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ABSTRACT

Self-evolving search agents can construct their own training curricula by jointly
optimizing a proposer that generates questions and a solver that answers them.
This closed loop introduces a failure mode that we call co-cheating: the proposer
and solver increasingly agree on shared errors, so internal reward improves with-
out a corresponding increase in external correctness. A post-hoc reference audit
against source evidence shows that co-cheating becomes increasingly severe over
successive rounds of self-evolution, with pseudo-label correctness stagnating or
declining even as the in-loop training signal improves. The most direct mitigation
is to verify each proposal before training. We therefore introduce multi-sample
verification (MSV), which queries the same model used in self-evolution three times
with the source and three times without it to determine task admission and replace
unreliable pseudo-labels. MSV partially reduces false agreement but leaves substan-
tial residual co-cheating and requires six additional labeler generations for every
candidate. These limitations motivate CrossFit, our main method. It partitions
the proposer’s source documents into groups A and B: questions generated from
A are scored by an auxiliary solver trained only on B, and vice versa. The result-
ing cross-fitted agreement determines proposer reward, preventing a same-source
pseudo-label from being directly reproduced through the feedback solver while
leaving the original solver’s update rule unchanged. We evaluate both interventions
by rerunning the complete self-evolution loop with Qwen3.5-4B and Qwen3.5-
9B. After self-evolution, MSV reduces false-agreement mass from 6.1% to 5.7%
on Qwen3.5-4B and from 8.8% to 7.2% on Qwen3.5-9B, whereas CrossFit
reduces it to 3.0% and 3.7%, respectively. Replaying identical proposals with
source-excluded feedback further reduces false agreement to 0.4% and 0.1%, iso-
lating feedback ancestry from changes in the generated curriculum. Across seven
downstream search benchmarks, CrossFit improves average performance over
standard coupled self-evolution by 8.8 and 8.4 points and over Search-R1 by 8.7
and 7.8 points at 4B and 9B, respectively.
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1 INTRODUCTION
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Figure 1: Co-cheating. The training sig-
nal and false agreement rise together.

Search-augmented language models interleave reasoning
with browser or search actions to gather evidence before
answering (Nakano et al., 2021; Yao et al., 2023; Jin et al.,
2025; Song et al., 2025). Most are trained on externally
supplied questions and answer supervision (Jin et al., 2025;
Song et al., 2025). Self-evolving agents instead generate
their own training experience (Chen et al., 2024; Zhao
et al., 2025; Huang et al., 2025). In recent proposer–solver
systems, a proposer turns source documents into questions
and pseudo-labels, admitted pairs train a solver, and the
solver’s performance on new proposals determines the pro-
poser reward (Lu et al., 2026; Yue et al., 2026). Repeating
this cycle shifts proposals toward the solver’s current capa-
bility frontier, producing an automated curriculum without
a fixed human-authored training set.

This loop makes agreement an endogenous proxy for correctness (Amodei et al., 2016; Gao et al.,
2023). An incorrect pseudo-label can train the solver to repeat the same error on later questions from
that source (Arazo et al., 2020); rewarding this agreement then reinforces the error in the next-round
curriculum, as illustrated in the left panel of Figure 2. We test for this failure in Dr. Zero (Yue et al.,
2026) using a post-hoc auditor that checks generated tasks and answers against source evidence but
never feeds into training. Figure 1 shows that internal reward rises together with false agreement as
proposer and solver increasingly share errors. We call this optimization outcome co-cheating and
measure it as false-agreement mass: the fraction of evaluated pairs that agree on the same incorrect
answer.

The most direct mitigation is to verify each proposal before training. The middle panel of Figure 2
illustrates our multi-sample verification (MSV), which queries the same model used in self-evolution
three times with the source and three times without it. Compatible majorities yield a consensus
label and admit the task; inconsistent candidates are rejected. This partially reduces false agreement,
implicating pseudo-label quality, but leaves substantial co-cheating and adds six labeler generations
per candidate.

These limitations point to a second source of failure: not only whether a pseudo-label is correct,
but also whether it trained the solver that later evaluates questions from the same source. The right
panel of Figure 2 shows our primary intervention, CrossFit. The proposer’s source documents are
divided into groups A and B. Along the upper path, an auxiliary solver learns only from A and scores
new questions generated from B; along the lower path, a second solver learns only from B and scores
questions from A. The cross-fitted agreement scores determine proposer reward. Each scoring solver
has thus never trained on pseudo-labels from the source it evaluates, preventing a same-source error
from being directly reproduced as reward. The original solver still trains on all admitted questions;
only the feedback shaping the proposer’s next-round curriculum is cross-fitted.

We rerun self-evolution with Qwen3.5-4B and Qwen3.5-9B (Qwen Team, 2026). Under standard
coupled feedback, false-agreement mass reaches 6.1% and 8.8%; MSV lowers it to 5.7% and 7.2%,
while CrossFit lowers it to 3.0% and 3.7%. Replaying identical proposals with source-excluded
feedback further reduces it to 0.4% and 0.1%, isolating feedback ancestry from curriculum selection.
We evaluate each round-end main solver on a fixed 1,325-question suite: 200 each from Natural Ques-
tions, TriviaQA, PopQA, HotpotQA, 2WikiMultiHopQA, and MuSiQue, plus 125 from Bamboogle
(Kwiatkowski et al., 2019; Joshi et al., 2017; Mallen et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2018; Ho et al., 2020;
Trivedi et al., 2022; Press et al., 2023). With one greedy trajectory per question and identical tool
and extraction budgets, CrossFit reaches 48.8% at 4B and 51.2% at 9B, improving over coupled
self-evolution by 8.8 and 8.4 points and over Search-R1 by 8.7 and 7.8 points, respectively.
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Figure 2: Co-cheating and its mitigation. (a) Incorrect agreement creates false frontier credit. (b)
MSV verifies each proposal with source-aware and source-blind samples. (c) CrossFit scores each
source group with a solver trained on the other group. The two interventions target label quality and
feedback provenance, respectively.

2 DIAGNOSING CO-CHEATING
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(a) Qwen3.5-4B: coupled dynamics
Each line follows all 129 scheduled updates
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(b) Qwen3.5-9B: coupled dynamics
Each line follows all 129 scheduled updates
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(c) Qwen3.5-4B: error composition
Small points: steps; large markers: round means
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(d) Qwen3.5-9B: error composition
Small points: steps; large markers: round means

R1

R2

R3

TP adopted-label truth TS solver truth A agreement

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

Figure 3: Co-cheating under coupled feedback. (a,b) All 129 steps of label truth TP , solver truth
TS , and agreement A; dashes mark round boundaries. (c,d) False agreement F versus lost credit L:
small points are steps, large markers average each round’s 43 step rates, and arrows indicate round
order. Rising F with falling L reveals shared-error accumulation. All axes are percentages.
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Figure 4: The CrossFit algorithm. Auxiliary solvers train on one source fold and score the other;
the main solver trains on all admitted questions.

Audit protocol. We audit the standard coupled Dr. Zero loop after training, without altering its
procedure. Many generated questions require reconstructing multi-hop evidence chains across long or
specialized source documents. Even a human judge must first reproduce the search path and inspect
unfamiliar evidence, making exhaustive annotation of every saved training step difficult to standardize
at this scale. We therefore save the source document, adopted pseudo-label, and five solver responses
used for proposer reward at every scheduled step. gpt-6-astra/high constructs an evidence-
backed reference from the source and judges these saved outputs (Appendix B); unsupported cases
remain unresolved rather than receiving a forced label. Because the auditor never affects admission,
model updates, or reward, it provides a scalable, independent measurement of the exact examples
behind the in-loop signal.

What is measured. TP and TS denote adopted-label and solver-response correctness, while A is
the label–response match rate observed by the loop. F counts pairs matching the same incorrect
answer; L counts correct solver responses denied credit by a wrong label. Ordinary label noise
can cause disagreement or lost credit, whereas co-cheating predicts that agreement itself becomes
optimistic as both agents converge on the same error. Rising A is therefore reliable only when TP and
TS also rise and F remains low. Because proposer reward is computed from the five label–response
matches, we audit those same five pairs rather than collapsing them to a post-hoc majority. Thus, F
measures the portion of apparent agreement that the external audit identifies as wrong.

Observed dynamics. Figure 3 shows this transition. In round 1, mean false-agreement mass is only
0.004 for Qwen3.5-4B and 0.003 for Qwen3.5-9B, and incorrect labels more often appear as lost
credit. From round 2 onward, agreement becomes increasingly optimistic without a commensurate
increase in truth. By round 3, F reaches 0.061 and 0.088 at the two scales, while L falls. Harder
questions may reduce correctness, but they do not explain increasing agreement on the same source-
inconsistent answer. The joint rise of A and F instead shows disagreement being replaced by shared
mistakes. We call this self-reinforcing optimization outcome co-cheating; it does not imply intentional
coordination.

3 FROM VERIFICATION TO CROSS-FITTED FEEDBACK

The audit motivates two interventions at different points in the self-evolution loop. MSV tests a
proposed answer before the example enters training, whereas CrossFit, our main method, changes
which solver supplies the feedback that updates the proposer.
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3.1 MULTI-SAMPLE VERIFICATION

MSV is an admission-time test of whether a proposed question admits a stable answer independently
of the proposer’s draft. Given source document x, question q, and the same model M used in
self-evolution, it draws three source-aware and three source-blind answers,

asrci ∼ M(· | x, q), ablindi ∼ M(· | q), i ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

Neither view observes the draft. Let Maj return an answer when at least two samples agree under the
answer matcher ≃, and ∅ otherwise. Defining yv = Maj(av1:3) for v ∈ {src, blind}, admission is

IMSV = 1
[
ysrc ̸= ∅ ∧ yblind ̸= ∅ ∧ ysrc ≃ yblind

]
.

When IMSV = 1, the compatible majority replaces the draft as the training label; otherwise the task
is rejected. The two views test evidential support and answer stability, respectively. However, six
samples from the same model can share errors, and verification does not prevent a later feedback
solver from reusing labels derived from the evaluated source. It also adds six generations, including
their search and coordination cost, per candidate (Table 3, Appendix A).

3.2 CROSS-FITTED PROPOSER FEEDBACK

CrossFit changes only where the proposer obtains its feedback. As shown from left to right in
Figure 4, the proposer generates questions and pseudo-labels from source documents exactly as in
the original loop. We then assign each source document once to fold 0 or fold 1, and every question
derived from that document keeps the same assignment throughout self-evolution. The split is made
at the source level because splitting individual questions could place related examples from the same
document on both sides and preserve the very reuse path that we want to remove.

The two source folds maintain two auxiliary feedback solvers. After round r, one solver has learned
only from admitted questions in fold 0, while the other has learned only from admitted questions in
fold 1. In the next round, their roles are crossed: questions from fold 0 are evaluated by the solver
trained on fold 1, and questions from fold 1 are evaluated by the solver trained on fold 0. These are
the two crossed paths in Figure 4. Consequently, the solver evaluating a question has not been trained
on pseudo-labels produced from that question’s source.

The feedback rule itself remains the same. Let h denote the source fold, Sr,1−h the auxiliary solver
trained on the complementary fold, and ỹ the adopted label. From its responses z1, . . . , z5, the
proposer receives

RP (q) = f

 5∑
j=1

1[zj ≃ ỹ]

 , zj ∼ Sr,1−h(· | q).

The sum counts how many responses match the adopted label under the original answer matcher, and
f(k) = (5− k)/4 for 0 < k < 5 (zero otherwise) is Dr. Zero’s frontier reward. Thus, CrossFit
preserves the original training objective: questions still receive credit according to how difficult they
appear to a solver. The only change is which solver supplies that signal.

This change breaks the direct self-reinforcing path revealed by our audit. Under coupled feedback,
an incorrect pseudo-label from a source can train the solver, be reproduced by that solver on a later
question from the same source, and then return to the proposer as reward. Under CrossFit, the
later question is instead evaluated by the complementary solver, whose training history excludes that
source. The method does not turn the auxiliary solver into a truth oracle: the two solvers may still
share errors inherited from pretraining or overlapping evidence. It does, however, prevent agreement
from being rewarded merely because the evaluator was trained on the same source-derived error.

The bottom path of Figure 4 separates this feedback mechanism from downstream training. The
main solver is not split; it continues to train on all admitted questions from both folds. The auxiliary
solvers affect only the feedback that shapes the proposer’s next-round curriculum. When the two
interventions are combined, MSV first decides whether a proposal is admitted and which pseudo-label
is used, and CrossFit then selects the auxiliary solver that evaluates it. In this sense, MSV improves
the supervision entering training, whereas CrossFit prevents that supervision from being directly
recycled into proposer reward.

5



Preprint

Table 1: Downstream search performance after three rounds of self-evolution. Bold denotes the
best result and underlining denotes the second-best within each Qwen3.5 block. †Baselines from the
Dr. Zero comparison, run on the same Qwen3.5 backbones and evaluated on the same 1,325-question
set.

NQ TriviaQA PopQA HotpotQA 2WikiMQA MuSiQue Bamboogle Average
Qwen3.5-4B

Base 0.380 0.655 0.315 0.350 0.465 0.105 0.416 0.384
Prompting† 0.245 0.525 0.165 0.290 0.460 0.085 0.360 0.304
R1-Instruct† 0.295 0.605 0.195 0.320 0.475 0.105 0.448 0.349
Search-R1† 0.355 0.650 0.290 0.370 0.510 0.125 0.504 0.401
Dr. Zero 0.390 0.665 0.325 0.365 0.485 0.120 0.448 0.400
MSV 0.400 0.670 0.340 0.375 0.480 0.135 0.448 0.407
CrossFit 0.455 0.730 0.415 0.460 0.575 0.245 0.536 0.488
MSV + CrossFit 0.470 0.730 0.410 0.475 0.575 0.250 0.528 0.491

Qwen3.5-9B

Base 0.505 0.710 0.375 0.355 0.295 0.125 0.496 0.409
Prompting† 0.380 0.630 0.260 0.280 0.270 0.115 0.392 0.332
R1-Instruct† 0.445 0.695 0.290 0.310 0.295 0.135 0.480 0.379
Search-R1† 0.510 0.730 0.395 0.380 0.310 0.180 0.536 0.434
Dr. Zero 0.515 0.730 0.400 0.370 0.320 0.150 0.512 0.428
MSV 0.525 0.720 0.400 0.390 0.325 0.155 0.536 0.436
CrossFit 0.580 0.765 0.455 0.490 0.425 0.255 0.616 0.512
MSV + CrossFit 0.570 0.780 0.470 0.485 0.415 0.280 0.608 0.515

4 MAIN EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Datasets & Models. We evaluate on the seven open-domain question answering benchmarks used
by Dr. Zero (Yue et al., 2026): the single-hop Natural Questions (NQ) (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019),
TriviaQA (Joshi et al., 2017), and PopQA (Mallen et al., 2023), and the multi-hop HotpotQA (Yang
et al., 2018), 2WikiMultiHopQA (2WikiMQA) (Ho et al., 2020), MuSiQue (Trivedi et al., 2022), and
Bamboogle (Press et al., 2023). A fixed evaluation set of 1,325 questions contains 200 examples
from each of the first six benchmarks and all 125 Bamboogle examples. We use Qwen3.5-4B and
Qwen3.5-9B (Qwen Team, 2026) as backbones. At each scale, all self-evolution treatments start
from the same public checkpoint, which is also evaluated as the Base row, and none of them uses
human-annotated QA training data.

Baselines & Evaluation. We compare four self-evolution treatments obtained by crossing the
two interventions of Section 3. Dr. Zero (Yue et al., 2026) is the standard coupled loop in which
the main solver scores the proposals it later trains on; MSV adds multi-sample verification to this
loop; CrossFit replaces coupled feedback with source-excluded feedback; and MSV +CrossFit
applies both. For broader comparison, we reproduce the Prompting and R1-Instruct baselines from
the Dr. Zero protocol (Yue et al., 2026), together with Search-R1 (Jin et al., 2025), on the same
Qwen3.5 backbones and evaluate every row on the same 1,325-question set with identical tool budget,
decoding, and answer extraction. Every self-evolution experiment follows the same three-round
schedule of 18 proposer and 25 solver steps per round and optimizes the policy-gradient objective of
Equation (1); Table 2 in Appendix A lists the shared configuration. At the end of each round, we
evaluate the main solver, which trains on all admitted questions, using one greedy search trajectory per
question, the same tool budget, and identical answer extraction. We report Cover-EM and average the
seven benchmarks with equal weight (Equation (2)); Tables 5 and 6 in Appendix B list intermediate
rounds and micro averages.

4.2 MAIN RESULTS

Cross-fitted feedback improves downstream search at both scales. In Table 1, coupled self-
evolution raises average Cover-EM from 0.384 to 0.400 at 4B and from 0.409 to 0.428 at 9B.
CrossFit reaches 0.488 and 0.512: gains of 8.8/8.4 percentage points over Dr. Zero and 8.7/7.8
over Search-R1. Every benchmark improves at both scales. Gains are largest on multi-hop tasks,
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(d) Qwen3.5-9B: false agreement
Faint points: each step; solid segments: round means

All 129 steps retained  ·  Gray bands: proposer updates  ·  Long dash: step 62

Dr. Zero MSV CrossFit MSV + CrossFit

Figure 5: Training dynamics across three rounds. (a,b) Round means of agreement and solver truth;
hollow, light, and solid markers denote rounds 1–3. Above the diagonal, agreement is optimistic. (c,d)
Faint points retain all 129 steps; solid segments average each round’s 43 step rates, and end labels
give round-3 means (%). Gray bands mark proposer phases, short dashes mark round boundaries,
and the long dash marks step 62. Full traces and coverage appear in Figures 8–9.

averaging 10.0/10.9 points across HotpotQA, 2WikiMQA, MuSiQue, and Bamboogle, versus 7.3/5.2
across the single-hop datasets. The effect therefore extends across task difficulty and model scale.

Verification alone is insufficient. MSV increases the average by only 0.7–0.8 points over Dr. Zero.
Combining it with CrossFit reaches 0.491 on Qwen3.5-4B and 0.515 on Qwen3.5-9B, only 0.3
points above CrossFit alone. These results suggest that changing the provenance of proposer
feedback is more consequential than improving pseudo-label quality alone.

5 ANALYSIS AND ABLATIONS

5.1 HOW DOES CROSS-FITTING CHANGE THE TRAINING TRAJECTORY?

Section 2 establishes that co-cheating emerges under standard coupled feedback. Figure 5 instead
compares how the four treatments change that trajectory, and Figures 8 and 9 in Appendix E retain
every per-step trace. All arms share the same first-round history; the cross-fitted arms begin to differ
only when their auxiliary feedback solvers are used in round 2. This delayed divergence provides a
within-run comparison of feedback provenance.

Cross-fitted feedback reverses the divergence between agreement and truth. Without cross-
fitting, in-loop agreement rises above solver truth while false agreement accumulates at both model
scales. Once cross-fitted scoring becomes active, adopted-label truth rises, agreement remains at or
below solver truth, and by round 3 false-agreement mass falls below half of the coupled value. MSV
alone improves solver truth but does not prevent the agreement signal from becoming optimistic;
combined with CrossFit, it yields the lowest final false agreement.

The trajectory difference predicts downstream gains. Table 5 shows that the downstream advantage
of CrossFit over Dr. Zero grows from 4.2 and 4.3 points after round 2 to 8.8 and 8.4 points after
round 3. The intervention therefore changes what the loop learns across rounds rather than merely
re-ranking a fixed set of final predictions. Figure 6 summarizes the final-round audit (absolute values
in Table 4). CrossFit raises adopted-label truth from 0.747 to 0.819 at 4B and from 0.737 to 0.851
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at 9B, while reducing false-agreement mass from 0.061 to 0.030 and from 0.088 to 0.037. These
changes connect the downstream improvement to the intended mechanism: excluding the evaluated
source from the feedback solver prevents same-source errors from being systematically returned to
the proposer as apparent progress.

5.2 WHY IS SOURCE-LEVEL EXCLUSION NECESSARY?

Figure 7 compares CrossFit with controls that preserve its auxiliary-solver architecture while
altering the data seen by the evaluator. A same-source auxiliary solver yields false-agreement mass
of 0.064 and 0.087, and a full-data auxiliary yields 0.058 and 0.069, both close to the coupled control.
A separate evaluator is therefore not sufficient when its training data retain the same source-derived
pseudo-labels.

The split must follow source ancestry. Randomly partitioning individual questions reduces false
agreement only modestly, to 0.050 at 4B and 0.062 at 9B, because questions derived from the same
document can still enter both folds. In contrast, the source-ID split reduces false agreement to 0.004
and 0.001. It also raises fixed-bank solver truth from 0.687 to 0.770 at 4B and from 0.717 to 0.868
at 9B, with corresponding accuracy gains from 88.1% to 91.5% and from 87.0% to 91.7%. These
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comparisons isolate source exclusion, rather than evaluator duplication or partitioning alone, as the
component responsible for the improvement.

5.3 FIXED-BANK REPLAY SEPARATES FEEDBACK FROM CURRICULUM

Adaptive reruns change both the evaluator and the questions generated in later rounds. We therefore
replay the same 3,000 saved questions and adopted labels while varying only the training provenance
of the feedback solver. Holding the bank, labels, answer matcher, and evaluation procedure fixed
removes admission and curriculum selection as explanations.

Fixed-bank replay isolates source exclusion. On identical proposals, source-ID feedback reduces
coupled false agreement from 0.058/0.073 to 0.004/0.001 at 4B/9B (Figure 7). The accompanying
gains in probe truth and replay accuracy persist without changing admission or the curriculum, linking
the result to feedback provenance.

Additional auxiliary optimization does not explain the effect. The half-budget control reaches
false-agreement mass of 0.005/0.002 and replay accuracy of 91.6%/91.8%, matching the full source-
ID result. Together, these controls identify source ancestry, rather than evaluator duplication, arbitrary
partitioning, task selection, or extra updates, as the operative difference.

5.4 HOW DO VERIFICATION AND CROSS-FITTING INTERACT?

The two interventions operate at different points in the loop. MSV changes which question–label
pairs enter training, whereas CrossFit changes which solver evaluates the next proposal. In
the adaptive-loop audit (Table 4), MSV reduces false-agreement mass from 0.061 to 0.057 at 4B
and from 0.088 to 0.072 at 9B, but agreement remains above solver truth. CrossFit produces
the larger reductions, to 0.030 and 0.037, while the combined treatment reaches 0.020 and 0.017.
Thus, improving pseudo-label reliability helps, but it does not remove the feedback dependence
that produces co-cheating. The fixed-bank results in Figure 7 show the same distinction. Coupled
feedback with MSV retains false-agreement mass of 0.043/0.056, whereas adding source exclusion
lowers it to 0.005/0.000 and raises replay accuracy to 92.4% at both scales. Finally, Table 1 shows that
the combination improves the downstream average by only 0.3 points beyond CrossFit alone at
each scale. MSV therefore provides complementary reliability gains, while source-excluded proposer
feedback accounts for most of the improvement in the learned search policy.

6 RELATED WORK

Self-generated curricula and search. Self-play has been studied for goal discovery, language-model
alignment, and reasoning (OpenAI et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2025; Yuan et al.,
2024; Zhao et al., 2025; Huang et al., 2025). Self-questioning and corpus-based evolution offer
additional ways to generate supervision (Chen et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2025a; Liu et al., 2025a).
Our closest framework is Dr. Zero (Yue et al., 2026); Search Self-Play (Lu et al., 2026) is another
direct comparator. SearchMaster (Tan et al., 2026) provides the closest complementary diagnosis of
misleading search self-play signals. Co-evolving feedback in CAFE (Liu et al., 2026b) further makes
feedback adaptation a current research target. We isolate a narrower issue: training-data ancestry of
the solver used for proposer feedback. We do not claim to introduce self-play, answer verification, or
cross-fitting itself.

Proxy rewards and self-confirmation. Reward hacking and reward-process manipulation predate
language agents (Amodei et al., 2016; Everitt et al., 2021). Proxy reward optimization can diverge
from a ground-truth objective (Gao et al., 2023); human-preference training can also favor agreement
over truth (Sharma et al., 2024). Pseudo-label confirmation bias provides a related account of learning
from one’s own mistakes (Arazo et al., 2020). Our focus is the additional return path from a pseudo-
label-trained solver into task generation. False agreement is a diagnostic for this path, not by itself
a causal proof of exploitation. Automated judges can have systematic biases (Zheng et al., 2023),
motivating blinded evidence gathering and human validation.

Data exclusion versus better evidence. Cross-fitting uses held-out nuisance predictions in statistical
estimation (Chernozhukov et al., 2018). We borrow its exclusion principle, not its asymptotic
guarantees: our adaptive curriculum lacks a demonstrated orthogonal score or independent sample
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structure. Retrieval and iterative search improve access to evidence (Lewis et al., 2020; Guu et al.,
2020; Trivedi et al., 2023; Li et al., 2025b); they do not establish independence between a pseudo-label
and a trained evaluator. Likewise, majority stability does not imply correctness when labelers share
a model and evidence. These distinctions motivate evaluating verification and source exclusion as
separate interventions. Appendix C expands the literature map.

7 CONCLUSION

Co-cheating exposes a failure of self-evolution: agreement can improve because a proposer and solver
reinforce the same incorrect labels. Our evidence-backed audit separates this internal progress from
correctness. CrossFit addresses the feedback path by scoring each source with an auxiliary solver
trained on the complementary fold, while the main solver still learns from all admitted tasks.

Across Qwen3.5-4B and Qwen3.5-9B, this change reduces final-round false agreement from
6.1%/8.8% to 3.0%/3.7% and improves seven-benchmark average Cover-EM over Dr. Zero by
8.8/8.4 points. Fixed-bank replay and evaluator controls support source ancestry as the operative dis-
tinction; verification provides complementary reliability gains but only modest additional downstream
improvement. These findings motivate tracking how an evaluator acquired its supervision when
designing self-generated curricula. Shared pretraining errors, overlapping evidence, and auxiliary
cost remain open limitations (Appendix D): extending exclusion to connected sources and measuring
end-to-end efficiency are essential next tests of the principle. Reliable self-evolution therefore requires
auditing both feedback correctness and the training history of its evaluator.
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AI USE STATEMENT

An AI coding and writing assistant assisted with literature discovery, draft organization,
consistency checks, and LaTeX authoring. An LLM accessed through a commercial API
(gpt-6-astra/high) served as the judge in the post-hoc audit described in Section 2 and
Appendix B. The authors verified the reported results, claims, citations, and implementation corre-
spondence.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

The appendix reports the training schedule, model configuration, evaluation manifest, scoring rules,
audit procedure, and mechanism-specific controls used in our experiments.
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Table 2: Training configuration shared across treatments.

Item Configuration

Backbones Qwen3.5-4B and Qwen3.5-9B
Schedule Three rounds; 18 proposer and 25 main-solver updates per round
Solver data 1,600 admitted questions per round; five responses per question
Proposer update 64 prompts per update; one selected trajectory per prompt
Sampling Temperature 0.8 and top-p 0.95 for training trajectories
MSV Three source-aware and three source-blind samples per proposal
CrossFit Two source folds; 25 updates per round for each auxiliary solver (50 in total)
Tool budget At most five assistant actions and 512 new tokens per action

Table 3: Resource cost per training run. H200-hours are reserved budgets: each run holds eight
H200 GPUs for its end-to-end duration, including waiting time, so they exceed the accelerator time
actually used; the GPU usage of the external audit service is unknown and not included. Token
(millions) and judge-request (thousands) counts are per single-scale run, not summed over the two
scales, and exclude training-replay tokens. Hours are the end-to-end wall-clock duration of the full
pipeline. “25 total” and “25 per fold” denote the auxiliary-update budget per round.

H200-hours Tokens (M) Judge Hours

Treatment 4B 9B Input Output req. (k) 4B 9B

Dr. Zero 379 476 696 83 60.4 47 60
MSV 719 903 1,811 195 296.9 90 113
CrossFit (25 total) 515 665 889 107 87.1 64 83
CrossFit (25 per fold) 650 854 1,081 131 113.8 81 107
MSV+CrossFit (25 per fold) 990 1,281 2,196 243 350.3 124 160

A IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

Optimization. The proposer and solver are updated with a sequence-normalized policy-gradient
objective. For usable trajectories E and scored assistant tokens Te,

L(θ) = − 1

|E|
∑
e∈E

Âe
1

|Te|
∑
t∈Te

log πθ(ye,t | ye,<t, qe), Âe =
re − µg(e)

σg(e) + 10−6
. (1)

Advantages are normalized within proposer task buckets or within the five solver responses to one
question. Prompt and tool tokens are masked, as is the proposer’s terminal answer; solver answer
tokens remain trainable.

Training configuration. All treatments use the same backbone, proposer schedule, main-solver
schedule, sampling configuration, and tool budget. The main solver trains on all admitted questions.
In CrossFit, two auxiliary solvers train only on their assigned source folds and are used solely to
produce proposer feedback on the complementary fold.

Compute overhead. MSV adds six labeler generations per proposal, and CrossFit adds 50
auxiliary solver updates per round in the main experiments (25 per fold) without changing the main
solver’s training data or update count. Table 3 reports the resulting resource cost. Relative to Dr. Zero,
MSV raises the reserved budget by about 90% at both scales (379 to 719 H200-hours on Qwen3.5-4B
and 476 to 903 on Qwen3.5-9B) and multiplies judge requests almost fivefold, whereas CrossFit
adds 72% and 79%. Halving its auxiliary budget to 25 updates per round lowers this to 36% and 40%
with nearly the same replay false-agreement mass (0.005 versus 0.004 on Qwen3.5-4B and 0.002
versus 0.001 on Qwen3.5-9B; Figure 7). Combining both interventions costs 2.6 and 2.7 times the
Dr. Zero budget. Because reserved hours include waiting time, these ratios compare budgets rather
than accelerator utilization.
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Table 4: Round-3 audit statistics for every treatment: means of the 43 round-3 step rates. J/E is audit
coverage; TP , TS , A, F , and L are defined in Section 2. Figure 6 plots the corresponding changes
relative to Dr. Zero, computed from unrounded means; they can therefore differ by 0.1 percentage
point from differences of the rounded entries here.

J/E TP TS A F L

Qwen3.5-4B

Dr. Zero 0.859 0.747 0.669 0.710 0.061 0.020
MSV 0.860 0.747 0.708 0.745 0.057 0.020
CrossFit 0.860 0.819 0.686 0.679 0.030 0.038
MSV + CrossFit 0.858 0.843 0.727 0.708 0.020 0.038

Qwen3.5-9B

Dr. Zero 0.859 0.737 0.689 0.752 0.088 0.025
MSV 0.853 0.770 0.727 0.788 0.072 0.011
CrossFit 0.857 0.851 0.712 0.709 0.037 0.041
MSV + CrossFit 0.861 0.878 0.754 0.732 0.017 0.039

B EVALUATION AND AUDIT DETAILS

Downstream evaluation. We extract the terminal answer, normalize case, punctuation, English
articles, and whitespace, and score against the best matching reference alias. Cover-EM is one when
a nonempty normalized reference answer appears in the normalized prediction. Every checkpoint is
evaluated on the same 1,325-question manifest with one greedy search trajectory, an identical tool
budget, and identical answer extraction. For benchmark d with nd questions and scores zdi, we report

Micro =

∑
d

∑nd

i=1 zdi
1325

, Macro =
1

7

7∑
d=1

1

nd

nd∑
i=1

zdi. (2)

Independent audit. Many generated questions require reconstructing multi-hop evidence across
long or specialized source documents, making exhaustive human adjudication at every training step
impractical. At every audited step, we therefore save the source document, adopted pseudo-label,
and five solver responses used for proposer reward. gpt-6-astra/high constructs an evidence-
backed reference from the source and judges the saved label and responses against that reference.
Unsupported cases remain unresolved and are included in coverage accounting. The auditor is
post-hoc: it never changes admission, model updates, or proposer reward. Table 4 lists the round-3
mean of each audit statistic for every treatment.

Round-wise results. Table 5 lists Cover-EM for every round-end main solver in the layout of
Table 1, and Table 6 gives the corresponding micro averages, which weight all 1,325 questions
equally. Base obtains micro averages of 0.382 on Qwen3.5-4B and 0.404 on Qwen3.5-9B. Micro and
macro averages order the treatments identically in every round.

C BROADER LITERATURE MAP

This map separates complementary research questions rather than treating every cited system as a
direct experimental baseline. Only methods with accessible implementations and matched protocols
can support comparative performance claims.

Retrieval representations and evidence use. Dense retrieval, fusion-in-decoder, retrieval-enhanced
language modeling, and few-shot retrieval pretraining study how evidence is retrieved and represented
(Karpukhin et al., 2020; Izacard & Grave, 2021; Borgeaud et al., 2022; Izacard et al., 2023). Query
rewriting and active retrieval change when and how evidence is requested (Ma et al., 2023; Jiang et al.,
2023). Black-box retrieval augmentation, hierarchical retrieval, and chain-of-note processing provide
other evidence interfaces (Shi et al., 2024; Sarthi et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2024). Robustness to irrelevant
context, corrective retrieval, and retrieval-aware tuning address evidence quality or utilization (Yoran
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Table 5: Cover-EM of every round-end main solver; we mark the best performance within each scale
in bold. Each cross-fitted treatment shares round 1 with its coupled counterpart.

NQ TriviaQA PopQA HotpotQA 2WikiMQA MuSiQue Bamboogle Average
Qwen3.5-4B

Base 0.380 0.655 0.315 0.350 0.465 0.105 0.416 0.384
Dr. Zero Round 1 0.380 0.660 0.325 0.350 0.475 0.125 0.424 0.391
Dr. Zero Round 2 0.395 0.665 0.320 0.360 0.470 0.125 0.440 0.396
Dr. Zero Round 3 0.390 0.665 0.325 0.365 0.485 0.120 0.448 0.400
MSV Round 1 0.385 0.675 0.330 0.355 0.480 0.110 0.432 0.395
MSV Round 2 0.390 0.670 0.335 0.370 0.490 0.120 0.432 0.401
MSV Round 3 0.400 0.670 0.340 0.375 0.480 0.135 0.448 0.407
CrossFit Round 1 0.380 0.660 0.325 0.350 0.475 0.125 0.424 0.391
CrossFit Round 2 0.415 0.685 0.370 0.420 0.535 0.165 0.480 0.439
CrossFit Round 3 0.455 0.730 0.415 0.460 0.575 0.245 0.536 0.488
MSV + CrossFit Round 1 0.385 0.675 0.330 0.355 0.480 0.110 0.432 0.395
MSV + CrossFit Round 2 0.440 0.680 0.370 0.420 0.515 0.205 0.496 0.447
MSV + CrossFit Round 3 0.470 0.730 0.410 0.475 0.575 0.250 0.528 0.491

Qwen3.5-9B

Base 0.505 0.710 0.375 0.355 0.295 0.125 0.496 0.409
Dr. Zero Round 1 0.500 0.725 0.385 0.365 0.310 0.140 0.496 0.417
Dr. Zero Round 2 0.520 0.725 0.385 0.370 0.310 0.135 0.520 0.424
Dr. Zero Round 3 0.515 0.730 0.400 0.370 0.320 0.150 0.512 0.428
MSV Round 1 0.510 0.725 0.390 0.365 0.305 0.150 0.504 0.421
MSV Round 2 0.525 0.710 0.395 0.375 0.320 0.150 0.528 0.429
MSV Round 3 0.525 0.720 0.400 0.390 0.325 0.155 0.536 0.436
CrossFit Round 1 0.500 0.725 0.385 0.365 0.310 0.140 0.496 0.417
CrossFit Round 2 0.550 0.750 0.430 0.430 0.355 0.200 0.552 0.467
CrossFit Round 3 0.580 0.765 0.455 0.490 0.425 0.255 0.616 0.512
MSV + CrossFit Round 1 0.510 0.725 0.390 0.365 0.305 0.150 0.504 0.421
MSV + CrossFit Round 2 0.550 0.745 0.435 0.425 0.365 0.220 0.576 0.474
MSV + CrossFit Round 3 0.570 0.780 0.470 0.485 0.415 0.280 0.608 0.515

Table 6: Micro-averaged Cover-EM of the round-end main solvers; we mark the best performance in
bold.

Qwen3.5-4B Qwen3.5-9B

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

Dr. Zero 0.389 0.394 0.397 0.413 0.418 0.423
MSV 0.393 0.399 0.405 0.417 0.423 0.430
CrossFit 0.389 0.436 0.485 0.413 0.462 0.506
MSV + CrossFit 0.393 0.444 0.489 0.417 0.468 0.510

et al., 2024; Yan et al., 2024; Lin et al., 2024). These directions motivate holding the retrieval backend
fixed: a change in evidence access must not be mistaken for an effect of source-excluded feedback.

Search-agent optimization. Beyond Search-R1 and R1-Searcher, evolving search, efficient search
training, simulated search, deep-research agents, and trained web agents illustrate the expanding
space of agent learning (Zhang et al., 2025a; Jiang et al., 2025; Sun et al., 2025; Zheng et al., 2025;
Zhang et al., 2025b). Step-level search training and systems for difficult web exploration further
motivate recording trajectory budgets and tool usage (Wang et al., 2025b; Li et al., 2025a; Liu et al.,
2025b). Toolformer studies learning tool use, while more recent open research and search-agent
frameworks expand the surrounding system design space (Schick et al., 2023; Li et al., 2026; Chu
et al., 2026; Liang et al., 2026). They are contextual references, not claims of matched evaluation in
this manuscript.

Self-generated learning and reinforcement learning. Self-play, multi-agent games, self-training,
and iterative reasoning optimization offer different sources of automatically generated supervision
(Ye et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2026a; Zhang et al., 2024; Pang et al., 2024). Preference learning and large-
scale reasoning RL establish additional optimization choices (Ouyang et al., 2022; Rafailov et al.,
2023; Guo et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2025). Our inspected sequence-level policy-gradient implementation
is specified directly in our implementation audit; citing these methods does not imply that their
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algorithms, training data, or reported capabilities are reproduced. The distinctive variable studied
here is the ancestry of the policy supplying proposal feedback, not a new generic policy-gradient
estimator.

D DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS

Cross-fitting changes who supplies feedback, not what makes an answer true. Its source exclusion is
valuable only if checkpoint ancestry and data routing enforce it. Shared pretraining, overlapping web
evidence, semantically related sources, and an adaptive proposer can still induce correlated mistakes.
A lower false-agreement mass on accepted questions can also result from rejecting difficult tasks
rather than improving learning. Coverage, task difficulty, fixed-probe performance, and downstream
capability must therefore accompany that number. Our results establish empirical mitigation across
two model scales, but do not yet establish lower end-to-end cost or robustness to connected sources.

E COMPLETE PER-STEP AUDIT TRAJECTORIES

Figures 8 and 9 retain all 129 scheduled steps, all four treatments, and all six metrics from the data
underlying Figure 5. Values are plotted directly from the existing per-step table, in percent, without
smoothing or interpolation. Separate axes for false agreement and lost credit keep their distinct
magnitudes visible; coverage is the audited fraction J/E and is displayed separately from correctness.
The round summaries in Figure 5 are arithmetic means of the 43 displayed step rates in each round,
not additional runs or uncertainty estimates.
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Qwen3.5-4B  |  Complete audit trajectories
Every scheduled step · shared axes across treatments · no smoothing

Gray bands: proposer updates  ·  Short dashes: round boundaries  ·  Long dash: step 62

TP adopted-label truth TS solver truth A agreement

Figure 8: Complete Qwen3.5-4B audit trajectories. Columns identify treatments. Rows show
adopted-label truth TP , solver truth TS , and agreement A; false-agreement mass F ; lost-credit mass
L; and coverage J/E. Every metric is expressed in percent. Shared limits support comparison across
treatments and model scales. Gray bands mark proposer phases, short dashes mark round boundaries,
and the long dash marks step 62.
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Figure 9: Complete Qwen3.5-9B audit trajectories. Layout, metric colors, units, and axis limits
match Figure 8. Every scheduled step is retained. The separate coverage strip prevents audit coverage
from obscuring the correctness curves.
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