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Abstract

Reinforcement learning (RL) is an effective
way to strengthen the long-context reasoning
of large language models (LLMs), but it needs
training data that are long, diverse, challeng-
ing, and verifiable. Human annotation of such
data is expensive, naturally occurring data are
too scarce to sustain RL, and existing synthesis
methods depend on external corpora or stronger
teacher models, which become harder to obtain
as the trained models get stronger. Recently,
RL from zero data, in which a model learns
from tasks it proposes itself, has achieved ex-
cellent performance, but existing methods tar-
get short-context tasks. Therefore, we propose
LONGZERO, a method that lets an LLM im-
prove its own long-context reasoning without
any external data. Instead of writing ques-
tions and answers over existing documents,
LONGZERO first has the model synthesize the
question and answer with its supporting evi-
dence in a compact structured form, and only
then separately expands the evidence into a
long multi-document context. LONGZERO
combines these self-written multi-hop reason-
ing tasks with self-written multi-round retrieval
tasks and trains the model with GRPO. We
evaluate LONGZERO on two LLMs across five
long-context reasoning benchmarks and com-
pare it with RL on data synthesized from ex-
ternal corpora. Experimental results show that
LONGZERO generalizes to real tasks and out-
performs both baselines, suggesting a viable
and promising path to improving long-context
reasoning of LLMs.!

1 Introduction

Reasoning over long context, such as collections
of reports, long conversations, or entire books, is
required in many applications of large language
models (LLMs) (Bai et al., 2025; Krishna et al.,
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!Code and data are available at https://github.com/
zhennan1/LongZero.
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Figure 1: Core idea of LONGZERO. (a) Existing meth-
ods build long-context RL data from external corpora.
(b) LONGZERO lets the policy write the question, evi-
dence, and answer, expand them into long-context data,
and learn with RL from answering its own questions.

2025). Following the success of reinforcement
learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) on short-
context reasoning (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025; Team
et al., 2025; Lambert et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2025b),
a growing body of work applies RL to long-context
reasoning (Wan et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2025a;
Shen et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2026). These studies
consistently show that training data are a deci-
sive factor: useful RL data demand (i) substantial
length, (ii) evidence retrieval and consolidation,
(iii) sufficient difficulty for producing a learning
signal, and (iv) automatically verifiable answers
(Wang et al., 2025a; Xu et al., 2026; Lv et al.,
2026).

Data with all of these properties are difficult to
obtain. Human annotation of long-context ques-
tions is expensive, and naturally occurring long-
context QA data are far scarcer than what RL con-
sumes. Existing pipelines therefore build training
tasks from existing resources (Figure 1a): they ex-
tend short multi-hop QA datasets with distractor
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documents (Wang et al., 2025a), ask a model to
write questions over real documents (Yang et al.,
2025b; Shen et al., 2025; Lv et al., 2026), com-
bine knowledge graphs with search-agent trajecto-
ries (Lin et al., 2026), or simply rely on a stronger
teacher model to generate training data (Mukherjee
et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2024b). All of these ap-
proaches depend on external data or models. Real-
world facts also introduce a confound: a model
may answer from its parametric knowledge instead
of the given context (Longpre et al., 2021), and
public text may overlap with evaluation data (Sainz
et al., 2023).

At the same time, RL from zero data has
emerged as an alternative to curated training sets.
In these methods the model proposes its own tasks
and learns from solving them (Zhao et al., 2025a;
Huang et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025; Liu et al.,
2025). This line of work has achieved excellent per-
formance in short-context domains, such as math-
ematics, code, games, and tool-using agents (Xia
et al., 2025; Yue et al., 2026; Acikgoz et al., 2026).
This leads to our research question: Can an LLM
also improve its long-context reasoning from
zero data?

Long-context tasks are harder to synthesize from
zero data: a task consists of a long input together
with a question about it, and the model must pro-
duce both. Letting the model write a long docu-
ment and then pose a question about it inherits the
very weakness the task is meant to address, since
a model that cannot yet reason reliably over long
contexts cannot reliably write or verify questions
about the long text it has just written. Our key
observation is that the order of generation can be
reversed. If the model first writes the question,
evidence, and answer as a short structured specifi-
cation, and only then expands the evidence into a
long multi-document context, the answer is fixed
before any long text exists, and the only remaining
risk of error lies in the expansion.

Building on this observation, we propose
LONGZERO (Figure 1b). LONGZERO uses the
model being trained to synthesize two complemen-
tary kinds of long-context tasks: reasoning tasks,
in which multi-hop questions over a fictional world
must be answered from eight model-written doc-
uments, and retrieval tasks in the style of multi-
round co-reference resolution (MRCR; Vodrahalli
et al., 2024), in which the model must reproduce
one specific earlier response in a long, model-
written conversation. The same model then an-

swers each reasoning question several times, and
only the questions it sometimes answers correctly
and sometimes incorrectly are kept, because these
are the questions on which group-relative policy
optimization (GRPO; Shao et al., 2024) receives a
non-zero learning signal.

Our main contributions are as follows:

* We propose LONGZERO, a long-context RL.
method in which the LLM itself first synthe-
sizes the question, evidence, and answer in
a structured format, then expands them into
long-context data, and is finally trained on
these data.

* We evaluate LONGZERO on two base
models and five long-context reasoning
benchmarks, and experimental results show
that LONGZERO can generalize from self-
generated tasks to general long-context rea-
soning tasks.

* We compare LONGZERO with two synthetic-
data baselines built from external corpora, and
experimental results show that LONGZERO
outperforms both baselines, demonstrating
the effectiveness of LONGZERO in improv-
ing long-context reasoning of LLMs without
external data.

2 Related Work

Reinforcement Learning from Zero Data.
Learning without human data dates back to self-
play systems such as AlphaGo Zero (Silver et al.,
2017), and LLMs have long been used to generate
their own instructions, rationales, or rewards (Wang
et al., 2023; Zelikman et al., 2022; Yuan et al.,
2024). Since RLVR became the standard recipe for
reasoning (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025), two lines of
work have reduced its reliance on curated data. The
first removes labels: rewards are derived from ma-
jority voting (Zuo et al., 2025) or from the model’s
own confidence (Zhao et al., 2025b). The second
removes the questions themselves: the model pro-
poses tasks and learns from solving them, verified
by code execution in Absolute Zero (Zhao et al.,
2025a), by a co-evolving challenger and solver in
R-Zero (Huang et al., 2025), or by asymmetric
self-play from a single topic prompt (Chen et al.,
2025), and the idea has been extended to games
(Liu et al., 2025) and agents (Xia et al., 2025; Yue
et al., 2026). Programmatic task generators play a



similar role for logic puzzles (Xie et al., 2025; Sto-
janovski et al., 2025). All of these methods target
short-context tasks, where a task is a short string; in
long-context reasoning, the long context must itself
be synthesized and kept consistent with the ques-
tion and answer, which is the problem LONGZERO
addresses.

Long-Context Reinforcement Learning. Long-
context ability is usually built by context extension
and continued pre-training (Peng et al., 2024; Fu
et al., 2024; Gao et al., 2024), followed by fine-
tuning on synthetic long-context data (Bai et al.,
2024a; An et al., 2024; Xiong et al., 2024). RL has
recently been applied directly to long-context rea-
soning, and most work focuses on how to construct
training tasks: QwenLong-L1 and QwenLong-
L1.5 write questions over real documents (Wan
et al., 2025; Shen et al., 2025), LoongRL hides
HotpotQA questions behind UUID chains among
distractors (Wang et al., 2025a), SPELL lets one
model question, answer, and verify over raw doc-
uments (Yang et al., 2025b), LongTraceRL builds
questions from knowledge-graph walks and search
trajectories (Lin et al., 2026), and GoLongRL cu-
rates a multi-task mixture (Lv et al., 2026). Other
work improves the reward, for example with veri-
fiable context rewards (Chen et al., 2026), or pro-
cesses long inputs with memory agents (Yu et al.,
2025a). These methods all obtain their contexts
or questions from existing corpora, QA datasets,
knowledge bases, or larger models; LONGZERO
synthesizes both with the model being trained and
is complementary to better rewards and algorithms.

Evaluation of Long-Context Reasoning. Early
evaluations relied on synthetic retrieval probes such
as RULER (Hsieh et al., 2024), which revealed, for
instance, that models miss information in the mid-
dle of long inputs (Liu et al., 2024a). Benchmarks
have since moved toward realistic tasks and rea-
soning, such as LongBench and LongBench v2
(Bai et al., 2024b, 2025), MRCR (Vodrahalli et al.,
2024), LongReason (Ling et al., 2025), and AA-
LCR (Artificial Analysis, 2025).

3 LONGZERO

Let 7y denote the LLM to be trained. LONGZERO
uses my itself to synthesize a training set D =
Drea U Dyt of long-context tasks with verifiable
answers, and then optimizes my on D with GRPO
(Figure 2).

3.1 Data Synthesis

LONGZERO synthesizes two kinds of data: reason-
ing data D,.,, which require finding facts scattered
across long documents, rejecting similar-looking
distractors, and combining the facts into an answer,
and retrieval data D,., which require locating and
reproducing one specific item among many similar
ones in a long conversation. In both cases, the an-
swer is determined by construction rather than by
a model’s judgment of a long text.

3.1.1 Reasoning Data Synthesis

A reasoning sample is drawn from a world: a set
of fictional entities and facts rendered as M long
documents of different genres, together with multi-
hop questions that require combining facts from
different documents. The difficulty of a question
q over a context x grows with the length of the
context, the number of hops, and the number of
distractors:

Difficulty(z, q) o |z| - Hy - Ky, (1)

where |z| is the number of tokens in x, Hj is the
number of hops of ¢, and K, is the number of
distractor facts that imitate its supporting facts.

We use this relation as a design guide rather than
as a fitted model: the specification controls H, and
K, and the expansion controls |z|. The central
design choice is to generate the world top-down:
g first writes a compact specification that fixes the
questions, their supporting facts, and their answers,
and only then expands it into long text. All entities
are fictional, which reduces reliance on paramet-
ric knowledge; fictional biographies are likewise
used to study knowledge storage and extraction
(Allen-Zhu and Li, 2023). A program first samples
a domain, a set of genres, and a style card that
fixes the time period, naming style, and banned
names, so that worlds are diverse. The remaining
steps are shown on the left of Figure 2, and their
prompts are given in Appendix A.2.

Specification. my writes a world specification
S = (V,F,F,Q) as strict JSON. V contains
named entities, among which at least two people
share a surname and at least two organizations
have confusably similar names. F contains atomic
facts forming () question chains that partially share
bridge entities, where the chain of question g has
H, hops, and 7~ contains K distractor facts per
chain that involve the same bridge entity but differ
in role, time, or attribute. Each question ¢ € Q
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entities: Marco Rossi, Sofia Bianchi,
Aurora Biologica, Aurora Farmaceutica,
Vitae Extract, ...

facts:

F1 Marco Rossi founded Aurora
Biologica in 1882.

F2 Aurora Biologica developed Vitae
Extract in 1885.

F3 Sofia Bianchi used Vitae Extract in
1887.

distractors:

D2 Sofia Bianchi was the head of the
research division at Aurora
Biologica in 1886.

D3 Sofia Bianchi worked on the
development of the Luminosa
Antiseptic for Aurora Farmaceutica
in 1890.

question: Who was the researcher who
used the Vitae Extract developed by Au-
rora Biologica in 1885?

answer: Sofia Bianchi

Doc 1 - corporate history chapter (write a song about systems )
“...Marco Rossi, a man whose quiet de-
termination ... established Aurora Bio-
logica.”

“By the end of 1885, Vitae Extract had
become Aurora Biologica’s first commer-
cially viable product ...”

“By the middle of 1886, she had been
appointed head of the research division
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)

Doc 5 - conference proceedings digest
““...confirms that Sofia Bianchi was ac-
tively engaged in the formulation and pre-
liminary testing of Luminosa Antiseptic
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research and regulatory oversight.”

Doc 8 - regulatory filing summary
“Sofia Bianchi’s work with Vitae Extract
in 1887 provides a valuable case study

for understanding the intersection of early

... (8 needles, 11.7K tokens)
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facts of a question in differ-
ent documents; a distrac-

tor can share a document
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context; answer appears verbatim v

answer = prefix + 3rd nee-
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Figure 2: Overview of LONGZERO data generation, with real data synthesized by Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507. Left:
for reasoning data, the policy writes a world specification, plans which document states each fact, and expands the
plan into long documents. Right: retrieval data are long conversations assembled from the policy’s own responses.

comes with its answer y; and supporting facts
F, C F; it refers to intermediate entities by de-
scription, such as “the founder of the magazine’s
parent press”, so that answering requires resolving
each hop, whereas the answer must be a concrete
name, place, product, title, or number appearing
verbatim in a fact. Because the specification is
short, it can be generated and checked reliably, and
it fixes the answer before any long text is written.

Plan and Expansion.

Ty assigns every fact in

F UF ™ toone of the M documents, spreading the
supporting facts of each question across different
documents and placing each distractor away from
the fact it imitates, so that answering requires lo-
cating evidence in several documents and rejecting
nearby distractors. It then writes each document
independently in the planned genre, stating each
assigned fact exactly once and not stating facts
assigned to other documents.

Finally, a program shuffles the M documents
into the context x and keeps a question only if its
answer or an equivalent alias appears verbatim in
the expanded text; this faithfulness gate removes
questions whose answer-bearing fact was dropped
or altered during expansion. Each surviving ques-
tion yields a sample (7, q,y;).

3.1.2 Retrieval Data Synthesis

Our retrieval data follow the task format of MRCR
(Vodrahalli et al., 2024; OpenAl, 2025): in a long
conversation, the user repeatedly asks for short
pieces of the same kind, such as “write a poem
about tigers”, and finally asks the model to re-
produce the k-th of them, prefixed by a random
string s. Instead of using existing conversations,
LONGZERO lets my write all conversational con-
tent itself, as shown on the right of Figure 2. Given
only a small set of formats and common nouns
taken from the public OpenAl MRCR dataset (Ope-
nAl, 2025), mp responds to every request “write
a {format} about {noun}” R times, yielding
a pool of self-written responses. A program then
assembles each sample from the pool: it selects a
target request, inserts N of 7g’s responses to that
request, called needles a1, . .., ay, at random po-
sitions among responses to other requests until the
conversation reaches a length drawn from a fixed
range, and asks for the k-th needle prefixed by s.

Because the program decides which response
is the k-th needle, the reference answer y* =
s || a, is correct by construction, while solving the
task requires distinguishing the model’s own near-
duplicate responses and tracking their order over
a long context. We sample 1,152 training and 128
validation conversations without filtering.



Qwen3-4B-T Qwen3-8B

Synthesis per 2,560 unstable reasoning questions

Worlds attempted ~3.8K ~5.4K
Worlds accepted ~3.6K ~5.1K
Questions filtered ~14.4K ~19.5K
always correct 69.3% 68.3%
unstable (kept) 17.7% 13.1%
always incorrect 13.0% 18.6%
Filtering answers ~55K ~75K
Training split (validation split)
Reasoning questions 2,304 (256) 2,304 (256)
Reasoning worlds 1,705 (184) 1,885 (206)
Reasoning tokens, median 19.4K 14.6K
Retrieval conversations 1,152 (128) 1,152 (128)
Retrieval tokens, median 11.4K 11.1K

Table 1: Data synthesized by each model for itself. Up-
per: synthesis needed for the 2,560 unstable reason-
ing questions used, estimated from each model’s rates.
Lower: training (validation) data; token counts use each
model’s tokenizer. Qwen3-4B-T: Qwen3-4B-Thinking-
2507.

3.1.3 Difficulty Filtering

GRPO normalizes rewards within a group of re-
sponses to the same prompt, so a question that
the policy always answers correctly, or always an-
swers incorrectly, contributes no gradient. In our
inspection, consistently failed questions were also
frequently defective, for example because two doc-
uments assigned conflicting values to the same at-
tribute.

LONGZERO therefore lets my measure the dif-
ficulty of its own questions and keeps only the
unstable band. Concretely, my answers each ques-
tion with the full context in small waves of samples,
scored by the same matching rule as the training
reward (§3.2); a question is kept as soon as it has
received both a correct and an incorrect answer,
and discarded if its first TV answers agree. Because
the same model generates and filters the data, the
difficulty of the kept questions adapts to the model
that will be trained on them.

From the unstable questions we hold out a val-
idation set by world and form the training set
from 2,304 reasoning questions and 1,152 retrieval
conversations, a 2:1 mixture. As Table 1 shows,
Qwen3-8B keeps a smaller share of its own ques-
tions than Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507, 13.1% ver-
sus 17.7%, and therefore needs more synthesis to
obtain the same amount of data.

3.2 Reinforcement Learning

We optimize mg with Group Relative Policy Op-
timization (GRPO; Shao et al., 2024), which re-
moves the value model of PPO (Schulman et al.,
2017) and instead uses the average reward of sev-
eral outputs to the same prompt as the baseline.
For each prompt x, GRPO samples a group of G
outputs {01, ..., 0q} from the old policy 7y, and
scores them with the rule-based rewards below, giv-
ingr = {ry,...,rg}. With outcome rewards, all
tokens of o; share the group-normalized reward as
their advantage:

Ay = r; — mean(r)

std(r)

Following DAPO (Yu et al., 2025b), we use a token-
level policy-gradient loss, which averages over all
tokens in the group rather than first within each
output, and maximize

j(e) = Ew,{oi} [ﬁ Zszl Z‘t(i‘l Elvt(e)] )

2

3)
£;¢(6) = min (Pi,t(Q)Ai,ta
clip(pis(0),1 —&,1+¢)A; )
— BDxu [ || mret] “

where the expectation is over prompts x and groups
{0}y ~ 7o | @), pie() = mo(oir |
T, 0i.<t)/To,4(0it | T,0i <) is the importance ra-
tio, € is the clipping range, and s is the initial
policy. As in GRPO, the KL penalty with coeffi-
cient 3 is added to the loss rather than to the reward,
and is estimated per token with the k3 estimator of
Schulman (2020):

Dxr (70 || 7ref] = kiy —logkiz — 1,  (5)

where ki = Tref(0it | 2, 0i<t)/me(0it | ,0i <t).
Both the token-level loss and this KL estimator
follow the GRPO implementation of verl (Sheng
et al., 2025), which we use for training.

Reward Design. Rewards are rule-based and se-
lected by the data source of each sample. For rea-
soning data, the prompt asks the model to end with
“The answer is <answer>.” Let ¢ be the text
after the last “the answer is” in the output. The
reward is

,,,,I'Ca — 1’
0,

if § matches a reference answer,

otherwise.

(6)



Method LBl LBv2Z FRAMES AA-LCR LongReason Avg
Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507

Base model 65.43  40.56 51.27 36.50 79.66 54.68
Enhanced HotpotQA (from LoongRL) 6594  43.04 51.46 41.50 80.92 56.57
Teacher-synthesized QA 66.12 41.85 52.97 38.50 80.48 55.99
LONGZERO (Ours) 67.22 43.34 55.76 39.50 81.30 57.42
Qwen3-8B (Thinking)

Base model 63.63  32.11 48.00 2.50 76.89 44.63
Enhanced HotpotQA (from LoongRL) 64.98  31.31 47.88 3.00 77.96 45.03
Teacher-synthesized QA 64.07  33.20 47.94 1.00 77.96 44.83
LONGZERO (Ours) 6549 3201 49.39 3.00 78.40 45.66

Table 2: Results on five long-context reasoning benchmarks (mean of two runs; LongReason: 32K split; Avg:
unweighted mean). Best results for each base model are in bold and second-best results are underlined. All methods

share the RL configuration and checkpoint step.

The reference answers are the answer y; and its
aliases. y matches a reference answer if it contains
that answer as a whole-word span, so that “15”
does not match “5”, and is at most L characters
longer than it, which prevents rewarding answers
that list many candidates. Before matching, both
texts are lowercased, quotation marks are unified,
punctuation is replaced by spaces, and whitespace
is collapsed.

For retrieval data, the reward is O if the final
answer after the thinking part does not start with the
prefix s. Otherwise, it is the similarity between the
rest of the answer and the needle a;, measured by
the SequenceMatcher ratio of Python’s difflib
as in the MRCR evaluation (OpenAl, 2025); this
dense reward gives partial credit for nearly correct
reproductions.

4 Experiments

4.1 Settings

Training Setup. We use (i) Qwen3-4B-
Thinking-2507 and (ii) Qwen3-8B in thinking
mode (Yang et al., 2025a). Each model synthesizes
and filters its own data (Table 1) and is trained
with GRPO in verl (Sheng et al., 2025) for 72 steps
on Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 and 108 steps on
Qwen3-8B, about 1.3 and 2 epochs of our data,
with 64 prompts and G=8 responses per step, a
constant learning rate of 1079, £=0.2, £5=0.001,
and at most 32,768 prompt and 8,192 response
tokens. All methods, including the baselines,
share this configuration, and we report the final
checkpoint of each run; Appendix A.1 lists all
hyperparameters.

Benchmarks. We use five long-context rea-
soning benchmarks: (i) the multi-document
QA subsets of LongBench (LBI1; Bai et al,
2024b), namely HotpotQA, 2WikiMultihopQA,
and MuSiQue (Yang et al., 2018; Ho et al., 2020;
Trivedi et al., 2022) with F1; (ii) LongBench v2
(LBv2; Bai et al., 2025), 503 four-choice questions;
(iii) FRAMES (Krishna et al., 2025) with oracle
Wikipedia articles, 824 questions scored by answer
containment; (iv) AA-LCR (Artificial Analysis,
2025), 100 questions over document sets of 72K—
115K tokens, judged by GPT-5.6-Luna with the of-
ficial judging prompt; and (v) the 32K split of Lon-
gReason (Ling et al., 2025), 794 multiple-choice
questions.

We sample with temperature 0.7 and top-p 0.95,
since greedy decoding is not recommended for
Qwen3 thinking models, run each benchmark at
least twice, and report the mean of two runs.
Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 natively supports 262K
tokens, but Qwen3-8B supports only 32K. Follow-
ing the Qwen3-8B model card, we apply YaRN
(Peng et al., 2024) with a scaling factor of 4 at
evaluation time, without additional training; RL
training does not use YaRN.

Baselines. Besides the base models, we compare
with two baselines that differ from LONGZERO
only in their training data: (i) Enhanced Hot-
potQA (from LoongRL): 5,120 difficulty-filtered
HotpotQA (Yang et al., 2018) questions whose con-
texts are extended to 16K tokens with distracting
documents by the data pipeline of LoongRL (Wang
et al., 2025a), trained with LoongRL’s prompt
and exact-match reward; (ii) Teacher-synthesized
QA: multi-hop questions written and verified by
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Figure 3: Training dynamics of LONGZERO up to the reported checkpoints. Validation scores are measured every 6

steps on held-out reasoning and retrieval data (overall:

weighted by set size). The training reward mixes both data

types (line: 5-step average; band: range over the same window).

Qwen3.5-397B-A17B over Ultra-FineWeb (Wang
et al., 2025b) document clusters from SPELL
(Yang et al., 2025b); each base model keeps 2,304
questions it answers correctly 1-7 times out of 8,
mixed 2:1 with the same self-synthesized retrieval
data and trained with the same prompt and reward,
so that only the source of the reasoning questions
differs. Appendix A.1 describes both baselines in
detail.

4.2 Results and Analysis

Overall Performance. Table 2 shows that
LONGZERO achieves the highest average score on
both base models compared to the baselines. All
three RL methods improve over the base models
on average, but LONGZERO gains the most and
is best on four of the five benchmarks for both
models, counting a tie on AA-LCR for Qwen3-
8B; the exceptions are AA-LCR on Qwen3-4B-
Thinking-2507 and LBv2 on Qwen3-8B. Notably,
the teacher-synthesized baseline does not surpass
ours, although its questions and answers are writ-
ten and verified by a 397B-parameter model. A
stronger generator thus does not guarantee better
training data: questions written by another model
over real documents need not match the ability of
the policy, whereas those of LONGZERO are writ-
ten by the policy itself, verifiable by construction,
and filtered to its current ability.

Generalization across Tasks. Figure 3 shows
that validation scores on held-out synthesized data
rise over training for both data types and both mod-
els, with fluctuations but no early saturation. More
importantly, these in-distribution gains transfer to
the general long-context reasoning benchmarks,
which do not share the entities of the training data.
On Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507, LONGZERO im-
proves on every benchmark, including LB1 and
FRAMES, whose questions concern real Wikipedia
entities, although every training world is fictional.
Because questions about fictional entities cannot
be answered from memory, the policy can only
improve on them by reading the context more care-
fully, and this skill carries over to real documents.
The benchmark gains are smaller than the vali-
dation gains, as expected under distribution shift,
but appear across extractive, multiple-choice, and
model-judged free-form answers. The baselines
generalize less evenly: they often improve on cer-
tain tasks while declining on others. On Qwen3-
8B, each falls below the base model on two bench-
marks, whereas LONGZERO does so only on LBv2,
and on Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507, Enhanced Hot-
potQA does not improve on the HotpotQA subset
of LB1 (Table 6) despite training on HotpotQA.

Generalization across Models. LONGZERO im-
proves both base models even though each one syn-



Training data LB1 LBv2 FRAMES AA-LCR LongReason Avg
Base model 65.43  40.56 51.27 36.50 79.66 54.68
Reasoning data only 67.04 42.64 54.61 34.00 78.59 55.38
Retrieval data only 64.51 41.65 52.18 33.00 77.90 53.85
Reasoning and retrieval data, 1:1 67.29 41.35 53.64 36.50 80.98 55.95
Reasoning and retrieval data, 2:1 (Ours) 67.22  43.34 55.76 39.50 81.30 57.42

Table 3: Ablation on the training data of Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507: reasoning data only, retrieval data only, and
mixtures of the two in a 1:1 and a 2:1 ratio. All runs share the RL configuration. Best results are in bold and

second-best results are underlined.

thesizes and filters its own data, so the method does
not depend on a particular generator. The improve-
ment is clearly larger on Qwen3-4B-Thinking-
2507, which is also the stronger long-context rea-
soner of the two. This is consistent with the self-
synthesis loop: a stronger model is likely to write
more faithful specifications and documents, and
it wastes less of its synthesis on questions it can
never answer (Table 1), so its training data are both
cleaner and better matched to its ability. Qwen3-8B
does not improve on LBv2, and all methods score
near zero on AA-LCR, whose 72K—115K-token
inputs leave little room for output within the 131K-
token window that YaRN provides, so the thinking
model often runs out of tokens before giving a fi-
nal answer: 120 of the 200 AA-LCR responses of
LONGZERO on Qwen3-8B contain no answer.

Length Generalization and Efficiency. All
training contexts are short compared with the
benchmarks: reasoning and retrieval samples con-
tain tens of thousands of tokens at most, whereas
LBv2 and AA-LCR require reading inputs that
are several times longer. LONGZERO neverthe-
less improves Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 on both
of these benchmarks, so the skills learned on short
synthetic contexts, namely locating scattered evi-
dence and rejecting look-alike distractors, gener-
alize to much longer inputs. Moreover, the whole
pipeline runs on the model being trained: unlike
the teacher-synthesized baseline, which needs a
397B-parameter model to write, answer, and verify
every question, LONGZERO requires no calls to a
larger model, and its data cost scales with the size
of the policy rather than with that of a teacher.

Data Complementarity. Table 3 shows that the
two kinds of synthesized data are complementary.
Reasoning data alone already give most of the im-
provement on LB1 and FRAMES but fall below
the base model on AA-LCR and LongReason. Re-
trieval data alone lower the average. Combining

them is better on average than either alone, and the
2:1 mixture used by LONGZERO is the best vari-
ant on four of the five benchmarks and improves
over the base model on all of them, avoiding the
losses that each data type causes on its own. We
attribute this to the different skills the two tasks
train: reasoning data teach the policy to chain facts
across documents, while retrieval data teach it to
locate and reproduce one exact item among many
similar ones. The better result of the 2:1 mixture
over the 1:1 mixture further suggests that reasoning
data should dominate, with retrieval data acting as
a basic signal.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

We presented LONGZERO, a method for improving
the long-context reasoning of LLMs from zero data.
LONGZERO has the model being trained write a
structured specification of the question, evidence,
and answer before expanding it into long docu-
ments, so that answers are correct by construction
without any external corpus, human annotation, or
teacher model; it combines these reasoning tasks
with self-synthesized retrieval tasks and keeps only
the questions the model answers inconsistently. On
two base models and five long-context reasoning
benchmarks, LONGZERO achieves the highest av-
erage score and outperforms RL on Enhanced Hot-
potQA and on questions written by a much larger
teacher model, although it uses no data beyond the
model itself. Its gains transfer from fictional to
real-world documents and from short training con-
texts to much longer inputs, and its two data types
are complementary. Future work includes iterating
LONGZERO so that the trained model regenerates
and refilters its own data, synthesizing longer con-
texts by writing more documents per world, adding
question types that require counting, comparison,
or arithmetic over the specification, and exploring
better ways to ensure the correctness of the data.
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A Implementation Details

A.1 Experiment Details

Seed lists. Reasoning worlds are written in
English in one of 12 domains (tech industry,
biotech/pharma, maritime shipping, aerospace sup-
pliers, mining & energy, football clubs, semicon-
ductor equipment, satellite communications, rail
freight operators, wind & tidal energy, hotel &
resort chains, specialty chemicals). Each world
samples its document genres from 8 (magazine
feature, corporate history chapter, analyst research
note, conference proceedings digest, podcast in-
terview transcript, obituary, regulatory filing sum-
mary, trade-press news roundup). The style card
fixes a 40-year period whose start is drawn from
the decades 1870-1990, one of 12 naming styles
(Nordic, Iberian, Slavic, Dutch/Flemish, Scottish,
Franco-Belgian, Greek, Turkish, Hungarian, Baltic,
Irish, Italian), and a list of overused names that
must not appear (Appendix A.2).

Stage Decoding Max tokens
Specification thinking, 7'=0.7/0.6 28,672
Plan T=0.8 (non—thinkingf) 16,384
Expansion T=0.8 (non-thinking®) 5,120
Difficulty filter thinking, 7=0.7 8,192

Table 4: Generation settings for reasoning data, all
with top-p 0.95. T'=0.7 applies to Qwen3-4B-Thinking-
2507, which always thinks, and T'=0.6 to Qwen3-8B
with thinking. fQwen3-8B only.

Hyperparameter Value
Algorithm GRPO (verl)
Batch per step 64 prompts x 8
Training steps 72 (4B), 108 (8B)
PPO update 16 prompts, 1 epoch
Optimizer AdamW (0.9, 0.999)

1075, constant
0.01, 1.0

Learning rate
Weight decay, grad. clip

Clipping €=0.2, dual-clip c=3
KL penalty £=0.001, low-var., in loss
Entropy bonus 0
Loss aggregation token mean
Max prompt length 32,768
Max response length 8,192
Rollout sampling T=1.0, top-p=1.0
Ulysses parallelism 2

Answer-length tolerance 128 characters

Table 5: RL hyperparameters shared by all methods.

Reasoning data generation. All generation calls
use the model being trained, served with vLLM
(Kwon et al., 2023). Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 al-
ways reasons before answering; we treat each call’s
token budget as the total for reasoning and answer,
and reject outputs without a closing </think>. For
Qwen3-8B, thinking is enabled for the specification
and disabled for planning and expansion. Table 4
lists the per-stage settings.

The specification prompt asks for 8—14 entities,
Q=4 question chains of H,=3-5 hops, and K ,=2—
3 distractor facts per chain, and each world has
M =8 documents. The specification and the plan
are each attempted at most twice; a world is re-
jected if either fails to parse. For Qwen3-8B, a
world is also rejected if its specification does not
contain exactly four questions or its plan does not
contain exactly eight documents. A program keeps
only questions whose supporting facts all exist,
and keeps only aliases that are equivalent surface
forms of the answer (added or removed articles and
company suffixes, numbers written as words, or
sub-spans of at least two content words); aliases
that restate the question are removed.

The plan is repaired by removing hallucinated
or duplicated fact IDs and placing any missing fact
into the currently smallest document; each docu-
ment lists up to 15 facts of other documents as
forbidden. Expansion targets 2,400-2,700 words
per document for Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 and
4,000—4,500 words for Qwen3-8B, which writes
shorter documents for the same target; documents
longer than 14,000 characters are truncated at the
last paragraph boundary, and a document that leaks
instructions into the text (e.g., “facts to embed”) is
regenerated once and otherwise rejected.

Worlds whose estimated context exceeds 27.5K
tokens are discarded. The faithfulness gate normal-
izes case, whitespace, and punctuation; bare-year
answers are exempt from it, since years frequently
appear in unrelated sentences (at most one ques-
tion per world may have such an answer). In the
training prompt, the eight shuffled documents are
concatenated without document markers.

Difficulty filtering. The filter uses a separate
prompt that presents the eight documents with
<CHUNK_i> markers and asks for the evidence doc-
uments and a short answer in <answer> tags (Ap-
pendix A.2); the answer is matched with the same
whole-word rule as the reasoning reward. Each
wave draws two samples (temperature 0.7, top-



p 0.95), and a question receives at most W=4
answers; requests that fail at the server are not
counted as answers. The validation split is defined
by a hash of the world identifier, so that no world
appears in both splits.

Retrieval data generation. The 10 formats are
diary entry, email, formal letter, poem, riddle, short
essay, short news article, short scene in a play, so-
cial media post, and song; the 434 nouns are those
of the OpenAl MRCR dataset. The model answers
each of the 4,340 requests =100 times, giving a
pool of 434K responses.

Responses are sampled at temperature 0.95. For
Qwen3-8B, they are generated through the chat
template with thinking disabled and at most 1,024
tokens. Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 cannot disable
thinking: when the prompt is prefilled with an
empty reasoning block, it still writes reasoning
followed by </think>. We therefore allow 3,072
tokens, keep the text after the last </think>, and
resample (up to three attempts) when no </think>
is produced.

To assemble a conversation, the program draws a
target (format, noun) pair and /N =8 distinct pooled
responses to it, draws a target length uniformly
from 8,193-16,384 tokens (counted with the gen-
erating model’s chat template), and adds distrac-
tor turns, requests for other pairs with pooled re-
sponses, until the length is reached; the needles are
inserted at uniformly random positions.

The first user turn contains two worked examples
of the task, and the final turn asks for the k-th nee-
dle, £ uniformin {1, ..., 8}, prefixed by a random
10-character alphanumeric string (Appendix A.2).
Conversations outside the length range are re-
drawn. The median length is 11.4K (p10—p90:
9.0K-14.5K) tokens for Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507
and 11.1K (8.8K-13.9K) for Qwen3-8B.

RL training. Table 5 lists the RL hyperparam-
eters, which are shared by LONGZERO and both
baselines. Runs on Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 take
72 steps and runs on Qwen3-8B take 108 steps;
with 3,456 training samples these are about 1.3
and 2 epochs. The answer-length tolerance of the
reasoning reward is L=128 characters. Rollouts
use VLLM with tensor parallelism 1 for Qwen3-4B-
Thinking-2507 and 2 for Qwen3-8B, and training
uses Ulysses sequence parallelism (Jacobs et al.,
2023). We evaluate on the held-out validation set
every 6 steps with greedy decoding and save a
checkpoint every 18 steps. We did not run a hy-
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perparameter search for the final experiments: the
configuration was fixed during earlier development
runs on previous versions of our data and is shared
by all methods, so no hyperparameter was tuned
on the evaluation benchmarks.

Baselines. Enhanced HotpotQA (from Loon-
gRL). We use the distractor-augmented HotpotQA
data produced by LoongRL’s data pipeline, with-
out the UUID key chains of its KeyChain variant.
To reduce cost, difficulty filtering uses Qwen3-4B-
Instruct-2507 instead of the 32B model of the orig-
inal pipeline and does not use a thinking model;
questions answered correctly 1-6 times out of 8 are
kept.

The 5,120 training questions (median context
14.4K tokens) use LoongRL’s prompt, which asks
the model to end with “Answer:” followed by the
answer in \boxed{}. The reward follows Loon-
gRL’s exact-match reward: the response must con-
tain exactly one \boxed{}, the normalized gold
answer must be contained in its content, the con-
tent may exceed the gold answer by at most 128
characters, and at most 32 characters may follow
the boxed answer. Validation uses 128 questions
randomly sampled from LoongRL’s validation split.
Checkpoints are saved every 36 steps. The same
data are used for both base models.

Teacher-synthesized QA. For each document
cluster, Qwen3.5-397B-A17B proposes a question
and answer, then answers its own question up to
five times and judges semantic equivalence with its
reference answer; it generates up to five rounds of
increasingly difficult questions per cluster, of which
we use only the first round (4,291 questions).

For filtering, each base model answers every
question eight times with its default thinking
mode (temperature 0.6, top-p 0.95, top-k 20, at
most 8,192 tokens), and Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507
judges semantic equivalence with the gold answer
(temperature 0, numerical tolerance 1%); the an-
swering and verification prompts are those released
with SPELL. Questions answered correctly 1-7
times are eligible; after removing duplicated doc-
uments, 2,657 (Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507) and
2,644 (Qwen3-8B) remain, from which 2,304 train-
ing and 256 validation questions with disjoint doc-
uments are sampled. Their median prompt is about
4.7K tokens (maximum about 15K). Training uses
the same prompt template and reasoning reward as
LONGZERO, with the teacher’s answer as the only
accepted answer.



Evaluation. All benchmarks are served with
vLLM; Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 uses a 262,144-
token window and Qwen3-8B YaRN (factor 4,
131,072 tokens). Unless stated otherwise, the maxi-
mum output length is 16,384 tokens, the prediction
is the text after the final </think>, and a response
without </think> is resampled up to two times
before being counted as invalid. LB1: official
prompts and F1 (600 questions), without truncating
contexts. LBv2: the official zero-shot prediction
script with up to 51,200 output tokens; inputs are
truncated in the middle to 120K tokens (Qwen3-
4B-Thinking-2507) or 79K tokens (Qwen3-8B).
FRAMES: all oracle articles are placed in the con-
text; for Qwen3-8B the article text is limited to
about 380K characters to fit the window. A pre-
diction is correct if the normalized answer con-
tains, or is contained in, the normalized gold an-
swer. AA-LCR: documents are concatenated in the
order given by the dataset and used with the official
prompt; for Qwen3-8B the output budget is the win-
dow minus the input length. Answers are judged
by GPT-5.6-Luna (medium reasoning effort) with
the official AA-LCR v1.1 judging prompts; API
failures are retried and never counted as incorrect
answers. LongReason: 32K split with the prompts
provided by the dataset; the predicted option is the
first letter A-E after the last “the answer is”.

Compute budget. RL training runs on a single
node with 8 NVIDIA A800-SXM4-80GB GPUs.
Training LONGZERO takes about 27 hours on
Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 and 29 hours on Qwen3-
8B, that is, about 213 and 230 GPU-hours. Eval-
uation runs on nodes with 8 NVIDIA RTX 5090
or 4090 GPUs; evaluating one checkpoint on all
five benchmarks with two runs each takes about 12
hours, roughly 100 GPU-hours. AA-LCR answers
are judged by GPT-5.6-Luna through its API with
medium reasoning effort, which takes 200 judge
calls per evaluated checkpoint.

A.2 Prompt Templates

We list the prompts of LongZero. Placeholders are
shown in braces.
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LONGZERO: reasoning data

World specification

You are constructing a synthetic "world"” for
long-context QA training data. ALL entities
must be fictional (realistic style, but
names/companies/events must not correspond
to real ones). World language: {lang_name}.
Domain: {domain}.

Style card (mandatory):
{style_card}

Design requirements (all mandatory):

1. 8-14 named entities. At least two PEOPLE
share a surname, and at least two
ORGANIZATIONS have confusably similar names.
2. Create 4 QUESTION CHAINS of 3-5 hops
each. A hop = one atomic fact linking two
entities/attributes. Chains must partially
share bridge entities.

3. For each chain, create 2-3 DISTRACTOR
facts that share the bridge entity but
differ in role/time/attribute (e.g. founder
vs CEO, predecessor product, earlier
residence, similarly-named org).

4. Every fact gets an id F1..Fn (distractors
D1..Dn). Questions reference supporting fact
ids.

5. In the QUESTION text, refer to
intermediate/bridge entities descriptively
rather than by name (e.g. "the founder of
the magazine's parent press”). The ANSWER
itself must be the concrete name, place,
product, title or number exactly as it
appears in a fact — NEVER a description such
as "the person who founded X" or "the lead
engineer of Y".

6. At most ONE question may have a bare year
as its answer; prefer names, places,
products, titles.

Output STRICT JSON only, no markdown fences,
exactly this schema:

{"entities”: [{"name": "...", "type":
"person|org|place|product”, "note": "..."}],

"facts": [{"id": "F1", "text": "...",
"entities”: ["..."1}],

"distractors”: [{"id": "D1", "text": "...",
"confuses_with": "F3", "type":
"role|time|name|place”}],

"questions”: [{"qid": "Q1", "question”:
"...", "answer”: "...", "aliases": ["..."],
"supporting_facts”: ["F1","F4","F7"],

"n_hops": 4}1}

Style card (inserted as {style_card})

- Set the story mainly in the
{era}s-{era+40}s.

- Person and company names should have a
{flavor} flavor (fictional, varied, not
stereotypical).

- NEVER use any of these overused names or
similar variants: Voss, Carter, Smith, Vane,
Vance, Hart, Lee, Elara, Marcus, James,
NexTech, QuantumCore, TechNova, MarineTech,
AeroCore, AeroTech, <common names>.



Plan

You will distribute facts into {n_chunks}
documents for a long-context QA task. World
language: {lang_name}. Available document
genres: {genres}.

Facts (must ALL be placed, each in exactly
one document):
{facts?}

Rules:

- Facts supporting the same question should
be spread across DIFFERENT documents where
possible.

- Each document gets a genre and a one-line
topic.

- Distractor facts go in documents DIFFERENT
from the fact they confuse with, where
possible.

Output STRICT JSON only:
{"chunks": [{"chunk_id": 1, "genre": "...",
"topic": "...", "fact_ids": ["F1","D2"]1}1}

Expansion (one call per document)

Write a document in {lang_name}. Genre:
{genre}. Topic: {topic}. Target length:
{target_words}.

The document MUST naturally state each of
the following facts exactly once, without
altering any name, number, or relationship.

Facts to embed:
{facts?}

Hard constraints:

- Do NOT mention, quote, or allude to these
instructions, or your embedding strategy
anywhere in the document. No meta-commentary
about how facts are placed. Pure in-world
prose only.

- Do NOT state any of these forbidden facts,
even in passing: {forbidden}

- Do NOT summarize or foreshadow other
documents.

- Match the genre's register convincingly;
include realistic filler content of your own

invention that does not contradict the facts.

- Output the document text only, no titles
about the task, no explanations.

Difficulty filter

You are given several documents, each
wrapped in <CHUNK_i> tags. Answer the
question using ONLY information from the
documents.

{context}

Question: {question}

First identify which chunks contain the
evidence needed, then give a short final
answer. Respond in exactly this format:
<useful_chunks> CHUNK_i, CHUNK_j,
</useful_chunks>

<answer> your short answer </answer>
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RL training on reasoning data (also used for the
teacher-synthesized baseline)

Answer the question based on the given
passages.

Reason step by step, making sure every step
is backed by the passages. End your response
with a final line: The answer is <answer>.
Keep the answer precise and succinct.

The following are the given passages.
{documents?}

Question: {question}

LONGZERO: retrieval data
Response pool (single-turn request)

write a {format} about {noun}

Conversation template (multi-turn; the first user turn
contains two example blocks)

[user]

Here are some examples of conversations
succeeded by a follow-up question answered
correctly:

User: write a {formatl1} about {nounil1}
Assistant: {responsel_1}

User: write a {format2} about {noun2}
Assistant: {response2}

User: write a {formatl1} about {nounil}
Assistant: {responsel_2}

User: Prepend {s'} to the 1st (1 indexed)
{format1} about {nounl}. Do not include any
other text in your response.

Assistant: {s'}{responsel_1}

[user]
{noun_j}
[assistant] {pooled response}

.. (distractor turns and the 8
needle turns "write a {format} about {noun}")
[user]

Prepend {s} to the {ordinal} (1 indexed)
{format} about {noun}. Do not include any
other text in your response.

write a {format_j} about

Here {ordinal} is 1st, 2nd, 3rd, or kth, and {s}
is a random 10-character alphanumeric string.

Baselines and evaluation

Public prompts are not repeated: the baselines
use the prompts of LoongRL (Wang et al., 2025a)
and SPELL (Yang et al., 2025b), and the bench-
marks use their official prompts, except FRAMES,
for which we list the articles under “# Article:

{title}” headings before the question.



B Additional Results

Tables 6-9 break down the results of Table 2, and
Tables 10 and 11 those of Table 3, by dataset
for LB1, namely HotpotQA (HQA), 2WikiMul-
tihopQA (2WQA), and MuSiQue (MSQ), and by
difficulty and input length for LBv2, for Qwen3-
4B-Thinking-2507 and Qwen3-8B. As in Table 2,
the best result in each column is in bold and the
second best is underlined.

Training data HQA 2WQA MSQ Avg
Base model 67.04 78.46 50.79 6543
Reasoning data only 68.51 7845 54.15 67.04
Retrieval data only 64.57 78.48 50.48 64.51
Reasoning and 6733 7958 54.96 67.29
retrieval data, 1:1

Reasoning and retrieval o 15 79 65 5486 67.22

data, 2:1 (Ours)

Table 10: LB1 F1 of the ablation variants of Qwen3-4B-
Thinking-2507 on each dataset. Avg is the LB1 score in
Table 3.

Method HQA 2WQA MSQ Avg
Base model 67.04 78.46 50.79 65.43 — Diffcalt Leneth
Enhanced HotpotQA  66.59 7641 54.82 6594 TN i g Overall
Teacher-synthesized QA 67.73 77.97 52.68 66.12 Easy Hard Short Medium Long
LONGZERO (Ours) 67.17 79.62 54.86 67.22 Ea;::el 4844 3560 4778 3744 3472 4056
Table 6: LB1 F1 of Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 on each dR;ZSEEEg 51.04 3746 4833 39.77 3889 42.64
of its three datasets. Avg is the LB1 score in Table 2. Retrieval
4427 40.03 53.06 3651 32.87 41.65

data only

Rea.”ml“%_i“d 46.88 37.94 4944 3605 3843 4135
Method HQA 2WQA MSQ Avg retrieval, 1:

Reasoning and
Base model 66.58 76.83 47.48 63.63 retrieval, 2:1  46.88 41.16 53.89 38.37 35.65 43.34
Enhanced HotpotQA 6791 7543 51.60 64.98 (Ours)
Teacher-synthesized QA 66.99 76.12 49.08 64.07
LONGZERO (Ours) 6690 7820 51.38 65.49 Table 11: LBv2 accuracy of the ablation variants of

Table 7: LB1 F1 of Qwen3-8B on each of its three
datasets, which contain 200 questions each. Avg is the
LB1 score in Table 2.

Difficulty Length

Method Overall
Easy Hard Short Medium Long

Base model 48.44 35.69 47.78 37.44 34.72 40.56
Enhanced 49.74 3891 5167 3837 37.96 43.04
HotpotQA

Teacher-

synthesized QA 47.66 38.26 51.94 35.12 3843 41.85
LONGZERO (Ours) 46.88 41.16 53.89 3837 35.65 43.34

Table 8: LBv2 accuracy of Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507
by difficulty and by input length, using the labels pro-
vided with LBv2. Overall is the LBv2 score in Table 2.

Difficulty Length
Method Overall
Easy Hard Short Medium Long
Base model 40.89 26.69 45.00 2535 24.07 32.11
Enhanced
HotpotQA 37.24 27.65 44.17 2349 2546 3131
Teacher-
synthesized QA 38.54 29.90 4583 27.21 24.07 33.20
LONGZERO (Ours) 40.89 26.53 43.89 2512 2593 32.01

Table 9: LBv2 accuracy of Qwen3-8B by difficulty and
by input length, using the labels provided with LBv2.
Overall is the LBv2 score in Table 2.
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Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 by difficulty and by input
length. Overall is the LBv2 score in Table 3.



C Case Studies

We present three types of questions: a fully cor-
rect question that is kept for training, a defective
question that difficulty filtering removes, and a de-
fective question that passes difficulty filtering and
enters the training set.

C.1 A Fully Correct Question
Question W188_Q1, kept for training

Question: Who was the researcher who used the Vitae
Extract developed by Aurora Biologica in 1885?
Answer: Sofia Bianchi.

Supporting facts: F2 Aurora Biologica developed Vitae
Extract in 1885, in Document 1; F3 Sofia Bianchi used
Vitae Extract in 1887, in Document 8.

Distractors: D2 Sofia Bianchi was the head of the re-
search division at Aurora Biologica in 1886, in Document
1; D3 Sofia Bianchi worked on the development of the
Luminosa Antiseptic for Aurora Farmaceutica in 1890, in
Document 5.

Document 1: “By the end of 1885, Vitae Extract had be-
come Aurora Biologica’s first commercially viable prod-
uct...”

Document 8: “Sofia Bianchi’s work with Vitae Extract in
1887 provides a valuable case study for understanding the
intersection of early research and regulatory oversight.”
Filtering answers: Sofia Bianchi v/, Marco Rossi X.

The question is consistent with every document:
the two supporting facts are stated in different doc-
uments, and the distractors give Sofia Bianchi other
roles at other times without contradicting F3. The
question therefore has exactly one correct answer.
It is not trivial for the model either: one of the two
filtering answers was Marco Rossi, the founder of
Aurora Biologica, who is introduced in the same
document as F2. Because the two answers disagree,
the question falls in the unstable band and is kept.

C.2 A Defective Question Removed by
Filtering

Question W188_Q4, discarded

Question: In what year was Soleil Tincture first used by
Enrico Vittori?

Answer: 1897, from F11 Soleil Tincture was used by
Enrico Vittori in 1897.

Distractors: D8 Enrico Vittori used Soleil Tincture in
the development of the Luminosa Antiseptic in 1890; D9
Soleil Tincture was used by Enrico Vittori in 1896.
Documents: “Vittori’s application of Soleil Tincture in
the development process in 1890 was instrumental .. .”;
“Soleil Tincture’s documented use by Enrico Vittori in
1896 and 1897 was primarily within the context of specific,
localized outbreaks ...”

Filtering answers: 1896 X, 1896 X, 1890 X, 1890 X.

The answer passes the faithfulness gate, because
1897 appears in the text, but the question is wrong:
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two distractors state earlier uses by the same per-
son, so according to the documents the first use
is not 1897. All four answers disagree with the
reference answer, and the question is discarded.
This case illustrates why we drop questions that the
model never answers correctly; many of them are
defective rather than hard.

C.3 A Defective Question That Passes
Filtering

Question W81_Q1, kept for training

Question: Who founded the rail freight operator that in-
troduced the Aegean-1 rail car model and deployed it in
Korinthos?

Answer: Demetrios Kostas, from F1 Demetrios Kostas
founded Aegean Railways.

Distractor: D2 Anastasia Kostas founded Aegean Rail-
ways, written as a distractor for F1.

Documents: “Demetrios Kostas’s role as the founder and
first CEO was pivotal in establishing this legacy ...”;
“Anastasia Kostas founded Aegean Railways, creating a
dedicated entity that would specialize in rail freight opera-
tions ...”

Filtering answers: Anastasia Kostas X, Demetrios Kostas
V.

The specification prompt asks for distractors that
share an entity with a fact but differ in role, time,
or attribute. D2 instead assigns the same role to a
different person with a confusable name and thus
contradicts F1, so the documents support two an-
swers. Because the model answered once with
each name, the question entered the unstable band
and the training set, where the reward penalizes an
answer that the context supports. Difficulty filter-
ing cannot detect such contradictions whenever the
model sometimes reproduces the reference answer;
a consistency check of the specification before ex-
pansion would remove such cases.
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