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Abstract

Developing robust world model reasoning is crucial for
large language model (LLM) agents to plan and interact
in complex environments. While multi-turn interaction of-
fers a superior understanding of environmental dynamics
via authentic feedback, current approaches often impose a
rigid reasoning process, which constrains the model’s ac-
tive learning, ultimately hindering efficient world model
reasoning. To address these issues, we explore world-model
internalization through efficient interaction and active rea-
soning (WMAct), which liberates the model from struc-
tured reasoning—allowing the model to shape thinking di-
rectly through its doing—and achieves effective and efficient
world model reasoning with two key mechanisms: (1) a re-
ward rescaling mechanism adjusting outcome reward based
on action efficacy to incentivize redundancy reduction and
purposeful interaction; (2) an interaction frequency anneal-
ing strategy to progressively reduce the maximum allowed
interaction turns, which compels the model to condense
its learning and internalize environmental dynamics rather
than over-relying on environmental cues. Our experiments
on Sokoban, Maze, and Taxi show that WMAct yields ef-
fective world model reasoning capable of resolving tasks in
a single turn that previously required multiple interactions
and fosters strong transferability to complex environments,
improving performance on a suite of reasoning benchmarks.

1. Introduction
Recent advancements have been marked by the develop-
ment of sophisticated reasoning large language models
(LLMs), such as OpenAI-o1 [14] and Deepseek-R1 [8],
which are distinguished by a protracted reasoning process
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before delivering a final answer. This reasoning capabil-
ity, largely unlocked by Reinforcement Learning (RL), has
sparked broad research enthusiasm and driven substantial
advances in demanding domains, such as mathematics [9,
12, 39, 48, 49], coding [21, 33, 40], logic [5, 27, 41, 43],
and multimodal [46, 47, 53].

Building upon these sophisticated reasoning capabili-
ties, the research focus is increasingly shifting to empower
LLMs as autonomous agents, thereby introducing the criti-
cal challenge of agentic tasks. In these tasks, models must
not only deduce solutions but also formulate sequential
plans, generate executable actions, and dynamically inter-
act, which challenges their grasp of world knowledge, such
as environmental properties and state transitions. Conse-
quently, much recent effort has focused on designing ex-
plicitly structured world model reasoning processes, such as
task planning [51], environment perception [4, 16, 35, 51],
and state change prediction [35] , and employing RL to rein-
force these patterns, thereby enhancing the model’s under-
standing of environmental dynamics. While these prede-
fined, human-designed cognitive patterns may prove effec-
tive in the short term, they ultimately become a bottleneck,
limiting the model’s ability to spontaneously learn strate-
gies from its interactions with the environment [25, 26, 29].
To this end, we investigate a key question: How can we
build effective and efficient world model reasoning with-
out constraining the model’s cognitive flexibility?

Our investigation to elucidate this issue involved two RL
training paradigms: monolithic reasoning, which requires
the model to generate an entire plan for a given task, and
multi-turn interaction, wherein the model obtains interme-
diate feedback through interaction with the environment to
actively respond to state transition. Through this analysis,
we identified the following three challenges: (1) Substan-
tial cognitive burden without interaction. Monolithic rea-
soning, while employing sophisticated strategies like hy-
pothesis generation and validation, suffers from a substan-
tial cognitive burden stemming from the necessity of inter-
nally simulating continuous state transitions. This internal

ar
X

iv
:2

51
1.

23
47

6v
1 

 [
cs

.A
I]

  2
8 

N
ov

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2511.23476v1


Thinking Only

Thinking by Doing

We can go from (0,0) 
down to  (4,0) … We 
are stuck at (6,0) …

… A dead end. Let's 
go back to last step 
(2,8) ...

… So we are stuck? 
Let's backtrack and 
try going up from (2,2) 
to (1,2) …

How did we end at 
(6,0)? There was a 
mistake … (8,5) is a 
wall! AH! That's the 
problem ...

… We don’t want to 
go back. Alternatively, 
we can go down to 
(5,2) which is not a  
wall ….

… from (4,2), if we go 
right to (4,3) then (4,4) 
then we hit a wall at 
(4,5). We have to 
avoid that…

… So we are stuck? 
Let's plan backwards: 
(8,8) must come from 
(8,7); (8, 7) must 
come from …

Figure 1. Illustration about the difference between monolithic reasoning (Thinking Only) and multi-turn interaction approach (Thinking by
Doing). Top: the agent relies on monolithic reasoning and internal simulation to plan a path. This strategy imposes a substantial cognitive
burden without interaction, risking the reinforcement of erroneous internal knowledge and ultimately leading to failure. Bottom: Multi-turn
interaction avoids pitfalls of internal simulation, allowing for continuous path validation and correction, resulting in successful completion.

simulation without external interaction introduces signifi-
cant risks of reinforcing self-generated and erroneous envi-
ronmental knowledge, culminating in spurious success. In
this scenario, the model may exhibit strong performance
in the training environment but ultimately fails to gener-
alize to unseen scenarios. However, the process of multi-
turn interaction, coupled with advanced reasoning patterns,
enables the model to leverage environmental feedback for
self-evolving and subsequently internalize it into the world
model reasoning process. (2) Inefficient exploration strate-
gies leading to redundant world knowledge. Models adopt
inefficient brute-force strategies to interact with the envi-
ronment, enumerating numerous actions rather than analyz-
ing the optimal path. These meaningless operations impede
the model’s ability to acquire higher-quality environmental
knowledge from the feedback provided by the environment
in response to its actions, thereby undermining more effi-
cient world model reasoning. (3) Excessive interaction de-
pendency causes inefficient internalization of world model
reasoning. LLMs tend to exploit feedback obtained from
interaction solely for task completion, lacking the incentive
to internalize more complex environmental dynamics into
their own reasoning processes, thus hindering the ability to
perform efficient long-horizon world model reasoning.

In this work, we formally present world-model inter-
nalization through efficient interaction and active reason-
ing (WMAct), which helps models learn world model rea-
soning from multi-turn interaction and addresses the afore-
mentioned problems through two key mechanisms. To in-
centivize the agent to reduce redundant actions and learn
purposeful interactive strategies, we introduce a reward

rescaling mechanism. This mechanism scales the out-
come reward by the proportion of effective actions, forc-
ing the agent to prioritize concise strategies. In addition,
we employ an interaction frequency annealing strategy, pro-
gressively adjusting the allowed interaction turns, thereby
encouraging initial environmental exploration while later
compelling the model to distill and internalize environmen-
tal dynamics. The synergy of these two mechanisms yields
a more efficient world model reasoning process capable of
resolving tasks in a single turn that previously required mul-
tiple interactions demonstrated in Figure 2, as validated in
the Sokoban, Maze, and Taxi environments.

2. Related Work
2.1. World Model Reasoning
Empowering LLMs as autonomous agents requires world
knowledge such as environment perception and state tran-
sition prediction. Approaches to building world models
in LLMs are diverse. One line of work injects knowl-
edge through auxiliary tasks during pre-training or fine-
tuning. For instance, Agentic CPT [28] builds an entity-
anchored knowledge memory from diverse data sources to
synthesize multi-style question-answers. ScaleCUA [17]
introduces a suite of GUI-related tasks to comprehensively
lay a foundation for the digital world. The early experi-
ence paradigm [50] constructs next-state prediction samples
from agent trajectories. A different line of work attempts
to improve reasoning by enforcing a predefined, structured
reasoning process during interaction. These methods com-
pel the model to follow a fixed cognitive pattern designed
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Figure 2. Illustration about the evolution of the model’s behavior in the Maze example. As training progresses, the model’s single-turn
accuracy continually improves, ultimately matching multi-turn accuracy. Tasks that previously necessitated multi-turn interactive trial-and-
error can now be effectively solved within a single turn. This progression illustrates a transition from multi-turn, reactive to single-turn,
proactive planning. The model first relies on step-by-step interaction but later enhances its long-range planning capabilities, allowing it to
internalize the complex interactive strategy, thereby improving efficiency and computational economy without sacrificing accuracy.

by humans. G1 [4] forces the model to first output per-
ceptual information, providing a reliable state foundation
for subsequent structured reasoning and achieving the mu-
tual bootstrapping of perception and reasoning abilities.
RLVMR [51] provides dense process-level rewards for ex-
plicit structured meta-reasoning steps, effectively enhanc-
ing the error recovery capabilities and generalization to un-
seen tasks. VAGEN [38] explicitly forces agents to gen-
erate StateEstimation and TransitionModeling, and rein-
forces this process using a specialized world-modeling re-
ward, leading to superior comprehension of environments.
Although structured reasoning works, these rigid patterns
prevent models from learning flexible, efficient strategies
through interaction. Our research focuses on enabling mod-
els to develop reasoning capabilities more autonomously.

2.2. Multi-turn reinforcement learning

The rapid advancement of LLMs has facilitated the cre-
ation of autonomous agents capable of performing complex
tasks [7, 11, 32–34, 36]. These agents typically operate
through multi-turn interactions, requiring dynamic reason-
ing, action execution, and adaptation based on environmen-
tal feedback. This paradigm has motivated the development
of multi-turn reinforcement learning algorithms aimed at
training such agents effectively. For example, Zhou et al.
[52] propose ArCHer, a hierarchical RL method that im-
proves sample efficiency by separating high-level and low-
level policies. Wang et al. [38] introduce StarPO, which op-
timizes at the trajectory level and mitigates a common fail-
ure mode called echo trap through variance-based filtering.
Xue et al. [44] attribute instability in tool-integrated rea-
soning to distributional drift from tool feedback, leading to
void turns and stabilizing training by excluding affected tra-

jectories. Similarly, Shang et al. [24] present GRPO-RoC,
a strategy that resamples correct trajectories to reduce noise
from code execution environments during policy updates.
While these methods focus on improving the stability and
sample efficiency of the RL algorithm itself for multi-step
task completion, our primary goal is not merely to complete
the task but to compel the model to internalize environmen-
tal dynamics, ultimately improving long-horizon capability.

3. Method
3.1. Background
RL provides a formal framework for an agent to learn an op-
timal policy πθ through environmental interaction, with the
objective of maximizing the expected cumulative reward.
For language models, a trajectory typically involves gener-
ating a response y from a given prompt x. The policy gradi-
ent theorem [30, 31] offers a way to optimize this objective
by directly computing the gradient of J(θ) with respect to
the policy parameters θ. The gradient is given by:

∇θJ(θ) = Ex∼D,y∼πθ(·|x)[(R(x, y)− b)∇θ log πθ(y|x)].
(1)

where R(x, y) is the scalar reward assigned to the response
y for the prompt x. The term A(x, y) = R(x, y) − b is
known as the advantage function. The optimal baseline
that minimizes variance is the true value function Vπ(x) =
Ey∼πθ(·|x)[R(x, y)], which represents the expected reward
for a given state x. In practice, Vπ(x) is unknown and is
often approximated by a learned critic network, denoted as
Vϕ(x). However, a major challenge with this approach is
the high variance of the gradient estimator, as the raw re-
ward R(x, y) can fluctuate significantly, leading to unstable
training. To reduce this variance, a state-dependent baseline



b(x) can be subtracted from the reward without introduc-
ing bias into the gradient estimate. The resulting gradient
estimator has provably lower variance: To obtain a stable
estimate of the advantage function, Generalized Advantage
Estimation (GAE) is commonly employed. GAE calculates
the advantage Ât using an exponentially weighted average
of multi-step temporal difference (TD) errors, thereby ef-
fectively balancing the trade-off between bias and variance.
The advantage is calculated by:

ÂGAE
t =

∞∑
l=0

(γλ)lδt+l, (2)

where δt = rt + γVϕ(st+1) − Vϕ(st) and the parame-
ter λ ∈ [0, 1] controls the degree of bias and variance.
Building on GAE, Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) pri-
marily aims to improve the sample efficiency of on-policy
methods by allowing multiple gradient updates on a sin-
gle batch of data [23]. This off-policy capability is en-
abled by importance sampling, which uses a probability ra-
tio ρt(θ) =

πθ(at|st)
πθold

(at|st) to correct for the distributional shift
between the policy being updated and the one that gener-
ated the data. To prevent destructively large updates, PPO
introduces its signature clipped scheme, as shown below:

Ât = min(ρt(θ)Â
GAE
t , clip(ρt(θ), 1− ϵ, 1+ ϵ)ÂGAE

t ). (3)

While the clip scheme enhances stability, it introduces
its own set of challenges. The clipping threshold ϵ risks
over-restricting policy exploration, potentially preventing
the agent from discovering the optimal policy. Moreover,
some research suggests that even with this mechanism,
PPO’s performance can still be unpredictably unstable in
certain tasks. In light of these concerns and to prioritize
robust and stable learning dynamics, we adopt a strict on-
policy PPO for our experiments, where data is freshly col-
lected with the latest policy before each optimization step.

3.2. The Potential of Learning From Interaction
The dominant paradigm for complex reasoning tasks sam-
ples y ∼ πθ(·|x) comprising both an entire plan and final
answer, where the entire trajectory is produced without ex-
ternal feedback. However, this approach compels the model
to internally simulate a vast solution space, performing con-
tinuous enumeration, hypothesis generation, and validation.
While this paradigm exhibits strong reasoning capabilities
on tasks such as mathematics, code, and logic, it does so at
the cost of low efficiency, often involving substantial inef-
fective exploration during the extended reasoning process.

To address this limitation, we shift from generating an
entire plan y in one step to producing a sequence of think-
ing steps Tt and action sets At over multiple turns, where
At = {a1t , a2t , . . . , a

kt
t } may contain multiple individual ac-

tions to lower cognitive burden. Each action set At is fol-
lowed by an environmental observation ot. The maximum

Efficiency
High Reward

Inefficiency
Low Reward

Figure 3. Comparison between different interactive strategies.

number of interaction turns is constrained by a predefined
limit Lmax. At each turn t, the model generates a thinking
step Tt and an action set At ∼ πθ(·|x,H<t), where H<t =
(o1, T1, A1, o2, . . . , ot−1, Tt−1, At−1) represents interac-
tion history. The final response is the concatenation of all
thinking steps, action sets, and observations, forming the
complete trajectory y = (o1, T1, A1, o2 . . . , oL, TL, AL)
and the optimization is to maximize the expected reward
J(θ), implemented using the policy gradient framework de-
fined in Eq. (1). This interactive loop offers several key
advantages. First, environmental feedback provides an im-
mediate corrective signal, enabling the model to rectify er-
roneous assumptions and thereby conserving computational
resources that would otherwise be spent on flawed reason-
ing paths. Second, learning from a series of feedback-driven
interactions rather than a single lengthy and noisy trajectory
improves training efficiency. Third, we argue that interac-
tion facilitates superior internalization efficiency, allowing
the model to more effectively simulate environmental dy-
namics and construct an internal world model.

3.3. WMAct

We formally present our world-model internaliza-
tion through efficient interaction and active reason-
ing (WMAct), specifically designed to build robust world
model reasoning via multi-turn interaction without con-
straining the model’s cognitive flexibility. Our approach
addresses the challenges associated with several key
aspects: (1) It introduces a reward scaling mechanism to
ensure the model learns to effectively capitalize on imme-
diate feedback. (2) It employs an interaction frequency
annealing strategy to effectively manage the balance
between reasoning and interaction, thus preventing the
model from tending toward excessive interaction.
Reward rescaling. Outcome-based rewards have proven
effective in the math and code domain. However, in an inter-
active setting, relying solely on sparse outcome rewards can
lead to excessively large exploration spaces. We observe
that agents often resort to brute-force strategies, enumerat-



ing a large number of actions to complete a task shown in
Figure 3, rather than learning an efficient interactive strat-
egy. This behavior results in low sample efficiency and
poor generalization. To encourage more effective interac-
tion strategies, we propose scaling the outcome reward by
the proportion of effective actions within an episode. An ac-
tion is considered effective if it leads to a state that is differ-
ent from the previous one. Formally, if an episode contains
N actions and Neff of them are effective, the scaled reward
Rscaled is computed as:

Rscaled = Routcome ×
Neff

N
. (4)

This scaling factor incentivizes the agent to minimize re-
dundant or ineffective actions and to prioritize actions that
yield meaningful progress. Since the effectiveness criterion
is derived directly from state changes provided by the envi-
ronment, it is inherently difficult for the agent to game the
system or exploit the reward mechanism, ensuring that the
reward signal remains grounded in genuine task progress.
Interaction Frequency Annealing. While multi-turn in-
teraction provides rich feedback, it also carries the risk of
the model overly relying on environmental cues at the ex-
pense of internal reasoning, leading to shallow policies that
fail to build a robust internal belief. To balance the imme-
diate benefits of environmental feedback with the long-term
need for deliberate world model reasoning, we introduce an
interaction frequency annealing strategy. Specifically, for
every τ training iteration, we compute two statistics over re-
cent episodes: the average number of interaction turns per
prompt, L̄, and the maximum number of turns observed,
L′

max. We then set the maximum allowed interaction turns
for the subsequent training phase as follows:

Lmax =
L̄+ L′

max

2
. (5)

This dynamically adjusted limit serves two purposes.
First, it adapts to the model’s capability, allowing fewer in-
teractions as the policy becomes more efficient. Second, it
implicitly implements a form of curriculum learning: early
in training, the agent is permitted more turns to explore,
while later stages encourage more efficient problem-solving
within tighter constraints. The annealing process ensures
the model gradually internalizes environmental dynamics.

4. Experiments
4.1. Settings
We validate our WMAct on three distinct environments:
Taxi, Maze, and Sokoban. The Taxi environment involves
navigation and passenger pickup/dropoff tasks, designed to
test the agent’s ability to follow complex instructions and
handle sequential dependencies. The Maze environment re-
quires spatial navigation through a grid world, evaluating

spatial reasoning and pathfinding capabilities. The Sokoban
environment presents a puzzle-solving task that demands
irreversible symbolic planning and foresight, challenging
the model’s ability to reason about long-term action con-
sequences. More details are provided in the Appendix.
Training settings. We employ a strict on-policy PPO algo-
rithm for training, which omits the KL divergence loss and
the entropy bonus. We primarily conduct our experiments
using Qwen3-8B-Own, a model subject to supervised fine-
tuning on our proprietary general and reasoning datasets,
with Qwen2.5-instruct-7B [45] also included for compari-
son to isolate the effect of base model capabilities. During
training, the global batch size is set to 256. We sample 8
responses per prompt using a decoding temperature of 1.0.
The maximum completion length is set to 16k tokens, with
an initial maximum limit of 30 interaction turns.
Evaluation settings. We assess the performance of our
method under two distinct evaluation protocols: (1) Stan-
dard: in-domain evaluation on tasks of the same difficulty
level as those encountered during training; (2) Hard: in-
domain evaluation on tasks with increased difficulty to test
for robustness and generalization; For Sokoban, there are
two adjustable environmental parameters: the number of
boxes and the map size. Hard-1 was constructed by in-
creasing the original map size by half while maintaining
the same number of boxes, and Hard-2 was created by in-
creasing the number of boxes while keeping the map size
unchanged. For Maze, we constructed Hard-1 by increas-
ing the original map size by half. We repeat eight evalu-
ations on a fixed set of 256 held-out problems generated
from the corresponding environment and calculate the av-
erage as a result to mitigate randomness, and all results
are evaluated in a single-turn manner for fair comparison.
Additionally, we conduct a comprehensive evaluation of
our paradigm on several representative benchmarks span-
ning three categories: General (MMLU-Pro [37], GPQA-
Diamond [22], LiveBench [42]), Math (AIME24 [2],
AIME25 [2], BeyondAIME [3], HMMT25 [10]), and Code
(LiveCodeBench v5 [15]). We conducted multiple pass@1
estimations to ensure evaluation stability.

4.2. Main Results

Performance on standard tasks. We first evaluate the per-
formance of WMAct on standard tasks with difficulty lev-
els identical to those in the training distribution. As shown
in Table 1, WMAct achieves superior results compared
to all baseline methods across the Sokoban, Maze, and
Taxi environments. Specifically, WMAct attains success
rates of 78.57 on Sokoban, 88.14 on Maze, and 62.16 on
Taxi. These scores substantially outperform both the PPO-
EntirePlan and the standard multi-turn PPO approach. No-
tably, WMAct even surpasses the performance of several
much larger proprietary models such as GPT-4o and Claude



Table 1. Evaluation results on 3 tasks. Standard: Tasks with parameters identical to the training distribution. Hard: Tasks with the same
environment type but more challenging environmental parameters. PPO-EntirePlan is a model trained to output the entire solution plan
in a single turn which is common in RLVR of LLM. PPO-Interactive allows models to interact with the environment during training.

Method Sokoban Maze Taxi

Standard Hard-1 Hard-2 Standard Hard Standard

Proprietary Models

GPT-4o [13] 1.95 0 0 4.69 1.56 6.25
GPT-5 [18] 96.88 91.41 87.89 99.61 97.66 36.72
OpenAI o3 [20] 98.83 90.23 85.16 95.7 93.36 72.66
OpenAI o4-mini [20] 83.20 69.14 62.89 93.75 78.52 83.98
Gemini 2.5 Pro [6] 36.72 17.19 20.31 83.59 63.28 17.97
Claude 4.5 Sonnet [1] 60.94 34.77 29.3 94.14 68.36 66.41

Opensource Models

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct [45] 0 0 0 0 0 1.17
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct [45] 0 0 0 0.68 0.39 2.34
Qwen3-8B [33] 16.41 4.60 1.17 63.67 17.76 9.38
Qwen3-14B [33] 18.75 6.64 5.08 72.27 28.52 6.64

Method Comparison

Qwen3-8B-Own 3.29 0.84 1.39 1.95 0.20 5.60
PPO - EntirePlan 49.12 2.34 0.35 75.04 26.51 38.92
PPO - Interactive 64.21 41.26 46.83 83.74 36.52 39.16
WMAct 78.57 52.68 49.90 88.14 50.59 62.16

Figure 4. Training accuracy curves comparing PPO-EntirePlan, WMAct’s single-turn and multi-turn performance. The single-turn perfor-
mance of WMAct not only is comparable to the PPO-EntirePlan but also gradually approaches its own multi-turn training performance
across all environments. The Taxi environment WMAct exemplifies a clear breakthrough beyond the PPO-EntirePlan performance ceiling.

4.5 Sonnet on these standard tasks, demonstrating the effec-
tiveness of our interactive learning paradigm coupled with
efficacy-driven exploration and frequency annealing.

Generalization on challenging tasks. To assess the
robustness and generalization capability of our method,
we further evaluate WMAct on harder task variants that
feature increased complexity. As presented in Table 1,
WMAct maintains strong performance in these challeng-
ing settings, achieving 52.68 on Sokoban Hard-1, 49.90
on Sokoban Hard-2, and 50.59 on Maze Hard. This rep-
resents a significant improvement over the PPO-EntirePlan
and PPO-Interactive, which exhibit a considerable perfor-

mance drop on these harder tasks. The results indicate
that WMAct effectively internalizes environmental dynam-
ics through multi-turn interaction, enabling it to general-
ize to unseen and more complex scenarios without over-
fitting to the training distribution. The ability to condense
learned knowledge into a robust internal world model al-
lows WMAct to solve tasks efficiently even under tightened
constraints and increased difficulty.

Efficient world model reasoning. Figure 4 presents the
training accuracy curves for the Sokoban, Maze, and Taxi
environments under three experimental settings: the PPO-
EntirePlan, WMAct’s single-turn and multi-turn accuracy.



Table 2. Performance across key benchmarks. Results marked with † are directly cited from the original paper or technical report.

Model AVG@64 AVG@16 AVG@4 AVG@1

AIME24 [2] AIME25 [2] BeyondAIME [3] HMMT25 [10] GPQA-Diamond [22] LiveCodeBench v5 [15] LiveBench [42] MMLU-PRO [37]

OpenAI o1† [19] 74.30 79.20 - - 78.00 63.90 75.70 89.30
OpenAI o3-mini† [20] 79.60 74.80 63.60 - 76.80 66.30 70.00 78.70
GPT-4o† [13] 11.10 7.60 - - 46.00 32.70 52.20 72.55
Qwen3-14B Thinking† [33] 79.30 70.40 - - 64.00 63.50 71.30 -

Qwen3-8B-Own 85.10 77.92 52.88 63.44 59.91 65.32 67.93 72.35
WMAct-Sokoban 86.56 79.48 55.14 68.49 62.15 67.14 69.60 73.14

Critically, the single-turn performance of our method is
not only comparable to the PPO-EntirePlan but also grad-
ually approaches its own multi-turn training performance
across all environments. This convergence provides strong
evidence that the knowledge acquired through interaction
is effectively compressed and internalized, enabling robust
performance even without environmental feedback. Fur-
thermore, in the Taxi environment, both the multi-turn and
single-turn accuracies of our method clearly break through
the performance ceiling established by the PPO-EntirePlan
baseline. This result underscores that our interactive learn-
ing paradigm not only facilitates more efficient exploration
during training but also yields a final policy that is more
competent and generalizable, solidifying the overall effec-
tiveness of our approach.
Performance on General Benchmarks. To confirm that
the skills learned during interactive training are transferable,
we evaluated WMAct model trained with the Sokoban envi-
ronment on a broad range of general benchmarks. As shown
in Table 2, our WMAct-Sokoban model demonstrates com-
prehensive improvements over the Qwen3-8B-Own model,
which shows its largest gains in complex reasoning, with a
major 5.05 point increase on HMMT25 and a 2.24 point
increase on GPQA-Diamond. The model also improved
across general-purpose tasks, illustrated by a +1.67 point
gain in LiveBench. This diverse range of improvements,
from substantial leaps in math to steady gains in general
tasks, provides strong evidence that our thinking by doing
paradigm enhanced the reasoning and planning capability,
allowing these skills to generalize far beyond the original
interactive environment.

4.3. Ablation Study
The effects of each component. To verify the effective-
ness of the proposed method, we examine different com-
binations of components. In Table 3, the introduction of
interactive training PPO-Interactive substantially improves
performance over the non-interactive baseline, particularly
on harder task variants. This demonstrates the fundamen-
tal benefit of multi-turn interaction. Adding the proposed
effective action reward scaling further boosts results sig-
nificantly, with the most notable gains observed on the
Hard-2 task, where performance improves from 41.26 to
48.05. This indicates the reward mechanism successfully
incentivizes more efficient exploration by penalizing redun-

Table 3. Ablation study of key components on Sokoban environ-
ment. The table demonstrates that reward rescaling and frequency
annealing provide substantial and complementary improvements
over the PPO-Interactive baseline, especially in harder settings.

Method Sokoban

Standard Hard-1 Hard-2

PPO-EntirePlan 49.12 2.34 0.35

PPO-Interactive 64.21 46.83 41.26
+ reward rescaling 73.68 50.78 48.05

+ frequency annealing 78.57 52.68 49.90

Table 4. Performance comparison of step penalty and frequency
annealing regularization methods on Sokoban environments, in-
cluding an investigation into the effect of the annealing interval τ .

Method Param Sokoban

Standard Hard-1 Hard-2

step penalty −0.1 72.43 49.32 45.46

frequency annealing
τ = 50 77.73 52.93 47.56
τ = 100 78.57 52.68 49.90
τ = 150 74.71 49.95 44.24

dant actions. Incorporating interaction frequency anneal-
ing yields the best overall performance, pushing scores to
78.57, 52.68, and 49.90 across the three difficulty levels.
The consistent improvement across all settings confirms the
annealing strategy effectively balances immediate environ-
mental feedback with the development of internal reasoning
capabilities, enabling the model to gradually internalize en-
vironmental dynamics and maintain exploration efficiency.
Comparison between step penalty and frequency an-
neal. To mitigate the issue of inefficient trajectories, much
of the early RL literature incorporates a small, fixed step
penalty into the environmental reward. Table 4 compares
the performance of two distinct regularizations, step penalty
and interaction frequency annealing, within the Sokoban
environment. The frequency annealing achieves a success
rate of 78.57 on the Standard level, surpassing the step
penalty by 6.14, and maintains generalization on the more
challenging levels. The step penalty, which is designed to
incentivize path efficiency by imposing a constant negative
reward, steers the agent toward myopic strategies, hindering
global performance. Conversely, the frequency annealing,
which modulates the agent’s interaction frequency with the
environment, provides a more effective route by facilitating
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Figure 5. The training dynamic of Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct.
Qwen2.5-7B-instruct failed to internalize knowledge from multi-
turn interactions to improve its problem-solving efficiency, which
underscored the importance of advanced reasoning patterns.

a more thorough exploration early in training and promotes
internalization of environmental dynamics, developing effi-
cient world model reasoning.
The effects of τ . We investigate the impact of the interac-
tion frequency annealing interval τ on model performance.
As shown in Table 4, the optimal performance across all
Sokoban task variants is achieved with a medium annealing
interval of τ = 100. This setting yields the best scores of
78.57, 52.68, and 49.90 for Standard, Hard-1, and Hard-
2 tasks, respectively. The performance degradation with
shorter τ = 50 is particularly pronounced on Hard-2, which
introduces additional boxes requiring more complex plan-
ning. This suggests that overly frequent annealing adjust-
ments may disrupt the policy’s ability to develop sophis-
ticated multi-step reasoning. Conversely, the performance
drop with longer τ = 150 affects all tasks but is most evi-
dent in Standard and Hard-1 environments, where the model
fails to efficiently reduce its interaction dependency. This
pattern reveals that the annealing schedule must balance two
competing needs: providing sufficient interaction turns for
complex skill acquisition while progressively encouraging
internalization of environmental dynamics. The medium
τ = 100 strikes this balance effectively, allowing adequate
exploration time for Hard-2’s increased complexity while
maintaining efficiency gains in simpler environments.
The effects of model prior. We present training dynam-
ics of Qwen2.5-instruct-7B in Figure 5. A key observa-
tion is that the Qwen2.5-instruct-7B model does not exhibit
the same trend of multi-turn interaction driving improved
single-turn performance as seen in more advanced models.
This suggests that Qwen2.5-instruct-7B fails to internalize
environmental changes into its own belief state effectively.
We attribute this primarily to the model’s lack of advanced
reasoning patterns such as reflection, self-correction, and

strategic foresight. These patterns are crucial for internal-
ization because they enable the model to abstract general
principles from specific feedback, update its internal state
meaningfully, and form compressed representations of envi-
ronmental dynamics. Without these capabilities, the model
treats each interaction as an isolated event rather than as ev-
idence for refining a coherent world model. This highlights
that architectural and behavioral patterns are as important
as the interactive learning framework itself for achieving
emergent world modeling capabilities. More visualization
and statistics are presented in the Appendix.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

Our study illustrates how RL fundamentally shapes the de-
velopment of world model reasoning, moving models be-
yond rigid, human-designed cognitive patterns. We iden-
tify multi-turn interaction paradigm as a potent mechanism,
while monolithic reasoning imposes a substantial cognitive
burden. The thinking-by-doing paradigm bypasses this bur-
den by allowing agents to validate solution paths through
direct environmental feedback, which effectively prunes in-
correct strategies and reinforces environmental dynamics
into reasoning. However, we identify several critical con-
straints on this process:

The Primacy of Cognitive Behaviors. Advanced reason-
ing patterns, such as reflection or self-correction, poten-
tially transferred from domains like mathematics or coding,
are crucial for models to process feedback effectively, en-
abling them to link environmental outcomes to preceding
actions. Without these capabilities, the model views interac-
tions merely as isolated events rather than evidence to refine
a coherent world model, ultimately hindering environmen-
tal dynamics modeling and world model reasoning.

Interaction Strategy on Knowledge Acquisition. We ob-
served models adopting inefficient, brute-force strategies,
attempting to enumerate a vast action space rather than an-
alyzing optimal paths. This approach impairs the acquisi-
tion of high-quality knowledge from feedback. We address
this limitation by implementing reward rescaling to incen-
tivize efficacious exploration, thereby steering the model
from simple enumeration toward purposeful interaction.

The Risk of Feedback Over-Reliance. The informational
richness derived from environmental feedback may induce
an over-reliance on interaction, which can stifle the devel-
opment of robust, long-horizon world model reasoning, as
models adopt myopic, reactive policies instead of internal-
izing environmental dynamics. To mitigate this, we employ
an interaction frequency annealing strategy to compel the
model to foster efficient long-horizon planning capabilities.
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Supplementary Material

A. Experiment Setting

A.1. Environments

We evaluate our method on three distinct, challenging
grid-world environments—Maze, Sokoban, and Taxi—all
requiring agents to execute long-horizon sequential plan-
ning and meticulous state tracking. These environments
are specifically adapted to interface with Language Models
(LLMs) by converting the internal state into a standardized
text-based ASCII map. The system also employs a textual
action space with action parsing and validation, ensuring
a predictable protocol for all environments. The complete
prompt of the first turn provided to the LLM at each step
follows a standardized structure: {system prompt}
{environment description} {environment
action prompt}, where specific examples are shown
in Section D. Subsequent turns only contain the description
of the environment feedback and the action prompt.

The Maze task (Figure 1a) focuses on topological nav-
igation and pathfinding under structural constraints where
complexity is intrinsically linked to the grid size. Our con-
figuration specifically utilizes 11×11 and 15×15 boards to
span Standard and Hard difficulty regimes across all stages
of experimentation. Maze construction employs the PRIM
algorithm, which is favored for its generation of structurally
intricate and highly varied topological layouts, an advan-
tage over the DFS method’s tendency to yield repetitive,
long-corridor environments. Upon initialization, the agent
begins at an available corner cell, and the destination is pro-
grammatically designated as the path point maximally dis-
tant from the starting location, thus guaranteeing a maximal
planning distance for each instance. The environment state
is then rendered to the LLM as the ASCII map employing
dedicated symbols: P for the player, X for the goal, o for
navigable paths, and * for walls. Interaction is mediated
by five discrete actions—move up, down, left, right, and no
operation—with movement strictly validated against struc-
tural constraints. The episode concludes either upon goal
achievement or when the operational limit is reached.

The Sokoban environment (Figure 1b) is the primary
testbed for object manipulation and deadlocks due to its
inherent requirement for non-reversible action constraints,
requiring the agent to push all boxes onto designated goal
locations. Task complexity is precisely controlled by two
orthogonal factors: the grid dimensionality and the num-
ber of boxes. Our configuration defines three distinct dif-
ficulty regimes: Standard (7 × 7 grid, 2 boxes), Hard-1
(10× 10 grid, 2 boxes, increasing the spatial search space),
and Hard-2 (7× 7 grid, 3 boxes, increasing object coordina-
tion complexity). All generated puzzle instances are guar-
anteed to be solvable, achieved by utilizing a mechanism

X o o o o

o * * * *
o o o o o

o * * * o

o o o * P
(a) Maze Environment: Topological Navigation & Pathfinding
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(b) Sokoban Environment: Object Manipulation & Deadlocks
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(c) Taxi Environment: Sequential Decision-making

Figure 1. Environment Visualization. For each environment, the
left panel shows the standardized character map for agent observa-
tion, and the right panel presents the visual illustration for human
intuition and inspection.

that generates the starting state through a controlled back-
tracking sequence from a solved state. The environment
state is presented to the LLM as the ASCII map, leverag-
ing clear symbols for all entities: P for the player, B for the
box, G for the goal, * for the box on goal, # for walls, and .
for empty spaces. Interaction is mediated by a comprehen-
sive discrete action space that critically separates simple po-
sitional movement—move up, down, left, right—from the
core object manipulation commands—push up, down, left,
right—alongside a necessary no operation command.

The Taxi environment (Figure 1c) is a classic reinforce-
ment learning domain designed to assess an agent’s abil-
ity to perform sequential decision-making, meticulous state
tracking, and multi-step sub-goal planning—pickup, nav-
igation, and dropoff—within a discrete 5 × 5 grid world.
The taxi agent is tasked with retrieving a passenger from
one of four designated initial locations and delivering them



Table 1. More results across general benchmarks.

Model AVG@64 AVG@16 AVG@4 AVG@1

AIME24 [2] AIME25 [2] BeyondAIME [3] HMMT25 [10] GPQA-Diamond [22] LiveCodeBench v5 [15] LiveBench [42] MMLU-PRO [37]

Qwen3-8B-Own 85.10 77.92 52.88 63.44 59.91 65.32 67.93 72.35
WMAct-Maze 85.21 78.07 53.75 65.10 61.68 67.56 68.54 72.64
WMAct-Taxi 85.00 78.80 53.02 65.57 61.24 67.70 69.14 72.71
WMAct-Sokoban 86.56 79.48 55.14 68.49 62.15 67.14 69.60 73.14

to one of four specified destinations. The complexity is de-
termined by the state space size and the strictness of the
sequential rules, involving a fixed execution order: picking
up the passenger first and then dropping them off at the cor-
rect destination. The environment state is presented to the
LLM as the ASCII map, which visually renders the geo-
metric layout and utilizes a detailed legend for all entities:
T for the taxi, P for the passenger, D for the destination, and
critical compounded symbols like T(P) for the taxi carry-
ing the passenger and T/P for the taxi and unpicked passen-
ger co-located. The action space comprises six fundamental
commands: four directional navigation actions—move up,
down, left, and right—and two interaction actions, includ-
ing pickup and dropoff. These interaction actions are sub-
ject to strict validity checks (e.g., dropoff is only valid at
the destination while carrying the passenger), with invalid
attempts resulting in immediate negative feedback.

A.2. Training Setting
We conduct reinforcement learning on instances of our
Qwen-8B-Own and Qwen-2.5-Instruct. We sample 256 tra-
jectories from 32 distinct environment prompts, each repli-
cated 8 times, to increase prompt efficiency. Specifically,
we use a vLLM backend configured with a temperature of
1.0, top-p of 1.0, and top-k of 0. Maximum generation
length is constrained within 16K tokens, with a maximum
of 12K tokens per turn. Each turn, the generated response
will contain a think section and several actions, wrapped in
<think></think> and <action></action>
tags, respectively. We will extract and sequentially exe-
cute all actions found within the <action></action>
tags. The overall reward Roverall is determined by an out-
come reward and a format reward, where an invalid action
results in a small penalty, ensuring operational integrity.
For WMAct, the outcome reward is proportionally scaled
based on Eq 4. And then, we employ the on-policy Proxi-
mal Policy Optimization (PPO) algorithm on entire trajecto-
ries, where generalized Advantage Estimation (GAE) with
γ = 1 and λ = 1 is used to evaluate the advantage. The KL
penalty and entropy regularization are disabled. The policy
and critic networks are optimized using Adam with learn-
ing rates of 1 × 10−6 and 5 × 10−6, respectively. These
learning rates are linearly warmed up over the first 20 and
50 iterations. We perform one policy update for every 12
critic updates, with no initial critic warm-up phase.

A.3. Evaluation Setting
We held out 256 prompts as an evaluation set for each en-
vironment to ensure they would not appear in the training
set. Our evaluation protocol mirrors the training configura-
tion to ensure consistent assessment where the vLLM-based
decoding stack (temperature=1.0, top-p=1.0, top-k=0) and
enforces the same think-action response structure. An eval-
uation episode concludes upon the first of these conditions
being met: (1) the environment signals task completion, (2)
the generation length reaches a predefined maximum, or (3)
the context token budget is nearly exhausted.

B. More Evaluation Results
B.1. Supplemental General Benchmarks
As a complementary analysis, Table 1 further compares
the general capabilities of models trained across three en-
vironments of distinct complexity: Maze, Sokoban, and
Taxi. The results clearly indicate that while all models
trained with the interactive WMAct paradigm exhibit sig-
nificant improvement over the base model Qwen3-8B-Own,
the inherent difficulty and challenge type of the training
environment critically influence the generalization of the
learned skills. Specifically, the WMAct-Sokoban main-
tains its lead across most metrics, demonstrating particu-
lar strength in complex reasoning and state tracking bench-
marks such as HMMT25 (68.49) and GPQA-Diamond
(62.15). This strongly supports our view that the require-
ments of Sokoban—specifically dealing with non-reversible
actions and deadlock avoidance—compel the model to learn
a more refined, abstract planning capability with long-
term dependency tracking. Conversely, the performance
of WMAct-Maze and WMAct-Taxi is generally strong but
slightly inferior to the Sokoban-trained agent. As the Maze
primarily focuses on topological pathfinding and the Taxi
emphasizes multi-step sub-goal decomposition, the reason-
ing constraints in these two tasks are relatively less strin-
gent. However, we observe a notable exception on the
LiveCodeBench v5 metric, where WMAct-Taxi achieves a
slight lead of 67.70 over WMAct-Sokoban (67.14). This
marginal advantage may be attributable to the Taxi environ-
ment’s core requirement of sequential sub-goal planning, a
structure that closely mirrors the execution flow and step-
by-step function calling often required in code generation
and problem-solving benchmarks like LiveCodeBench v5.



… We can try to go from (0,0) 
down to (1,0), (2,0), (3,0), (4,0). 
Then from (4,0) we can go right to 
(4,1) is wall. 
So we cannot go right from (4,0). 
But we can go up from (4,0) to (3,0) 
and then right? (3,1) is wall. 
So we are stuck at (4,0) as well.

… At (4,2): we can move up (back 
to (3,2)), down to (5,2), or right to 
(4,3) which is 'o'. So we can go 
right to (4,3).
At (4,3): … So we go right to (4,4).
At (4,4): we can move up (to (3,4) 
wall), down (to (5,4) wall), or right 
(to (4,5) wall). 
So we are stuck? 

So let's backtrack and try going up 
from (2,2) to (1,2).
At (1,2): we can move up (to (0,2) 
which is 'o'), down (to (2,2) which 
we came from), or right (to (1,3) 
which is wall). 
So we go up to (0,2) ……
So we go right to (0,3) ……
So we go right to (0,4) ……
We have 2 options: right or down...

If we go right to (0,5): then (0,5) is 
'o'. Then we can go right to (0,6), 
(0,7), (0,8). But then we are at the 
top right. How do we get down?
From (0,8) we can go down to (1,8) 
which is 'o'. Then from (1,8) we 
can go down to (2,8) which is ‘o’. 
(3,8) is the last character: * (wall). 
So we cannot go down from (2,8) 
to (3,8).

So let's try going down from (0,4) 
to (1,4).
At (1,4):  … So we go down to (2,4).
At (2,4): we can move up (back to 
(1,4)), down (to (3,4) wall), or left 
(to (2,3) wall), or right (to (2,5) 
wall). 
So we are stuck.
This is not working. 

…From (4,2), if we go right to (4,3) 
then (4,4) then we hit a wall at 
(4,5). So we have to avoid that…

But note: we want to avoid walls 
and find the shortest path to X.
Let me sketch a possible path: (0,0) 
-> (1,0) -> (2,0) -> (2,1) -> (2,2) …

So let's plan backwards.
We know that the destination is at 
(8,8). The only passable cells 
adjacent to (8,8) are (8,7) and (7,8). 
But (7,8) is a wall. So we must 
come from (8,7). So we need to get 
to (8,7) How to get to (8,7)? (8,7) is 
adjacent to (8,6) and (7,7) ……

This should work. But note: after 
move 12, we are at (8,4). Then we 
move up twice to get to (6,4). Then 
move right twice to (6,6), then 
down twice to (8,6), then right 
twice to (8,8).

This suggests we must get to (8,4) 
and then go up to (7,4) and then 
move around and then come back 
down to (8,7).

WMAct

PPO-Entire

Figure 2. Reasoning Trace Visualization: A qualitative comparison of PPO-Entire versus WMAct in a Maze task. The top (PPO-
Entire) demonstrates a more rigid, often enumeration-based or pre-computed planning approach, which frequently leads to suboptimal
trajectories or impasses due to insufficient intermediate reflection and a lack of dynamic adaptation. In contrast, the bottom (WMAct)
showcases the emergent interactive thinking and planning patterns of our model. Each step highlights WMAct’s ability to analyze the
current state, reflect on recent moves, and dynamically adjust its strategy, resulting in more robust self-correction mechanisms and efficient
goal achievement.

C. Visual Case Studies and Reasoning Patterns
To qualitatively assess the efficacy of World Model Reason-
ing, we present comparative reasoning trace visualizations
across the Sokoban, Maze, and Taxi environments. These
case studies collectively validate that WMAct’s interactive
thinking, driven by intermediate reflection, enables critical
capabilities for solving complex, constraint-heavy tasks.

For the Maze (Figure 2), PPO-Entire adheres to a rigid,
enumeration-based approach, frequently leading to subopti-
mal trajectories and impasses. Conversely, WMAct demon-
strates superior long-term foresight, allowing it to quickly
adapt to the complex topology and avoid unnecessary local
detours, resulting in a significantly more efficient path.

For the Sokoban (Figure 3), PPO-Entire’s greedy simula-
tion leads the agent into an irreversible deadlock by failing
to anticipate constraints. In contrast, WMAct showcases ro-
bust dynamic recovery and self-correction, swiftly identify-
ing the flawed trajectory and executing a non-greedy, path-
clearing maneuver to secure an efficient solution.

For the Taxi (Figure 4), PPO-Entire lacks the global
view, often resorting to myopic local moves. WMAct, how-
ever, excels at systematic sub-task decomposition, enabling
it to hierarchically structure the problem (e.g., pick up →
drop off) and map out an optimal, wall-avoiding trajectory
for the entire sequence. These results confirm that WMAct
facilitates key capabilities—including robust recovery, en-
vironmental foresight, and hierarchical planning—that are
essential for advanced sequential decision-making.



…… Yes, because the cell to the 
right of (3,5) is (3,6) which is a goal 
(so we can push a box onto a goal). 

So we can push the box at (3,5) to 
the right to (3,6) to cover G2. 

Then we need to cover G1 at (3,3).
Box B is at (5,5). We need to move 
it to (5,3) to push up? But there 
are walls: ...... (5,3) is a wall? We 
cannot get to (5,3) ……

So to push from (3,5) to (3,4), the 
player must be at (3,6). But (3,6) 
now has a box on goal? So the 
player cannot be there? Because 
the box is there?

Alternatively, we can use the box 
at (5,5) to cover (3,6) and then the 
box at (3,5) to cover (3,3)? But that 
might be more complicated.

We are moving the box from (4,4) 
to (2,4). But (2,4) is occupied by 
the other box?

The box at (4,4) cannot be pushed 
left because (4,3) is wall ……
From (4,4) we can push up to (3,4). 
Then from (3,4) we cannot push 
right because of the wall at (3,3). 

Therefore, we must first remove 
the box that is at (2,4) so that we 
can use (2,4) for the other box.

We now have an empty space at 
(2,4) because the box that was 
there is gone.
Phase 2: Move the box at (4,4) to 
(2,5). 1. Get the player to (5,4) to 
push the box up. ... 2. Push up: ... 3. 
Push up again to (2,4). ... 4. Now 
the box is at (2,4). We need to push 
it right to (2,5). To push right, the 
player must be at (2,3) ……

Phase 1: Move the box at (2,4) to 
(2,2).
1. Get the player to (2,5) (to push 
the box left). ... 2. Push left: the 
box at (2,4) is pushed left to (2,3) 
and the player moves to (2,4). ... 3. 
Push left again: ... would move the 
box to (2,2) and the player to (2,3).

WMAct

PPO-Entire

Figure 3. Reasoning Trace Visualization: A qualitative comparison of PPO-Entire versus WMAct in a Sokoban task. The top (PPO-
Entire) demonstrates a common pitfall of model-based planning in Sokoban, where the agent, lacking robust foresight and intermediate
reflection, gets trapped in an irreversible deadlock. In contrast, the bottom (WMAct) showcases the ability to systematically decompose the
task and execute a non-greedy, long-term plan, demonstrating dynamic self-correction and resulting in an efficient, deadlock-free solution.

So yes, (4,0) is P, and it's 
surrounded by walls on the right 
and above. So how can the taxi 
reach it? Unless the taxi can start 
from there, but it's not.

Then from T at (2,3), move down 
to (3,3), but (3,3) is open, then left 
to (3,2) |, wall, so can't.

From (2,3), move down to (3,3), 
then right to (3,4), (4,4), (4,3), (4,2), 
then up to (3,2) |, wall, or left to 
(4,1) |, wall.

From (2,3), move up to (1,3), then 
left to (1,2) |, wall.

Or move left to (2,2), (2,1), (2,0), 
then down to (3,0) – if (3,0) is open, 
then to (4,0).

From (2,3), down to (3,3) is 
blocked by a wall? Let's check: at 
(3,3) there is a wall. So we cannot 
go down …… (2,3) can move left 
to (2,2) and (2,1) and (2,0) because 
row2 has no walls until (2,4).

Path Planning: We need to break 
the journey into two legs: 
Leg 1: Go from (2,3) to (4,0) -> 
pick up the passenger. 
Leg 2: Go from (4,0) to (0,4) -> 
drop off the passenger.

From (2,0) we can move down to 
(3,0) -> open (row3: (3,0) is open) 
and then down to (4,0) -> open.
Then at (4,0) we do the pickup.

So the path for leg2: (4,0) -> (3,0) 
[up] -> (2,0) [up] -> (2,1) [right] -> 
(2,2) [right] -> (2,3) [right] -> (2,4) 
[right] -> (1,4) [up] -> (0,4) [up].

Alternatively, from (4,0) we can 
only go up to (3,0) because we 
can't go right (wall at (4,1)). 
So the above path is necessary.

WMAct

PPO-Entire

Figure 4. Reasoning Trace Visualization: A qualitative comparison of PPO-Entire versus WMAct in a Taxi task. The top (PPO-
Entire) appears to lack robust global planning, often resorting to greedy local moves and struggling with dead-ends due to insufficient
foresight regarding long-term path feasibility. In contrast, the bottom (WMAct) showcases superior global planning and sub-task decom-
position, enabling it to systematically map out an efficient, wall-avoiding path.



D. Prompt Details

At the initial turn, the LLM receives a comprehensive
prompt composed of three distinct, functional compo-
nents: the {system prompt} for defining the agent’s
role; the {environment description} for provid-
ing rules, map legend, and current state; and the {action
prompt} for strictly mandating the output format. Cru-
cially, the structural components of the prompt—the
{system prompt} and the {action prompt}—are
held strictly identical and un-engineered across all three
distinct environments. This uniformity demonstrates the
generality and minimal engineering overhead of our ap-
proach, ensuring that the framework’s effectiveness relies
on the explicit reasoning structure rather than domain-
specific prompt tuning.

Consequently, the diverse and sophisticated thinking pat-
terns evidenced in Section C are not hard-coded but emerge
as learned capabilities, directly elicited by the model from
the unique constraints and demands of each environment.

Sokoban Environment Description Example

You are playing Sokoban, a puzzle game where you
need to push boxes onto goal locations.

Game state:

#######
#.P..##
#GB.#.#
#..GG.#
#.BB..#
#..####
#######

Legend:
• P: Player
• B: Box
• G: Goal location
• *: Box on goal location
• #: Wall
• .: Empty space

Progress: 0/3 boxes on goals.

Available actions:
• push up, push down, push left, push right (to push

a box if adjacent)
• move up, move down, move left, move right (to

move without pushing)
• no operation (stay in place)

System Prompt

You are a helpful assistant.

Environment Action Prompt

For each turn, your response must follow a strict two-
part structure. First, you must conduct your detailed
reasoning within <think> and </think> tags. Inside
your thoughts, analyze the current state, reflect on
your previous actions, and plan your next step. Sec-
ond, immediately following your reasoning, you must
provide your output within <action> and </action>
tags. The content of the <action> tag is critical and
depends on the task. For interactive tasks, generate
one or more commands separated by a semicolon, for
example, <action>move up; move right</action>.
Your response for the turn concludes after you out-
put the closing </action> tag. Now, generate your
thought and action based on the current state.

Maze Environment Description Example

You are an agent tasked with navigating a maze.
Your goal is to move the player (P) to the destination
(X) through a series of turns.

Maze Board:

X o o o o o o o o

* * o * o * * * *
o o o * o o o o o
o * * * * * o * *
o o o * o o o o o
o * * * * * o * o
o o o * o o o * o
o * o * o * o * *
o * o * o * o o P

Legend:
‘P’ represents the player starting point
‘X’ represents the destination point
‘o’ represents empty space (passable)
‘*’ represents a wall (impassable)

Your available moves are:
‘move up’: move player one cell up.
‘move down’: move player one cell down
‘move left’: move player one cell to the left
‘move right’: move player one cell to the right



Taxi Environment Description Example

You are an agent controlling a taxi in a 5x5 grid world. Your goal is to pick up the passenger and deliver them to the
destination.

Taxi Map:

+-----------------------------+
| P : | : : G |
| : | : : |
| : : : : |
| | : | T : |
| Y | : | D : |
+-----------------------------+

‘|’ represents a wall (an impassable barrier).
‘:’ represents an open path (a tile you can move through).
‘T’ represents the taxi position.
‘P’ represents the passenger position (if not in the taxi).
‘D’ represents the destination.
‘R’, ’G’, ’Y’, ’B’ are special points.
‘T/P’ means the taxi and the passenger are in the same cell, but the passenger has NOT been picked up yet.
‘T(P)’ means the taxi is carrying the passenger (the passenger has been picked up).
‘T(P)/D’ means the taxi carrying the passenger is at the destination.
‘T/P/D’ means the taxi and the passenger all arrive at the destination cell.
‘P/D’ means the passenger and the destination are in the same cell (passenger not picked up).

Your available actions are:
‘move down’: move the taxi one cell down.
‘move up’: move the taxi one cell up.
‘move right’: move the taxi one cell right.
‘move left’: move the taxi one cell left.
‘pickup’: pick up the passenger. This action is only valid when the taxi is at the passenger’s location; otherwise, it will
incur a penalty.
‘dropoff’: drop off the passenger. This action is only valid when the taxi is at the destination and carrying the
passenger; otherwise, it will incur a penalty.
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