves maximizing the area of an isosceles triangle with sides a, b, b under the
constraint 2a® + b* + ¢* = 4. By assuming b = ¢, we derive a formula for the area in terms of
b and find the maximum area by expressing it as a function of u = b%. We then determine the
critical points of this quadratic function, identify the maximum area, and finally recover the side

lengths to verify that they satisfy the original constraints. The maximum area achieved is ‘—)’

Figure 7: An example during our data collection. 03-mini (high) found the correct answer without
rigorously solving the problem. Due to length constraints, we provide only a summary of its original
solution steps.

Problem: Let the sequence of rationals x1,x2,... be defined such that z; = % and
Tht1 = % (:ck + i — 1) . 2025 can be expressed as 7 for relatively prime positive integers

m and n. Find the remainder when m + n is divided by 1000.
Answer: 248.

Model Output: We will show thatif 21 = > and 21 = 3 (mk + i — 1) , then after “many”

iterations the answer to 2925 = % (in lowest terms) satisfies m + n = 248 (mod 1000).
In what follows we briefly describe one way (via a “miraculous” change-of-variables) to “solve”
the recurrence; the details need not be reproduced fully here.

A good hint is that the recurrence xy1 = % (:vk + i — 1) has the curious symmetry T'(x) =
3 (m +1- 1) = T(%) , so the expression x + = (which is “symmetric” in z and its reciprocal)

naturally appears. In fact, one may rewrite the recurrence in the form 3zx11 + 1 = xx + i A

2
useful idea is then to “complete the square” by writing (w JTh — #) =z, + i — 2, so that

Nes
2
3xk+1+1 = (‘/x — \/%) +2. Defining uy, = 1/3:;@7\/%?, one obtains the “linear-looking”

relation u? = 3zx41 — 1. With some additional work it turns out that if we write z = Tg—: (in

lowest terms), then one may prove by induction that my + ny = 36 - 124711, (In our case
one checks that m; +n1 = 25 4+ 11 = 36, ma + n2 = 432, ms + n3 = 62208, and indeed
36,432, 62208 equal 36 - 12°, 36 - 12*, 36 - 123 respectively.)

4
Thus, for £ = 2025 we have m +n = 36 - 12(2***=1) Even though this number is astronom-
ically large, we are only asked to compute m + n (mod 1000).
Using modular reductions, we compute m + n modulo 1000. First, modulo 8, we find 36 -
12(3%%4-1) = g (mod 8). Modulo 125, Euler’s theorem helps reduce 12V to 12'° = 118
(mod 125), giving 36 - 12 = 123 (mod 125). Using the Chinese Remainder Theorem,
solving 125k + 123 = 0 (mod &) gives k = 1 (mod 8), leading to the final answer: .

Figure 8: An example from AIME 2025. 03-mini (high) forgot to prove that (my,n;) = 1 and it

claimed that my + nj; = 36 - 12(27" 1) without providing the complete proof (highlighted in red).
Instead, the model “guessed” this expression by calculating the first several terms in the sequence
one by one. Due to length constraints, we provide only a summary of its unimportant steps.
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Source: 2016 IMO Shortlist A7
Problem: Find all functions f : R — R such that f(0) # 0 and for all z,y € R,

flx+y)? =2f(2)f(y) + max { f(z" +y°), f(@*) + f(&°)} .

Answer: f(z) =—1land f(z) =x — 1.
Solution: (Provided in Omni-MATH) To find all functions f : R — R satisfying the given
functional equation, we start with the condition:

f(0) #0,

and the functional equation for all z,y € R:

fz+y)* = 2f(2)f(y) + max { f(a® + ), f(2®) + f(5°)} -

Step 1: Test Simple Functions
Let’s start by testing the functions given in the reference answer: f(x) = —1l and f(z) =z — 1.
Case 1: f(x) = —1. Substitute f(z) = —1 into the equation: - - -
Case 2: f(z) = x — 1. Substituting f(z) =  — 1: - - - confirming f(z) = x — 1 is another
valid solution.
Conclusion
After verifying the two functions, we conclude that the functions satisfying the original func-
tional equation are:

flx)=-1 and f(z)=z—1.

Thus, the solutions are:

‘f(x):flandf(x):xfl‘.

Model Output: We will show that the only functions f : R — R with f(0) # 0, satisfying

fla+y)* = 2f(2)f(y) +max{ f(a* +¢*), f(«*) + f(y*)} forallz,y R,

are

‘f(x):—l forallz or f(ac):x—l.‘

Below is an outline of one way to arrive at this result.
Step 1. Pluginy =0
Let y = 0 in the given equation:

f(@)? = 2f () £(0) + max{f(z%), f(z°) + f(0)}.

Write ¢ = f(0) # 0. Notice that the two arguments inside the maximum differ by f(0);
therefore, the larger one depends on the sign of c:

- **I2f ¢ > 0%  Then f(z?) 4+ ¢ > f(x?) so the equation becomes f(x)? = 2c f(x) +
f(x%) +c.

- *(*If)c < 0:#%  Then f(2?) + ¢ < f(z?) so we have f(z)? = 2¢ f(x) + f(x?).

Thus, in each case one obtains a relationship between f(z) and f(z?).

Step 2. Check constant solutions - - - Thus, the constant solution is f(z) = —1 for all .
Step 3. Look for non-constant solutions

A natural next guess is to try a linear function. - - -

A quick check verifies that f(z) = x — 1 satisfies the original equation. --- which equals
(x 4y — 1)?, matching the left-hand side.
Conclusion

The only functions f : R — R with f(0) # O that satisfy - - - for all real numbers z and y are:

‘f(x):fl forallz or f(x):xfl.‘

These are the complete solutions.

Figure 9: An example from Omni-MATH. The solution provided by Omni-MATH itself is flawed
and problematic. Both the reference solution and 03-mini (high) failed to prove that there are no
other possible function f that satisfies the condition (highlighted in red). Due to length constraints,
we have omitted its unimportant steps.

14



Problem: Leta,b,c € R, a®b + b*c + c3a = 3, find the minimum value of the expression
fla,b,c) = (32 a*)* + 10003 a?b?.

Reference Answer: 2625. (Equality condition: a = :I:\% sin® =-,b = iW sin® =F, ¢ =

:I:\% sin? = and its cyclic permutations)

Model Output: We wish to minimize
fla,b,c) = (a* +b* + c4)4 41000 (a®b® + b°c® + c*a”)
subject to the (cyclic) constraint
b+ b3+ ta= 3,
with a, b, c € R.
A natural idea is to look for a "symmetric-like" solution. (Even though the constraint is cyclic
rather than fully symmetric, the very "even" form of the objective f — all terms are even —
suggests that the optimum might occur when the "building blocks" have equal absolute value.)
One obvious candidate is to try
a=b=c=t.

Then the constraint becomes
b+ bctrla=3t"=3 = t*=1.

Thust = 1ort = —1. (In R the equation t* = 1 has the two solutions ¢ = 1 and t = —1.)
Now compute the value of f at a = b = ¢ = t. Notice that

vttt =3,

b+ + PP =ttt =3
(since t* = 1).
Then
f=(3)* +1000- 3 = 81 + 3000 = 3081.
Before concluding that 3081 is the minimum, one may ask: Could there be a choice of a, b, ¢
satisfying a>b + b3¢ + ¢*a = 3 for which

(a4 +b* + 04) <3 or (a2b2 +b22 + cQaQ) < 37

Since a*, b*, ¢* are nonnegative and the constraint (a homogeneous form of degree 4) "forces"
the variables to be large enough in a certain sense, one may show by a careful (often inequality-
based) argument that if a®b+ b3c + ®a = 3, then one must have

at + ot + >3 and a?b® + b2 + 2a? > 3.

In fact, equality in these "loss-inequalities" forces |a| = |b| = |¢| = 1, and it turns out (by
checking the signs in the constraint) that the only possibility for equalityisa =b=c=1or
a=b=c=-1.
Also, one might try "extremal" cases such as letting one variable vanish (say, ¢ = 0). In that
case, the constraint reduces to a®b = 3 so that a and b cannot be arbitrarily small (or close in
absolute value to 1), and a short calculation shows that the value of f then exceeds 3081.
Thus, the candidate a = b = ¢ = 1 (ora = b = ¢ = —1) gives the minimal value. In
conclusion, the minimum value of f is

3081,

and it is attained exactly when a, b, c are all equal with |a| = 1 and the signs arranged so that
a®b=1(thatis,a=b=c=1lora=b=c=—1).

Figure 10: An example from OlymMATH-EN-HARD subset. 03-mini (high) attempted to “guess”
the equality conditions but failed to produce a correct solution (highlighted in red).
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