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Abstract

Recursive self-improvement requires models not only to acquire useful training experience, but
also to decide when their current experience has ceased to be useful. Existing methods often focus
on what experience to generate next, while paying less attention to when fresh experience should
be introduced. Many also construct training targets through self-consistency or majority voting,
making supervision depend on the model’s own uncertain predictions. We address these two questions
separately: training dynamics determine when to acquire new experience, while the answers to new
tasks remain independently checkable. A-RS| monitors reward variation and accuracy in training
logs to refresh a task pool when its learning signal declines, without consulting validation or test
scores. A static library of model-authored programs produces multimodal questions and derives
their reference answers; we specify the task-generation contract, automatically verify chosen properties
of the reward and refresh rules, and separately audit the generated answers. The training loop uses
no external training examples or human-written answer labels. On the primary eleven-benchmark
suite, .A-RSI raises the performance average from 57.77 to 61.05 with 800 fresh tasks.
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Figure 1 Motivation for A-RSI. (a) Pool reuse can stall learning, while fewer truncations can raise accuracy. (b)

Training logs guide refresh, and response audits distinguish completion from error correction.
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Recursive self-improvement depends on both acquiring useful experience and recognizing when the current
experience is no longer useful. Recent methods have emphasized what to generate next, such as harder
problems or tasks near the model’s estimated competence. Yet a system can continue spending updates on
a pool whose learning signal has declined, while refreshing too often consumes new tasks that may not be
needed. This makes the timing of replacement a distinct decision from the choice of replacement tasks.

The answers attached to self-generated tasks raise a separate reliability question. When training targets
come from self-consistency or majority voting, errors in the model’s predictions can become labels for its
next update. We therefore separate the source of a refresh decision from the source of answer correctness:
training dynamics can indicate when to draw new experience, while the new tasks should have independently
checkable answers.

We implement this separation in A-RSI (Adaptive Recursive Self-Improvement). In group-based reinforce-
ment learning, prompts whose sampled responses receive different rewards provide nonzero relative-advantage
signal. A-RSI| monitors how many distinct prompts retain this signal, together with logged answer accuracy,
and refreshes the active pool when the specified training-log condition fires. This is an operational indicator
of declining learning signal, not a proof that the pool has been mastered. The controller does not consult
validation or test scores.

A fixed library of model-written programs supplies the new multimodal tasks. Each program constructs an
image and question from sampled parameters and computes a reference answer from the same underlying
configuration. We specify this shared-configuration contract, machine-check selected reward and refresh
properties, and independently audit generated answers. These checks support the use of program-computed
supervision without asserting that every rendered question has been formally proved correct.

The loop trains the Solver on the current pool, reads its training logs, and either retains the pool or activates
a prepared, unused replacement. A refresh keeps the learned model weights; the task templates and sampling
quotas remain fixed. The training stage uses no external training examples, human-written answer labels, or
evaluation scores. In the tested Qwen comparisons, difficulty-aware and competence-aware replacement rules
do not outperform random sampling under the fixed task-family shares.

On the primary eleven-benchmark suite, Qwen improves from 57.77 at the post-initialization checkpoint S;
to 61.05 after eight continuation windows and 800 fresh tasks. MiMo improves from 59.08 at its public base
model Sy to 60.71. On the same eleven-benchmark protocol, A-RSI| scores 61.05 with 800 fresh tasks, while
every-window refresh scores 60.64 with 3,200. At the matched sixth continuation window, .4-RSI scores 60.40
against 58.35 for continued training on the old pool. Figure 1 also motivates our response-level audit: a score
can rise because more answers finish within the output budget or because already completed answers are
corrected. We report these outcomes separately.

Our contributions are threefold:

e A training-log refresh rule. We formulate a pool-replacement rule using the decline in prompts with
within-group reward variation, without consulting evaluation scores.

e Programmatically verified experience. Model-written programs instantiate multimodal tasks and
compute their reference answers, allowing the training loop to operate without external training examples
or human-written answer labels.

e Matched comparisons and output-level analysis. We compare refresh policies at matched training
progress across full benchmarks and distinguish gains linked to response completion from corrections
among completed answers. The Qwen results identify the benefit of the implemented replacement policy
and the limits of the timing claim.



Recursive self-improvement research studies how a system can produce useful experience and use it to improve.
Prior work has changed the system around a model, as in STOP and the Darwin Gédel Machine, or updated
model weights from generated rationales, filtered samples, self-play, or model-based judgments ( ,

) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )'
We focus on a control question within weight-based improvement: how can a system tell, without evaluation
feedback, when its current training pool has stopped supplying useful signal? Our refresh decision comes
from training logs; it does not adapt the task-generation rules during training. Table | compares how related
systems obtain supervision and change their training data.

Zero-data self-improvement and verifiable rewards. Absolute Zero uses an executor to validate code-
generated tasks and answers, while R-Zero trains a Challenger and Solver to co-evolve around the Solver’s
current ability ( , , ). Multimodal work extends self-play through generated
visual games or multi-role bystems including Vision-Zero and MM-Zero ( ).
These methods primarily develop how tasks are proposed, solved, or adapted. A- RSI 1nstead fixes a hbrary
of task-generating programs and studies when to draw a fresh pool. Each sampled instance has a program-
computed answer, so answer correctness does not depend on a model vote. This distinction complements
reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR), where methods such as GRPO and DeepSeek-R1
optimize against outcome checks rather than human-written reasoning traces ( , )

, ). DAPO’s dynamic sampling also removes prompts whose sampled responses all receive the
same outcome, since they yield no within-group policy gradient ( , ). We use the related signal
for a different decision: U,, aggregates informative prompts across a window and helps determine whether
the entire pool should be refreshed. It is a pool-level diagnostic, not a replacement for batch-level sampling.

Procedural tasks and task selection. Programmatic generation provides an open-ended source of varied
tasks, as demonstrated by Procgen for reinforcement-learning environments and by language-model resources
such as Reasoning Gym and SynLogic for verifiable reasoning ( , ,

, ). Curriculum and adaptive-sampling methods address a related but dlstmct problem they
prioritize examples or environments according to estimated difficulty or learning value. Examples include
Prioritized Level Replay and PAIRED in reinforcement learning, and online difficulty filtering, bandit-based
curricula, and distribution-level sampling for language-model training ( , , ,

, ). ThinkLite-VL is especially close to our setting: 1t
uses search- based dlfﬁculty estlmates to select a smaller, challenging subset from a fixed collection of visual
reasoning examples ( , ). Those studies motivate testing selection, but they do not settle
how to choose a replacement pool after a training plateau. We compare difficulty-frontier, difficulty-ladder,
and rollout-based selection with random draws under fixed family shares. In our experiments, the selection
strategies do not outperform random replacement; this result is limited to our generators, model, and tested
selection rules.

Training duration and evaluation budgets. The apparent benefit of continued reasoning can depend
on how generations are terminated and scored. Dr. GRPO analyzes response-length bias, DAPO includes
overlong-reward shaping to address truncation, and L1 explicitly trains length-budget control (

, , , , , ). This work motivates a separate audit in our setting:
we check whether a measured gain persists under a longer generation budget and format-corrected scoring,
including when evaluating released MM-Zero weights (Section 7.1). The audit is not a new reward or refresh
rule; it tests whether an apparent improvement reflects better task performance or only a greater chance of
completing within the evaluation limit.



Table 1 Comparison with related self-improvement and data-selection methods. Most change their training data
continuously or at every step, whereas .A-RS| replaces the whole pool only when its own training logs show saturation
and refills it with random programmatic tasks.

Method Task source Supervision Data updated Selection rule

Generate tasks during training

Absolute Zero Model-proposed code Code execution Continuously Learnability reward
R-Zero Challenger model Model labels Co-evolving Near solver ability
MM-Zero Multi-role model Majority vote Continuously Difficulty reward
Vision-Zero Image-pair games Game rewards Alternating Self-play <> RLVR
Select from existing tasks or distributions
ThinkLite-VL 11k public tasks Dataset labels One-time MCTS / pass rate
Online Diff. Filtering Fixed prompt set Dataset labels Every batch Mid-range difficulty
SEC / DUMP Fixed distributions Dataset labels Every step Bandit on advantage
A-RS| (ours) Model-written Program-computed Log-triggered Random, fixed shares
templates

A-RSI supports continued multimodal reinforcement learning through a programmatic task pipeline and a
training-log controller. Figure 2 organizes the workflow into three parts. Before training, fixed, model-written
templates generate images, questions, and program-computed answers; the pipeline checks candidates and
prepares disjoint replacement pools under fixed family quotas (Figure 2(a); Section 3.1). During training, the
Solver learns on the active pool with GRPO using correctness, format, and termination rewards (Figure 2(b);
Section ). After each accepted window, the controller reads training-side accuracy and group-relative
advantage signals to decide whether to retain the current pool or activate the next unused one (Figure 2(c);
Section 3.3). A refresh replaces the whole active pool while retaining the latest accepted model weights
(Section 3.4). Training experience therefore changes the timing of data replacement; it does not update the
generator or the task-sampling distribution.

Let 0,1 be the model parameters and P,, the active pool at the start of window w. A window consists of
H GRPO updates ( , ), producing parameters 6,, and a rollout log £,,. In the main Qwen
experiment, 6y = S; is obtained by training the public Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct checkpoint on the initial task
pool. The index w counts subsequent continuation windows, whereas Sy denotes the public model before
this initialization. We report the resulting model states with pool-indexed notation S;;, defined in Section
Each replacement introduces B unused tasks; concrete pool sizes and optimization settings are given in
Appendix . Algorithm | specifies this main training loop; Section 4 describes the comparison arms and
MiMo experiments.

Template construction takes place once, before training. Starting from seed task types in geometry, charts,
tables, and counting, the base model generates reusable problem structures and writes their parameterized
programs. For each structure, the model specifies the admissible parameters, the conditions and quantity to
ask for, and the procedures for sampling values, drawing an image, composing a question, and computing its
answer. The resulting library 7T stores these executable templates and stays fixed throughout training.

Task construction then executes the frozen templates. A generator selects 7 € T and samples parameters z
from its distribution p,. The resulting instance produces an image I, a question ¢, and a reference answer a:

2~ Pry (17Qaa):GT(Z)' (1)

The program first constructs the underlying data or geometric configuration, then uses it to produce all three
outputs. For example, a chart template can sample category values v4 = 18 and vy = 11, render their bars,
ask how much larger A is than B, and compute a = v4 —vp = 7 from the stored values. The learner receives
only (I, q), rather than the latent values or answer, and its response is scored against a. Replacement tasks
require no further model call to generate their questions or reference answers.



[ (a) Prepare once:

fixed programs and checked pools

1. Generate a task 2. Check outputs 3. Filter 4. Build pools
x> Fixed program Geometry Leakage check Save task
+ID
LR B R
‘ CJ Draw E Solve + meastre Q — ;seed
Chart example c v‘i‘ binc:fmarl;s Fixed order
@ ask ontent - structure, o, mmss
® Sample How many more @ L EE v Prior pools / bank ’ d--,rDD
Shared state in A than B? Read image Stored values — M
A:18 B:l11 == Noreuse | ———
Task: A - B [ Solve1890|d11 -7 Tables / counting = Pool recheck
: - - Exact gold ﬁ Pass Hit
SES - . Dedup
00 o
[ '@' Reject candidate ]*1 + audit 0\7 @ -
L v Valid + clear J Sealed Block )
J
[ (b) Train on the active pool ] [ (c) WHEN: is this pool still teaching? J
Only the Solver is trained ___*@V Accepted window Logs only ()
Full reward Full-reward signal Same pool
QRORRA®® | unequal
-‘iEB © ®®®®®®®G] informative — e
Format Finish Answer ] equal
l Responses—J e @ ol BVVYRIO® | ng signal Distinct prompts U
' Ot ted d T
s ©® Qo New runcate honzero advantage
: N | Fixed thresholds - enough same-pool windows
*1 Active o é
8@ = Q — bu falls oR @ Train acc. rises
— | pool |t
L FIRE vs. two windows earlier - else KEEP
Swap whole pool )

o Weights continue - fresh optimizer each window
Figure 2 Overview of A-RSI. Task templates, the candidate reservoir, and replacement pools are fixed before training.
The controller reads training logs to decide when to activate a fresh pool; only the Solver policy is optimized.

Admission checks are specific to each generator: they test the sampled configuration, the answer computation,
and applicable rendering and ambiguity constraints. Freshness and contamination screens then reject flagged
candidates, and held-out diagnostic items are excluded from training. Retained records associate the image,
question, and answer with a generator identity and seed for reconstruction. These checks and independent
answer audits are detailed in Appendix (); program-computed supervision remains subject to the correctness
of the template and its implementation.

The generators build a reservoir before continuation training. Candidates that pass the construction, fresh-
ness, and contamination checks and lie within the configured training ladders form the eligible set C, after
excluding diagnostic holdouts. This set supplies the replacement pools. The initial pool comes from earlier
geometry and chart batches with model-assisted question rewriting and checks. Generator allocations and
reservoir sizes are given in Appendix ().2.

3.2 Rewards and policy optimization

For each sampled task, the model produces m responses. We score each response y against the program-
computed answer a and check its format and stopping condition:

(2)

The answer reward r,,¢ is 1 when the extracted answer matches a and 0 otherwise. The format reward 7yt
is 1 when the response follows the required boxed-answer format and 0 otherwise. The stopping term 7gop
is 0 when decoding ends normally with a final boxed answer and —1 otherwise. Reaching the response limit

T(y, a’) = Tans (ya a) + )\fmt Tfmt (y) + )\stop Tstop(y)~



incurs the stopping penalty even if an earlier boxed expression is present. All normally completed responses
with a final boxed answer receive the same stopping reward, irrespective of length; there is no per-token
length penalty or separate reward for hop count.

We update only the Solver policy with GRPO, using relative advantages computed from these rewards
within each response group. The templates and controller remain fixed. The coefficients gy and Agop are
fixed throughout training. Their values, the response limit, and optimizer and sampling settings appear in
Appendix

A response group with identical total rewards has zero GRPO advantages and provides no reward-derived
policy-gradient signal. As training changes the response distribution, previously informative prompts may
cease to provide within-group reward differences. We monitor the number of prompts with nonzero advantages
alongside response accuracy to obtain a training-side heuristic for deciding when to refresh the pool. Here,
“saturation” refers to this operational rule, rather than a measured plateau in held-out performance.

Let G, contain the response groups logged after dynamic resampling, with each generation batch counted
once. For group g, let x4 be the full prompt, A, ; the logged advantage of response j, and ¢4 ; its answer
reward. We compute

Uw

)

Ty: g€ max |A, ;| > ¢
{g 9 € Gu, 1§j§m| .4 }

1 m
gl 2 2

9g€Gy j=1

(3)

where € > 0 is a numerical tolerance. U,, counts distinct observed prompts with nonzero advantages, and a,,
measures how often the logged responses are correct. Advantages use the full reward in Eq. (2), so differences
in formatting or stopping can also contribute to U,,.

At the end of each window, we compare these signals with their values ¢ windows earlier. Let n, be the
number of accepted consecutive windows on this pool, nyi, > £ the minimum observation period, p € (0,1)
the signal-retention threshold, and 7 > 0 the required accuracy increase. The decision to refresh is

(4)

5. — {1, N = Nin and (Uy < pUy—g OF Gy — Gw—g > 1),

0, otherwise.
Either a relative decline in U,, below the retention threshold or a sufficient increase in a,, triggers replacement.
The first condition detects fewer observed prompts supplying relative-advantage signal. The second uses
increased accuracy as a proxy for growing familiarity with the pool. The minimum observation period 7y
ensures that both measurements come from the same pool. It does not prescribe a refresh interval: when
neither condition holds, the controller retains the pool and checks again after the next accepted window. The
lag and thresholds remain fixed across stages and models, while the decision depends on each model’s current
training feedback.

Neither condition establishes that the model has mastered the pool or stopped improving on external tasks.
Uniformly incorrect responses and a concentrated response distribution can also remove within-group vari-
ation, while dynamic resampling affects which prompts are observed. Accordingly, U,, describes the logged
training signal, rather than an exhaustive estimate of the pool’s remaining learnability. The usefulness of
this refresh rule is assessed by the continuation experiments, separately from these signal definitions. The
shared controller settings and reward-component replay are reported together in Appendices and
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When 6,, = 1, we replace the entire pool with unused tasks from C. Let H,, contain all tasks introduced so far.
We draw without replacement under fixed family quotas k = (kgeo, kcharts Ktables Kcount ), With D sky=DB:

5
Puw, 0w =0 (5)

{Drawk(C \Hw), Ow=1,
Pw—i—l =

Here Drawy takes tasks in a fixed pseudorandom order within each family. The ordering does not depend
on model answers or difficulty estimates. We execute these draws before training to prepare an ordered list
of disjoint replacement pools, and the detector decides when to activate the next one. Replacing the entire
active pool does not reset the model: 6,, carries forward experience from all preceding windows. The within-
pool window count returns to zero after a refresh. Each new window starts a fresh optimizer and scheduler
while inheriting the accepted model weights, whether or not the pool changes.

The method follows a training-feedback loop: train on an active pool, observe training-side signals, retain
or replace the pool, and continue from accepted model weights. Only accepted windows contribute to the
detector’s history. Training-time health checks identify interrupted attempts, whose weights are discarded.
Algorithm 1 specifies the training and refresh procedure used to define the method.

In the main training loop, a failed window is retried once from the preceding accepted checkpoint on the same
pool and seed; a second failure stops the run. If a refresh is requested but the declared replacement pools
are exhausted, the controller refuses to start the next window. It does not silently reuse a pool or change the
sampling rule. No replacement is needed after the final budgeted window.

Algorithm 1: A-RSI: pool refresh from training logs

Input: Starting checkpoint 8y = Sy, initial pool Py, eligible library C
Input: Ordered, disjoint replacement pools prepared from C under quotas k
Input: Training budget W windows
Set within-pool count n < 0 and task history H < Px;
forw=1,...,W do
Initialize a fresh optimizer and scheduler; train H GRPO steps from 6,,_1 on P,, to obtain 0,,, L,,;
if the health gate fails then
Retry from 6,,_1 with fresh optimizer state, the same pool and seed; replace 6,,, L,, with the
retry outputs;
Halt if the retry fails the health gate;
end
Increment n and compute U, a,, from L,, by Eq. (3);
Evaluate 0., by Eq. (1), using n,, = n;
if w =W then
‘ return 6,,;
end
if §,, = 1 and no declared replacement pool remains then
‘ Halt and return the last accepted checkpoint 6,,;
end
Set Py+1 by Eq. (5), using H,, = H;

if §,, = 1 then
‘ Add P11 to H and reset n + 0;
end
end

return last accepted checkpoint;

Appendices () and R provide the task construction details, optimization settings, and training checks.



Arms. Figure 3 compares five strategies for refreshing the training pool. The old pool contains 500 tasks.
Each window consists of 100 GRPO updates, and each refresh replaces the entire pool with 400 unused tasks.
Random sampling draws unused tasks under fixed task-family quotas. Frontier selection uses accuracy on
held-out synthetic tasks to find the easiest difficulty level the model does not yet solve reliably, then draws
tasks from that level and its neighbors.

o /-RSI refreshes when the saturation detector fires, using random sampling.
e FRONTIER uses the same detector, but selects new tasks by frontier selection.
e PERIODIC uses frontier selection and refreshes every two windows.

e CONTINUOUS refreshes every window and adjusts the selected difficulty up or down according to held-out
accuracy.

e NO-REFRESH keeps the old pool throughout training.

Appendix specifies the difficulty thresholds and pool construction rules.

Training. The main experiments use Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct. All five arms start from S;, obtained after
100 GRPO updates on the old pool, and train for up to eight additional windows with the same optimization
settings. We also evaluate the method on MiMo-VL-7B-SFT.

Checkpoint notation. Sy denotes the public starting model. In our main trajectory, S;; is the accepted
model after the jth continuation window on the ith data pool. Each continuation window contains 100
updates. The Qwen and MiMo main trajectories use three windows on each of their first three pools, so
continuation indices w = 1,2, 3 correspond to Si1, S12, 513, indices w = 4,5,6 to Sa1, S92, S23, and indices
w="7,8,9to0 531,532, 533. This correspondence describes the observed refresh decisions, rather than imposing
a fixed three-window rule. Qwen additionally has the 100-update initialization from Sy to S; before these
continuation windows. In comparisons between refresh strategies, column and horizontal-axis labels refer to
the training progress of the main trajectory; control arms are evaluated after the same number of continuation
updates and need not use the same pool or within-pool count. Earlier independent experiments retain their
original window indices because their refresh schedules differ.

progress S11 S12 S13 Sa1 Saz Sa3 Ss31 S32 fresh tasks
A-RSI old pool Y pool 1 Y pool 2 800
FRONTIER old pool Y pool 1 Y pool 2 800
PERIODIC old pool pool 1 pool 2 pool 3 1,200
CONTINUOUS  pool 1 pool 2 pool 3 pool 4 pool 5 pool 6 pool 7 pool 8 3,200
T
selection random sampling frontier selection adaptive difficulty

Figure 3 Training pools through Ss2, with columns aligned by continuation updates. Each numbered block represents
400 fresh tasks, and its width shows how long that pool is used. Pools are numbered in replacement order separately
for each arm. Colors identify selection strategies, and triangles mark detector-triggered replacements.

Evaluation protocols. The Qwen and MiMo main trajectories, refresh-policy and replacement-selection
comparisons, and earlier-chain benchmark results use the same eleven full test sets. Macroll equally averages
their accuracies. Following MM-Zero ( , ), we additionally report LLM-judged accuracy (LJ),
using Qwen2.5-14B-Instruct to compare extracted final answers with reference answers. Policy comparisons
align training updates and output limits. The length-budget comparisons report their matched fixed-weight

10



evaluation on the same eleven-benchmark suite, comparing each trained checkpoint, including released MM-
Zero v5 ( , ), with the base model at the same output limit. Scoring details are given together in
Appendix

Tables 2 and 3 report full-test-set results on the same eleven benchmarks, selected from the Qwen trajectory,
for each backbone. Sy denotes the public starting model. For Qwen and MiMo, in S;;, ¢ indexes the active
data pool and j indexes its recorded continuation window. Scores are evaluated at an 8,192-token response
limit. The Macroll row is an equal-weight average over these eleven benchmarks; Pool mean additionally
averages the three displayed columns within each pool. S35 is the eight-window endpoint; S33 is a subsequent
one-window continuation and is included in the displayed Pool 3 mean. A dash denotes an unavailable result.

Table 2 Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct on the eleven full benchmark sets (8192 tokens). Columns follow the S;; notation
defined in the text. Pool mean averages the three displayed columns within each pool before rounding.

Benchmark n So Pool 1 Pool 2 Pool 3

S11 S12 S13 So1 Sao Sa3 Ss31 S32 S33
MMSI 1000 27.10 27.90 26.70 28.10 28.50 28.70 30.70 28.80 29.30 31.00
MathVerse 3940 62.03 62.01 62.39 62.46 63.40 64.06 63.38 63.25 63.48 63.81
MathVision 3040 45.92 47.27 47.20 47.66 48.98 50.07 50.62 51.45 51.45 52.53
MMMU-Pro (4) 1592 58.42 59.23 58.79 59.74 60.24 62.63 62.06 61.31 63.19 63.00
VisNumBench 1913 49.03 52.74 53.84 54.47 55.36 54.68 55.62 54.05 55.99 56.19
MMMU-Pro (10) 1592 50.75 51.19 52.64 52.32 52.70 53.45 52.32 54.27 53.96 54.52
MMMU-Pro (vision) 1730 50.06 49.36 50.46 50.58 51.62 51.21 51.04 51.39 53.76 52.72
MMMU 895 60.56 62.68 62.57 63.24 65.25 65.14 64.25 65.36 64.36 65.92
ChartQA 2500 81.24 82.48 82.20 81.88 84.40 83.32 84.52 84.28 84.96 85.00
PhyX 3000 63.50 66.93 67.07 68.30 70.00 70.97 72.03 71.73 74.17 73.33
SCEMQA-MC 840 74.52 77.02 76.90 77.50 77.74 77.14 77.86 76.79 76.90 77.86
Macroll — 56.65 58.08 58.25 58.75 59.84 60.12 60.40 60.24 61.05 61.44
Pool mean - 56.65 58.36 60.12 60.91

Table 3 MiMo-VL-7B-SFT on the eleven full benchmark sets (8192 tokens). Columns follow the S;; notation defined
in the text. Pool mean averages the three displayed columns within each pool before rounding.

Benchmark n So Pool 1 Pool 2 Pool 3

S11 S12 S13 Sa1 Sa2 Sas Ss1 S32 S33
MMSI 1000 31.50 30.20 31.30 30.10 30.00 29.00 29.30 31.10 30.70 30.00
MathVerse 3940 70.10 72.34 72.23 72.11 71.88 71.80 71.42 71.83 72.39 71.93
MathVision 3040 53.95 54.51 55.69 55.46 55.62 55.82 56.35 56.78 56.41 55.30
MMMU-Pro (4) 1592 57.10 59.23 59.92 59.80 59.67 60.24 60.80 60.05 59.42 59.74
VisNumBench 1913 48.93 48.77 48.30 48.09 49.71 49.76 50.91 50.03 49.24 49.71
MMMU-Pro (10) 1592 49.94 50.06 51.01 52.01 51.19 52.58 52.32 52.95 52.01 51.44
MMMU-Pro (vision) 1730 48.21 48.73 49.60 49.65 48.96 49.36 50.00 48.15 49.19 48.73
MMMU 895 60.56 62.91 63.24 62.23 62.23 63.46 64.47 61.68 62.23 61.79
ChartQA 2500 88.12 87.88 88.52 88.16 88.28 88.44 88.08 88.20 88.32 88.72
PhyX 3000 65.67 67.27 68.27 69.13 68.97 69.80 70.57 69.57 69.13 68.87
SCEMQA-MC 840 75.83 77.62 76.90 77.14 77.86 77.50 77.26 76.90 78.81 77.62
Macroll — 59.08 59.96 60.45 60.35 60.40 60.71 61.04 60.66 60.71 60.35
Pool mean — 59.08 60.25 60.72 60.57

Figure 4(a) compares the five refresh policies on the eleven-benchmark suite. Starting from S; at 57.77,
A-RSI reaches 59.84, 60.40, and 61.05 at continuation windows 4, 6, and 8. Original-pool continuation scores
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58.48 and 58.35 at windows 4 and 6, then halts before producing a valid final checkpoint. The refreshing
arms continue learning beyond this plateau.

Score and data use. At window 8, A-RSI scores 61.05 after introducing 800 new tasks. CONTINUOUS
scores 60.64 with 3,200, PERIODIC 59.89 with 1,200, and FRONTIER 59.59 with 800. A-RSI is 40.40 points
above every-window refresh while using one quarter as many new tasks. The shared initial pool is excluded
from these counts. Table 4 gives the matched-update comparisons under the same eleven-benchmark protocol.

a b ® Qwen H MiMo
85%

SR A-RS 624 816
> _A Continuous Initial pool M ®
B -~
3 /’ . .
o604 7 ALl Periodic
6 "';2:@{‘\\.;) _ N9 832
= A Frontier Replacement 1 [ | ®
[} /,ﬁ)
5 59 -
o]
E 84.0 987
[ i Replacement 2 o a
2 58 Final replay
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0 2 4 6 8 60 70 80 90 100

Training window Signal retained (%)

Figure 4 Refresh policies and training feedback. (a) Qwen Macroll on the eleven-benchmark suite (8192 tokens),
with window 0 at the initialized checkpoint S;. (b) Within-pool signal retention. Paired points compare models
against the 85% signal threshold. Open markers denote final-round replay. The controller also checks accuracy gains.

5.3 Training signals identify repeated pool saturation

We first examine the executed refresh decisions in the Qwen run. On the old pool, the number of tasks with
nonzero group advantages falls from 239 to 195 over three windows, giving U,,/U,—_2 = .816 and triggering
replacement. On the first new pools, the detector fires again after three windows, with ratios .832 for A-RSI
and .826 for FRONTIER. The accuracy condition never fires alone. The first new random pool starts at
training accuracy .35, compared with .57 at the end of the old pool, exposing tasks the model has not yet
mastered.

Keeping the old pool eventually exhausts its useful signal. At S3;, NO-REFRESH records 35 zero-signal
warnings and only 94 of 100 normal gradient steps. Its health gate fails twice and training halts. Before
that halt, at the matched window-6 budget, A-RS| scores 60.40 against 58.35 for continued reuse under
the eleven-benchmark protocol. The observed refreshes coincide with a three-window schedule. Section 6.1
separates what the policy comparison establishes from the timing question.

Section 6.3 connects these executed refreshes with the final-round replay to examine how the same rule
responds across stages and models.

The endpoint, LLJ, truncation, and visual-type readouts use the same eleven-benchmark scope and are col-
lected in Appendix A.

6 Refresh Ablations and Adaptive Decisions

Refresh-policy and replacement-selection ablations use Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct, the same eleven full bench-
mark sets as the main trajectories, and an 8,192-token output limit. Macroll is the equal-weight average
of the eleven benchmark accuracies. Comparisons align policies by the number of training updates corre-
sponding to the indicated .A-RSI state, rather than by each policy’s pool index. Runs without a valid final
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evaluation are marked with a dash. We then examine how the same controller responds to the training
feedback of Qwen and MiMo across successive pools.

Table 4 reports complete eleven-benchmark evaluations for all available refresh-policy checkpoints. At Sag,
A-RSI reaches 60.40 versus 58.35 for original-pool continuation, a 42.05-point difference at the same update
budget. The no-refresh arm stopped at Ss; after failing its training health check and has no S35 result; that
cell is marked with a dash. Each policy is represented by one training run; evaluation items and intermediate
checkpoints are not independent training replications.

Table 4 Qwen refresh policies at matched updates. Scores are Macroll on the eleven-benchmark suite (8192 tokens).

New tasks exclude the shared initial pool. Differences are computed before rounding. A dash indicates an unavailable
evaluation result.

Variant Refresh rule New-pool selection S21 Sa3 S32 New tasks by S32
A-RSI Training-log trigger Random 59.84 60.40 61.05 800
No-REFRESH Never None 58.48 58.35 - 0
CONTINUOUS Every window Adaptive difficulty 59.47 59.74 60.64 3,200
PErIODIC Every two windows Frontier 59.22 59.91 59.89 1,200
FRONTIER Training-log trigger Frontier 59.76 59.83 59.59 800

At S35, A-RSI exceeds PERIODIC by +1.15 points and CONTINUOUS by 40.40 points while introducing fewer
new tasks. These comparisons change both selection and timing, so they do not isolate either mechanism.
With frontier selection held fixed, detector-triggered refresh instead trails periodic refresh by 0.30 points.
Moreover, the first two realized random-refresh decisions coincide with a three-window schedule. The results
therefore support the implemented fresh-pool policy in this run, without establishing that the detector selects
a better time than a fixed schedule.

The replacement-selection variants use the same eleven full benchmarks and accuracy scoring (Table 5).
Failure-prioritized, learnable-band, and always-wrong selection all trail their every-window random control.
The tested ladder, always-increase, truncation-aware, and all-tier controllers also have lower point estimates
than that shared control. These variants share control runs and training histories; they are not independent
replications. Table 10 reports the corresponding stable-format subset on the same eleven benchmarks.

Table 5 Replacement-selection ablations. Scores are Macroll at 8192 tokens on the eleven-
benchmark suite. Each difference uses the control in its block and is computed before rounding.

Replacement selection Macroll Difference

Four windows, every-window refresh

Random control 60.29 =
Failure-prioritized sampling 57.67 —2.63
Learnable-band sampling 58.39 —1.90
Always-wrong sampling 57.89 —2.40
Ladder controller 59.47 —0.82
Always-increase controller 59.81 —0.48
Truncation-aware controller 60.24 —0.05
All-tier sampling 59.10 —-1.19
Eight windows, detector-triggered refresh (Ss2)

Random control (A-RSI) 61.05 =
Frontier selection 59.59 —1.45

The controller adapts through its decisions while keeping the observation period and thresholds fixed. Fig-
ure 4(b) compares the first and third windows on each pool. For MiMo, the distinct-prompt advantage count
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falls from 245 to 153 on the initial pool and from 199 to 143 on the first replacement pool. These retain
62.45% and 71.86% of the initial counts, below the 85% threshold, and both stages trigger replacement. Their
accuracy increases also exceed the ten-point threshold. On the second replacement pool, the count remains
nearly unchanged at 152 to 150, retaining 98.68%, while accuracy rises by 6.63 points. The final-round replay
therefore keeps this pool. Equal periods of reuse produce different decisions as MiMo’s training feedback
changes.

The same rule also distinguishes the two models at the same stage. On Qwen’s second replacement pool,
the count falls from 181 to 152, retaining 83.98%, while accuracy rises by 6.59 points. The replay requests
replacement for Qwen and continued reuse for MiMo. A fixed three-window schedule would replace both.
Thus, the minimum observation period makes a decision eligible, while the observed training state determines
the action. The first two decisions for each model were executed during training. The final-stage actions
are offline next-window decisions. Raw counts, accuracy changes, and decision records are collected in
Appendix

We examine reward shortcuts and pipeline validity through controlled reward scoring, independent checks of
generated answers, and qualitative correction examples across eleven benchmarks. The generated-task audit
A contains 1,000 actually consumed training tasks for independent answer checks and controlled reward-
scoring tests. The external examples illustrate changes in completed answers; aggregate effects are assessed
separately using the full-suite and outcome-independent output audits. The generated-task and reward-check
protocols are given in Appendix

A controlled reward-scoring stress test. For every generated task in A, we construct seven response
variants, including correctly and incorrectly boxed answers, the same answer with different finish reasons, and
unboxed answers. We score all 7,000 variants with the actual correctness, format, and termination functions
used by training. The task reference and response content are held fixed where appropriate, so format and
termination changes can be isolated (Table (). These are counterfactual scoring probes, not generated model
responses or a reward-removal training ablation.

Table 6 Controlled reward scoring on 1,000 independently checked generated tasks. The second and third checks
retain an incorrect answer, isolating auxiliary-reward increases without a correctness increase. Full response variants
and component rewards are retained.

Controlled check Tasks passing
Correct committed answer ranks above incorrect committed answer 1,000 / 1,000
Canonical formatting raises reward with correctness and termination fixed 1,000 / 1,000
Normal commitment raises reward with correctness and formatting fixed 1,000 / 1,000

Adversarial answer-checker tests. We extend the same 1,000 references to 18 response variants, with
expected correctness specified for 16 variants. The production checker fails 220 of the 16,000 specified checks:
on 110 choice questions, it accepts both a gold-prefixed ambiguous answer and a gold option followed by
unrelated text. An isolated candidate that requires a complete terminal option passes all 16,000 checks. On
16,000 actual logged responses from five training windows, 3,760 are choice responses; the candidate changes
one score. These results expose a parser vulnerability without establishing widespread exploitation by the
trained model. The candidate has not been substituted into the reported training runs. Appendix G gives
the checks and prospective training comparison.

Auxiliary rewards cannot reverse the correctness ranking. Let r.,r, receive correctness rewards
one and zero, respectively. Since the auxiliary reward lies in [—Astop, Atmt], Eq. (2) gives

R(r.) — R(rw) > 1 — Atmt — Astop > 0, (6)
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where the final inequality follows from our fixed coefficients. Thus, auxiliary terms cannot make a response
with zero correctness reward outrank one with unit correctness reward, assuming the reference and answer
checker are valid. This ranking property does not prevent optimization within the all-wrong class: the stress
test also confirms that formatting or committing a wrong answer can increase reward without improving
correctness. We therefore examine non-truncated corrections separately rather than equating higher reward
with better reasoning.

MiMo: qualitative examples of non-truncated correction. The MiMo examples compare Sy with
S3o. Both responses finish normally, while the earlier incorrect answer becomes correct under both original
and format-corrected answer checks. Such a transition illustrates a change beyond simply finishing a previ-
ously truncated response. It does not by itself establish that the reasoning steps are valid or exclude guessing;
those judgments require the original image and full response. These examples are used qualitatively, with-

out estimating how frequently this change occurs or presenting the automated checks as completed human
annotations.

Full-suite output decompositions, an outcome-independent random sample, and fixed-weight length-budget
comparisons are reported in Appendices I, H, and B, respectively. Those analyses retain both corrections
and regressions.

Training gains persist at a larger output budget. When the generation limit doubles from 4096 to
8192 tokens, A-RS| retains 80% of its gain over base, compared with 59% for MM-Zero v5 (Figure 5). Each
trained checkpoint is compared with the base model at the same limit on the eleven-benchmark suite. At
8192 tokens, A-RS| remains 3.25 points above base, versus 2.45 for MM-Zero v5. Its training gain is thus
less sensitive to the output budget.

100 - B—==

~——— o
25 ] ———— —e 80%

Training gain retained (%)

=={159%
50 -
25 A
—e— A-RSI == MM-Zero v5
0 ' .
4,096 8,192

Output budget (tokens)

Figure 5 Training gains retained at twice the output budget. Gains over base on the eleven-benchmark suite
are normalized to each method’s 4096-token gain (4.08 points for A-RS| and 4.18 for MM-Zero v5). Base and trained
checkpoints use the same output budget.

An independent check of generated answers. For A, we randomly sample 200 tasks without replace-
ment from each of five supported generator groups in actually consumed replacement pools, fixing membership
before recomputing any answers. Independent solvers agree with all 1,000 reference answers. Training gold /-
solution values agree with the selected source records, and image-file hashes agree with the recorded hashes
on all 1,000 tasks. The five groups cover geometry, charts, tables, and counting. The group-level counts and
sampling protocol are given together in Appendix I, which also states the excluded generator groups.

A conditional specification for task validity. For a template 7 and sampled parameters z, let s,(z) be
the underlying configuration, F, its answer executor, R, its renderer, and @), its question constructor. The
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generation contract is
I= RT(ST(Z))7 q= QT(ST(Z))7
a = FE:(s:(2)).
Thus, image, question, and answer share one underlying configuration. Let V,.(I, ¢, a, z) denote the generator-
specific construction checks, F'(z) the freshness check, C'(x) the contamination screen, and H the diagnostic
holdout. The admission rule can be specified as

(7)

re€C = Vi(z)=1 A Fl&)=1 AN C(x)=1 AN z ¢ H. (8)

We use an SMT solver to check four properties of the specified model: correctness-ranking protection, within-
pool lag indexing, bounded one-step difficulty updates, and freshness across successive admitted pools (Ap-
pendix (i). These are machine-checked properties of the specification, not verification of the full Python
implementations or renderer. It certifies only the properties tested by those checks. Interpreting a as the
answer to the rendered question additionally assumes that the executor is correct and that rendering and
wording preserve the configuration without ambiguity. Independent recomputation tests that assumption;
repeating the original answer function would not provide an independent audit.

For the finite audit set A, the checks establish agreement with independently recomputed answers and con-
sistency of source labels and image hashes. Every audited record satisfies those checks. Interpreting the
recomputed answer as the answer to the rendered question still relies on rendering and wording preserving
the underlying configuration. The broader generator audits and remaining ambiguities are retained in Ap-
pendix D. All 1,000 image files also decode, meet the minimum-dimension check, and are nonblank; none of
the task IDs overlaps the diagnostic holdout. Independent audit checks detect all 4,000 injected reference,
image-byte, source-question, and truncated-image defects. These injections test the audit checks rather than
all production admission paths.

Rendered-task consistency on the same fixed sample. Additional task-specific checks pass for all
1,000 records, including target uniqueness, admissible values, and option consistency where applicable. Re-
playing the frozen generators reproduces 800 whole images byte for byte under the recorded audit environ-
ments. For the remaining 200 referring charts, the plot pixels and the category and numeric-axis labels agree
with the source, although whole-image reproduction remains unresolved because of font differences. These
checks strengthen the finite quality audit without certifying every visual or linguistic property (Appendix (3).

Does fresh-pool training improve the learner? The complete eleven-benchmark format-corrected scor-
ing comparison in Table 4 evaluates the downstream consequence of the implemented refresh policy: at
matched So3 progress, fresh-pool training scores 60.40 against 58.35 for original-pool continuation, a +2.05-
point difference. Both arms share the trajectory through Si3 and receive the same number of subsequent
updates. Pool replacement also changes the active pool from 500 to 400 tasks, so this is evidence for the com-
bined policy in one run rather than an isolated effect of freshness, validated labels, or detector timing. The
output-stratum analysis uses these same eleven-benchmark outputs and decomposes this Macroll difference
into a —0.60-point contribution from answers completed by both arms and +2.66 from the other completion
strata. Appendix C gives the definitions and comparison scope.

Qwen: qualitative examples of same-progress fresh-pool correction. The Qwen examples com-
pare old-pool continuation with fresh-pool training at the same S, training progress. The arms share the
trajectory through Si3, use the same number of subsequent updates, and are evaluated at 8192 tokens. In
these examples, both responses finish normally and the incorrect old-pool answer becomes correct under
both scoring rules. They illustrate where fresh-pool training changes a completed answer favorably, without
identifying which individual training task caused the correction or estimating an overall advantage. The
complete-test-split continuation comparison is reported separately in Appendix

Difficulty and update rules have distinct roles. Dependency depth, required reads, and reading mode
describe task construction. The main policy samples unused tasks under fixed family quotas and uses training-
side signals to decide when to replace the pool. Equation (4) requires enough accepted windows on that
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pool; because nyi, > ¢, the lagged comparison stays within the pool. Replacement resets the history and
continues from accepted model weights. These properties make the realized update decision reproducible,
but do not prove that reward-signal decline is answer mastery or optimal timing. The component replay
in Appendix distinguishes total-reward variation from correctness-only variation. Exhaustive integer-
threshold tests, bounded difficulty-update tests, and the actual-window replay check conformance to these
rules; they do not establish that a trigger implies mastery or that the selected timing is optimal (Appendix ().

Connecting cases to mechanisms. For the retained external cases, the review procedure checks the
reference against the original image, locates the earlier error, and asks whether the later response repairs it
with valid steps. Candidate mechanisms include visual reading, omitted conditions, composition, arithmetic,
and answer presentation. These mechanism categories remain unassigned for the qualitative examples. The
generated-task audit supports the checked data properties, the scoring probes establish reward behavior, and
the external examples expose favorable answer changes; none identifies which individual training task caused
a downstream correction.

We distinguish two observable changes: a response that previously reached the token limit now finishes
(Figure 0), and a response that previously finished with an incorrect answer now becomes correct (Figure 7).
Each figure illustrates two examples by comparing the Qwen base model with S35. All responses use the same
8,192-token evaluation limit. The panels show decode seed 0; an independent decode seed reproduces all four
endpoint transitions. These are selected qualitative examples, rather than estimates of how frequently either
change occurs.

Appendix V provides ten further completed-answer corrections across eight main-result benchmarks for Qwen
and MiMo.

The simple version of the loop wins. The cheapest policy we found for keeping a zero-data loop alive
is to let the model’s training log say when the pool is spent and then supply random fresh tasks. Neither of
the refinements we tried helped, and one made things worse. We read this as a statement about this setting,
in which the tasks are programmatic and the checkpoint is a plateau.

Measured state is for diagnosis. The ladder is useful for something other than selection. Because
difficulty is measured, we can say what the model has learned, which tiers saturate first, and where a
mismatch occurs: for example, three of six ladders never reached the promotion threshold, and hard multi-
hop tasks are largely length exhaustion. Self-assessed difficulty (AUC near 0.50) could not support these
statements.

Adaptation through observable training state. The controller connects experience reuse to the model’s
ongoing optimization. MiMo’s changing decisions across pools and the divergent Qwen—MiMo final-round
replay show why elapsed training alone does not specify the action. A common fixed rule can respond to
these differences through model-generated training feedback, without changing its thresholds or consulting
evaluation performance.

Limitations are discussed in Appendix

An RSI loop stalls first where its data runs out, and its gains can look larger than they are. .A-RSI combines
program-based generators whose answers are computed, a detector that reads only the model’s own training
log and says when a pool of 400 tasks is spent, a draw of 400 fresh random tasks when it fires, and audits
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Al. An answer, but no ending!

PhyX #1314: CO bond length

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

10 30 50 70

Task. Use the rotational spectrum to determine
the CO bond length. Gold: option C, 1.1 x 107 °

m.

BEFORE: circles back, then gets cut off

The base response mentions the known CO bond
length but repeatedly revisits the calculation. It
reaches the limit without a final answer.

AFTER: commits and stops
The trained response invokes the known bond
length, selects C, and ends normally:

“I recall that the bond length of CO is

1.128 A”

Generated tokens (decode seed 0)
Before Sp: 8192
After S35: 1759

What changed? Less unresolved repetition and
an explicit final answer. The spectrum is still mis-
read, so this example does not establish better vi-
sual reasoning.

A2. Stuck, then able to stop!

MATH-Vision #703: square areas

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

3

Task. A rectangle contains seven squares. How
many times is the area of the largest square K that
of the smallest L? Gold: 25.

BEFORE: tries one layout after another

The base response repeatedly reconstructs incom-
patible layouts. It reaches the limit without a final
answer.

AFTER: gives an answer within budget
The trained response still struggles with the layout,
but eventually commits:

“I think I have to accept that the area
of K is 25 times the area of L.”

Generated tokens (decode seed 0)
Before Sp: 8192
After S35: 5140

What changed? Completion and a correct final
answer. The derivation remains inconsistent; this
is an example of finishing, not a verified reasoning
improvement.

Figure 6 From truncation to completion. Both base decodes reach the limit for each item. Ss, finishes correctly

in both decodes: 1,759/3,437 tokens for Al and 5,140/2,515 for A2.

Shorter, completed responses can improve

benchmark accuracy even when the reasoning remains flawed. These observations alone do not identify which reward

component caused the change.
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B1. The missing slice matters!

MathVerse #2042: perimeter

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sp (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

A40°

Task. Find the perimeter to two decimal places.
Gold: 60.68 cm.

BEFORE: measures the missing piece
The base response treats the labeled 40° as the

angle of the required sector. It finishes with|21.59 |,
the perimeter of the small sector.

AFTER: identifies the remaining shape

“it is a circle with a sector of 40 degrees removed.”
The trained response uses the 320° arc and both
radii:

P=2(8)+ % 27(8) ~[60.68].

Generated tokens (decode seed 0)
Before Sp: 1634
After S32: 374

What changed? The interpretation of the dia-
gram is corrected, followed by a consistent calcula-
tion. Both base and trained responses finish nor-
mally, so avoiding truncation cannot explain this
item’s score change.

B2. Look at the bottom!

CharXiv #494: spatial color reading

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

Wy, BUG Wi, parallel
-
,01
x uu{ x uu
05
10
10
05
o0 —
w0 2 10 0
W,, BUG W,, parallel
-1
,01
# a.o{
05
10
10
05 =
00 —— 10
y 05
05 00
z

10 0 T 10 10

Task. In the parallel column, which W subscript
has the brighter sphere at its bottom center? Gold:
1.

BEFORE: reverses the color gradient
The base response describes the bottom of W5 as
bright yellow and finishes with .

AFTER: reads color at the right position
The trained response correctly locates the dark re-
gion in Wa:

“The bottom center of the sphere is

dark purple”

The orange bottom of W; is brighter.

Generated tokens (decode seed 0)
Before Sp: 1403
After Szo: 187

What changed? The visual description and an-
swer both become correct. Both versions finish nor-
mally; the correction concerns where the colors ap-
pear in the image.

Figure 7 From completed-but-wrong to completed-and-correct. Both independent base decodes give the
same wrong answers (21.59 and 2), while both Sz decodes give the correct answers (60.68 and 1). These corrections
also persist in the seed-0 evaluations from Sz1 through Ss3. Individual successes do not establish a net improvement
over all originally completed items.
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of length-budget sensitivity, answer formatting, and completed responses. On our main model, eight contin-
uation windows raise Macroll from 57.77 to 61.05 with 800 new tasks. Under that same eleven-benchmark
protocol, the tested difficulty-based, controller-based, and rollout-based selectors do not outperform random
selection in their matched comparisons. The length-budget comparisons use the eleven-benchmark suite and
matched output limits. Part of a zero-data gain at a tight generation limit is learning to finish, as the
untrained base and the released MM-Zero weights show. MiMo’s random-refresh endpoint is 60.71 versus
60.01 for continued reuse, a +0.70-point difference, and exceeds every-window and periodic refresh by +0.02
and +0.18, respectively; these small single-run margins do not establish a timing advantage. Each arm was
trained once. The next steps are replication across seeds, a fixed-schedule random control for detector timing,
16k evaluation of this run, and a refresh policy for low-entropy models.

Pranjal Aggarwal and Sean Welleck. L1: Controlling how long a reasoning model thinks with reinforcement learning.
In Conference on Language Modeling, 2025. URL

Sanghwan Bae, Jiwoo Hong, Min Young Lee, Hanbyul Kim, JeongYeon Nam, and Donghyun Kwak. Online difficulty
filtering for reasoning oriented reinforcement learning. In Proceedings of the 19th Conference of the European
Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 2026. URL

Xiaoyin Chen, Jiarui Lu, Minsu Kim, Dinghuai Zhang, Jian Tang, Alexandre Piché, Nicolas Gontier, Yoshua Bengio,
and Ehsan Kamalloo. Self-evolving curriculum for LLM reasoning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.14970, 2025. URL

Zixiang Chen, Yihe Deng, Huizhuo Yuan, Kaixuan Ji, and Quanquan Gu. Self-play fine-tuning converts weak language
models to strong language models. In International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024. URL

Karl Cobbe, Christopher Hesse, Jacob Hilton, and John Schulman. Leveraging procedural generation to benchmark
reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.01588, 2019. URL

DeepSeek-Al, Daya Guo, Dejian Yang, et al. DeepSeek-R1 incentivizes reasoning in LLMs through reinforcement
learning. Nature, 645:633-638, 2025. URL

Michael Dennis, Natasha Jaques, Eugene Vinitsky, Alexandre Bayen, Stuart Russell, Andrew Critch, and Sergey
Levine. Emergent complexity and zero-shot transfer via unsupervised environment design. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 2020. URL

Tianrui Guan, Fuxiao Liu, Xiyang Wu, Ruiqi Xian, Zongxia Li, Xiaoyu Liu, Xijun Wang, Lichang Chen, Furong
Huang, Yaser Yacoob, Dinesh Manocha, and Tianyi Zhou. HallusionBench: An advanced diagnostic suite for entan-
gled language hallucination and visual illusion in large vision-language models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024. URL

Chengsong Huang, Wenhao Yu, Xiaoyang Wang, Hongming Zhang, Zongxia Li, Ruosen Li, Jiaxin Huang, Haitao
Mi, and Dong Yu. R-Zero: Self-evolving reasoning LLM from zero data. In International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2026. URL

Mingqi Jiang, Edward Grefenstette, and Tim Rocktéschel. Prioritized level replay. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.03934,
2020. URL

Zongxia Li, Hongyang Du, Chengsong Huang, Xiyang Wu, Lantao Yu, Yicheng He, Jing Xie, Xiaomin Wu, Zhichao
Liu, Jiarui Zhang, and Fuxiao Liu. Mm-zero: Self-evolving multi-model vision language models from zero data.
arXiwv preprint arXiw:2603.09206, 2026. URL

Junteng Liu, Yuanxiang Fan, Zhuo Jiang, Han Ding, Yongyi Hu, et al. SynLogic: Synthesizing verifiable reasoning
data at scale for learning logical reasoning and beyond. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.19641, 2025a. URL

Zichen Liu, Changyu Chen, Wenjun Li, Penghui Qi, Tianyu Pang, Chao Du, Wee Sun Lee, and Min Lin. Understanding
R1-Zero-like training: A critical perspective. arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.20783, 2025b. URL

20


https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.04697
https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.03380
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.14970
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.01335
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.01335
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.01588
https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.12948
https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.02096
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.14566
https://arxiv.org/abs/2508.05004
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.03934
https://arxiv.org/abs/2603.09206
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.19641
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.19641
https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.20783
https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.20783

Pan Lu, Hritik Bansal, Tony Xia, Jiacheng Liu, Chunyuan Li, Hannaneh Hajishirzi, Hao Cheng, Kai-Wei Chang,
Michel Galley, and Jianfeng Gao. MathVista: Evaluating mathematical reasoning of foundation models in visual
contexts. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2024. URL

Ahmed Masry, Xuan Long Do, Jia Qing Tan, Shafiq Joty, and Enamul Hoque. ChartQA: A benchmark for ques-
tion answering about charts with visual and logical reasoning. In Findings of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: ACL 2022, 2022. URL

Zhihong Shao, Peiyi Wang, Qihao Zhu, Runxin Xu, Junxiao Song, et al. DeepSeekMath: Pushing the limits of
mathematical reasoning in open language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.03300, 2024. URL

Avi Singh, John D. Co-Reyes, Rishabh Agarwal, Ankesh Anand, Piyush Patil, et al. Beyond human data: Scaling
self-training for problem-solving with language models. Transactions on Machine Learning Research, 2024. URL

Zafir Stojanovski, Oliver Stanley, Joe Sharratt, Richard Jones, Abdulhakeem Adefioye, Jean Kaddour, and Andreas
Kopf. Reasoning gym: Reasoning environments for reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards. In Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, Datasets and Benchmarks Track, 2025. URL

Ke Wang, Junting Pan, Weikang Shi, Zimu Lu, Mingjie Zhan, and Hongsheng Li. Measuring multimodal mathematical
reasoning with MATH-Vision dataset. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2024. URL

Qinsi Wang, Bo Liu, Tianyi Zhou, Jing Shi, Yueqian Lin, Yiran Chen, Hai Helen Li, Kun Wan, and Wentian
Zhao. Vision-Zero: Scalable VLM self-improvement via strategic gamified self-play. In International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2026. URL

Xiyao Wang, Zhengyuan Yang, Chao Feng, Hongjin Lu, Linjie Li, Chung-Ching Lin, Kevin Lin, Furong Huang, and
Lijuan Wang. SoTA with less: MCTS-guided sample selection for data-efficient visual reasoning self-improvement.
In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2025a. URL

Yizhong Wang, Yeganeh Kordi, Swaroop Mishra, Alisa Liu, Noah A. Smith, Daniel Khashabi, and Hannaneh Hajishirzi.
Self-instruct: Aligning language models with self-generated instructions. In Proceedings of the 61st Annual Meeting
of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 2023. URL

Zhenting Wang, Guofeng Cui, Yu-Jhe Li, Kun Wan, and Wentian Zhao. DUMP: Automated distribution-level
curriculum learning for RL-based LLM post-training. arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.09710, 2025b. URL

Tengjin Weng, Jingyi Wang, Wenhao Jiang, and Zhong Ming. VisNumBench: Evaluating number sense of multimodal
large language models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, 2025. URL

Sihan Yang, Runsen Xu, Yiman Xie, Sizhe Yang, Mo Li, Jingli Lin, Chenming Zhu, Xiaochen Chen, Haodong Duan,
Xiangyu Yue, Dahua Lin, Tai Wang, and Jiangmiao Pang. MMSI-Bench: A benchmark for multi-image spatial
intelligence. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2026. URL

Qiying Yu, Zheng Zhang, Ruofei Zhu, Yufeng Yuan, et al. DAPO: An open-source LLM reinforcement learning system
at scale. arXiv preprint arXw:2503.14476, 2025. URL

Weihao Yu, Zhengyuan Yang, Linjie Li, Jianfeng Wang, Kevin Lin, Zicheng Liu, Xinchao Wang, and Lijuan Wang.
MM-Vet: Evaluating large multimodal models for integrated capabilities. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, 2024. URL

Weizhe Yuan, Richard Yuanzhe Pang, Kyunghyun Cho, Xian Li, Sainbayar Sukhbaatar, Jing Xu, and Jason Weston.
Self-rewarding language models. In International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024. URL

Xiang Yue, Yuansheng Ni, Kai Zhang, Tianyu Zheng, Ruoqi Liu, Ge Zhang, Samuel Stevens, Dongfu Jiang, Weiming
Ren, Yuxuan Sun, Cong Wei, Botao Yu, Ruibin Yuan, Renliang Sun, Ming Yin, Boyuan Zheng, Zhenzhu Yang,
Yibo Liu, Wenhao Huang, Huan Sun, Yu Su, and Wenhu Chen. MMMU: A massive multi-discipline multimodal

21


https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.02255
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.02255
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.10244
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.03300
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.03300
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.06585
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.24760
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.24760
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.14804
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.14804
https://arxiv.org/abs/2509.25541
https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.07934
https://aclanthology.org/2023.acl-long.754/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.09710
https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.09710
https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.14939
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.23764
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.23764
https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.14476
https://arxiv.org/abs/2308.02490
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.10020
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.10020

understanding and reasoning benchmark for expert AGI. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024. URL .

Xiang Yue, Tianyu Zheng, Yuansheng Ni, Yubo Wang, Kai Zhang, Shengbang Tong, Yuxuan Sun, Botao Yu, Ge Zhang,
Huan Sun, Yu Su, Wenhu Chen, and Graham Neubig. MMMU-Pro: A more robust multi-discipline multimodal
understanding benchmark. In Proceedings of the 63rd Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Lin-
gquistics, 2025. URL

Eric Zelikman, Yuhuai Wu, Jesse Mu, and Noah D. Goodman. STaR: Bootstrapping reasoning with reasoning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2203.14465, 2022. URL

Eric Zelikman, Eliana Lorch, Lester Mackey, and Adam Tauman Kalai. Self-taught optimizer (STOP): Recursively self-
improving code generation. In Conference on Language Modeling, 2024. URL .

Jenny Zhang, Shengran Hu, Cong Lu, Robert Lange, and Jeff Clune. Darwin Gddel machine: Open-ended evolution
of self-improving agents. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.22954, 2025. URL

Renrui Zhang, Dongzhi Jiang, Yichi Zhang, Haokun Lin, Ziyu Guo, Pengshuo Qiu, Aojun Zhou, Pan Lu, Kai-Wei
Chang, Peng Gao, and Hongsheng Li. MathVerse: Does your multi-modal LLM truly see the diagrams in visual
math problems? In European Conference on Computer Vision, 2024. URL

Andrew Zhao, Yiran Wu, Yang Yue, Tong Wu, Quentin Xu, Matthieu Lin, Shenzhi Wang, Qingyun Wu, Zilong Zheng,
and Gao Huang. Absolute zero: Reinforced self-play reasoning with zero data. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.03335,
2025. URL

22


https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.16502
https://arxiv.org/abs/2409.02813
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.14465
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.02304
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.22954
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.14624
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.03335

Acknowledgments

This work uses the MM-Vet dataset, licensed under CC BY-NC 4.0, solely for non-commercial academic
evaluation.

23



The policy, endpoint, stable-format, and per-benchmark comparisons below use Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct and
the same eleven-benchmark protocol as Section 6, with LJ as an auxiliary scoring view. Visual-type and
yes/no subsets retain only their annotated items within those benchmarks. The default output limit is 8192
tokens; other limits are identified explicitly. Each arm is one training run, and policies are compared after
matched numbers of updates.

Table 7 reports endpoint accuracy, data use, truncation, and the yes/no sentinel on the eleven-benchmark
suite. At the scheduled even-window 8192-token evaluations, A-RS| scores 58.25, 59.84, 60.40, and 61.05.
At S35 it is 0.40 points above CONTINUOUS, 1.15 above PERIODIC, and 1.45 above FRONTIER. Its gain
per thousand new tasks is 4.09, compared with 0.90, 1.77, and 2.28, respectively. These ratios describe the
observed policies, which differ in both timing and selection.

Table 7 Ss2 policy results on the eleven-benchmark suite at 8192 tokens. Parentheses give the gain over S;; LJ
averages judge accuracy over the same eleven benchmarks. Truncation is pooled over 22,042 items. The sentinel uses
the 114 retained yes/no items.

Strategy Accuracy (gain) Fresh tasks Gain/1k LJ Trunc. % Sentinel
St (start) 57.77 0 - 54.83 14.34 WATCH
No-REFRESH  Halted at S31 0 — - - -
FroNTIER 59.59 (+41.82) 800 +2.28 58.19 8.14 OK
PERIODIC 59.89 (4+2.12) 1,200 +1.77 58.40 10.33 OK
CONTINUOUS 60.64 (42.87) 3,200 +0.90 59.12 8.44 OK
A-RSI 61.05 (+3.27) 800 +4.09 59.54 4.16 OK

Table & breaks these results down over the retained, annotated visual-type subsets. Geometry and counting
show the largest gains over S, alongside large drops in truncation. On MathVision, A-RSI scores 51.45 with
8.36% truncation, compared with 18-22% truncation for the other refreshing arms. Per-benchmark results
are given in Appendix

Table 8 Visual-type results at S32, 8192 tokens. The fixed annotations are restricted to benchmarks retained in
the eleven-set suite; the science MC sets have no visual-type annotations and are excluded from these type subsets.
Accuracies and truncation rates are pooled within each type; bold marks the best refreshing arm.

Geometry (4,588)  Chart (2,960) Table (1,181)  Counting (447)

Arm

Acc. Trunc. Acc.  Trunc. Acc.  Trunc. Acc. Trunc.
St (start) 56.19 18.64  79.63 1.69  70.96 13.80 54.81 13.20
FRONTIER 57.65 10.48 81.32 1.05 72.14 10.16 57.94 6.71
PERIODIC 57.85 12.69 82.23 1.11  73.58 11.35  59.06 10.07
CONTINUOUS 59.70 9.94 81.15 0.71 74.26 9.40 57.94 5.82
A-RSI 59.83 4.80 81.66 0.81 72.99 6.60 61.74 2.46
Change from Sy +3.64 —13.84 +42.03 —0.88 +2.03 —7.20 +6.94 —10.74

Table 9 compares the available common evaluation windows under the current eleven-benchmark protocol.
At So3, detector-triggered random refresh reaches 60.40, against 58.35 when the original pool is retained,
a difference of +2.05 points. The no-refresh arm has no accepted Sss result, so we do not impute one or
compare its earlier score with the other arms’ later endpoints. This comparison evaluates the complete refresh
intervention, including replacing the original pool with a newly constructed pool; it does not isolate freshness
from every difference in pool composition.
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Table 9 Refresh-policy comparisons for Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct on the full eleven-benchmark suite. Columns align
each arm by the continuation updates needed to reach the indicated A-RSI state. Values are Macroll accuracy at an
8,192-token limit. New tasks count distinct introduced training instances, not total generation or compute. A dash
denotes a missing accepted result; the no-refresh arm stopped at the training budget corresponding to Ss;.

Variant Refresh rule New-pool selection Sa1 Sos S3o New tasks by S3o
A-RSI Training-log trigger Random 59.84 60.40 61.05 800
No-REFRESH Never None 58.48 58.35 - 0
CoONTINUOUS Every window Adaptive difficulty 59.47 59.74 60.64 3,200
PERrIODIC Every two windows Frontier 59.22 59.91 59.89 1,200
FRONTIER Training-log trigger Frontier 59.76 59.83 59.59 800

With frontier selection in both arms, detector-triggered refresh scores 59.59 at Ssa, versus 59.89 for refreshing
every two windows. This comparison provides no evidence that the tested detector timing improves accuracy.
Detector-triggered random refresh and every-window adaptive-difficulty refresh score 61.05 and 60.64, while
introducing 800 and 3,200 new tasks, respectively. They differ in both timing and selection, so the +0.40
score difference cannot be attributed to timing alone and does not establish equivalence.

In the recorded Qwen run, the first two random-pool replacements occur after three windows on the ac-
tive pool. Those observed actions coincide with a fixed three-window schedule. Consequently, the existing
trajectory does not establish an advantage of history-dependent timing over that schedule.

The detector gives the same trigger point to FRONTIER and A-RS| because they share S1;—S13 and the
old pool; their replacement pools then differ by frontier versus random selection. On the eleven-benchmark
format-corrected scoring readout, FRONTIER — A-RSl is —0.59, —0.89, —1.25, —1.04, —2.67 at 4096 tokens
from Ss; to S3o. At 8192 tokens the differences at Ss1, Sz, and S3o are —0.07, —0.57, and —1.45, with
stable-format —1.40 at Sso. At its second refresh the frontier controller moved six pointer steps up (hr +3,
mvS +2, mvF +1), after which its truncation rose to 8.14% and its score fell.

Table 10 also summarizes completed selection comparisons from earlier configurations. Their point estimates
favor the random arm, but they are not independent replications: the probe-selection and ladder-control
comparisons share the same random control, and multiple variants share training histories. The pass-rate
and ladder selectors tested here do not improve over random replacement under these configurations.

Table 10 Replacement-selection differences on the eleven-benchmark suite, 8192 tokens, against the matched random
arm. The first two blocks share the every-window random control after four windows; the last compares with A-RSI|
after eight. Stable applies the same scoring to letter-, number-, and expression-gold items and equally averages the
eleven subset accuracies. Differences are descriptive single-run estimates.

Experiment How the replacement tasks are chosen Accuracy Stable
Probe selection  1-7 of 8 correct, image-specific failures first —2.63 —2.60
1-7 of 8 correct (ThinkLite-style) —-190 -—1.95
0 of 8 correct —2.40 —2.37
Ladder control pointer up at pass > .80, down at < .20 —-0.82 —0.90
every pointer up one tier per window —0.48 —0.58
ladder controller with a truncation rule —-0.056 —0.01
tasks spread over all tiers —-1.19 -1.26
Detector refresh  frontier tier of each ladder —1.45 —1.40

Trigger components in the recorded logs. The Qwen decisions reported in Section are all supported
by the decline in U,,; the accuracy-increase condition does not fire alone. Removing the accuracy condition
would therefore leave these observed decisions unchanged. This is a log-based check of the realized trigger
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path, not an independently trained component ablation or evidence that the accuracy condition is unnecessary
in general.

The full-suite length-budget comparisons below use the eleven-benchmark suite. Each comparison uses the
base and trained scores from its matched-budget readout. Historical reproductions and item-subset analyses
retain their explicitly stated scopes. The eleven-benchmark, outcome-independent 1,000-question output
audit is reported separately.

The gain shrinks when the budget grows. At 4096 tokens MM-Zero v5 is +4.18 above the base model
(57.09 against 52.91). Giving the untrained base model 8192 tokens gains +2.00 (52.91 to 54.91), so roughly
half of the 4096 gain is obtainable without any training. At 8192 the same weights are 42.45 above the base
model, which retains 59% (Table 11, Figure 5). Its truncation rate is 2.84% at 4096 against 20.1% for the
base model: the trained weights almost always finish, and the base model often does not.

Table 11 Length-budget comparison on the eleven-benchmark suite: the public base model, released MM-Zero v5,
and A-RSl at S32. Each row evaluates fixed weights at both limits; Gain is the 8192-token score minus the 4096-token
score. Earlier continuation and curriculum results appear in Table

Model / training state Accuracy Truncation (%)
4096 8192  Gain 4096 8192
Base model 52.91 5491 +42.00 20.10 14.42
MM-Zero v5 (released weights) 57.09 57.37 +0.28  2.84 0.87
A-RSlI, S32 56.99 58.16 +1.17  6.82 3.44

An untrained model at a long limit matches the trained one at a short limit. On four datasets,
raising only the base model’s limit to 16384 without any training gives 51.12, comparable to MM-Zero after
training under 4096 (51.08). This is a cross-limit comparison on a subset, so it supports the point about
budgets but not a precise ranking.

No training contribution beyond the budget was detected in a paired test. We reproduced the
published scores (base 50.27 against the paper’s 50.03, v5 54.25 against 54.18) and the training procedure
locally (three rounds: v1 52.25, v2 53.68, v3 53.07). On 7,257 fixed items with an independent selector, only
raising the base model’s limit to 8192 gives +1.92 (p < 0.0001), while the two earlier MM-Zero versions we
could test gave +0.69 (p = 0.138) and +0.37 (p = 0.434), so no contribution of training beyond termination
was detected. “Not detected” is not “absent”, and these are not the vb weights. Among base-model failures
that did not finish, 4,006 tasks went from 0.30 to 29.18 accuracy after MM-Zero training. On ChartQA the
gain is entirely in machine-templated questions (augmented +6.12, human —0.47).

Potential proxy-reward vulnerabilities. The source audit identifies potential mismatches between
proxy rewards and externally verified correctness. The training label is the solver’s own majority vote, not
a program’s answer, and the generator’s answer agrees with it only 5-12% of the time. The self-consistency
denominator drops truncated responses. No check requires that an image be necessary for the answer, and
about 16% of the released images are almost entirely black. The difficulty reward favors self-consistency near
0.5, where a majority-vote label has a small vote margin and need not be correct. This is a tension between
difficulty selection and label reliability, rather than a logical contradiction. We have not shown that any of
these causes the effect in Table 11; each is a pathway by which a gain at a short limit could reflect termination
behaviour rather than visual reasoning. A longer list is in Appendix

Our own reward is not exempt. Our reward includes a termination term. The first window of fresh
random tasks at 4096 tokens shows its effect: the arm gains +1.22, almost entirely from its truncation rate
falling from 17.2% to 12.3%, while numeric-answer items are flat across arms. Moreover A-RS| retains about
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80% of its gain over the base model when the limit grows from 4096 to 8192, and truncation at 8192 is
still 5.4% (every-window random refresh), 9.6% (ladder control), and 11.9% (failure-prioritized sampling) at
window 4 of the earlier experiments. We therefore treat any 4096-token result as suspect, use 8192 as the
main setting, and report a stable-format view. Only the longest-trained earlier chain (fixed-pool continuation)
retains its entire gain across limits.

What we do not claim. MM-Zero’s gain is not spurious: at 8192 the same weights are still +2.45 above
the base model. We withdraw an earlier accusation of ours that it hurts items the base model already answers;
once a mean-reversion baseline is added, the change is +1.98 and there is no harm. The comparison of fixed-
pool continuation with MM-Zero v5 at 8192 is between two fixed sets of weights, each trained once, and
fixed-pool continuation belongs to the earlier lineage in which a model snapshot writes tasks, not to A-RSI.
A-RSI itself exceeds MM-Zero by +0.79 (58.16 against 57.37), which is within the estimated training noise
and establishes neither superiority nor non-inferiority.

A practical recommendation. Zero-data self-improvement results should report, at a minimum, the base
model at the same relaxed limit, the truncation rate of every model, and the gain at two or more limits. A
gain that falls sharply with the limit is partly a gain in finishing.

Does the validated pipeline improve training? For Qwen, we compare pool replacement with contin-
uation at the same number of updates. At the training progress corresponding to Ss3, both arms share the
trajectory through Si3. Random refresh then uses a fresh 400-task pool, whereas continuation retains the
original 500-task pool. Table 12 evaluates both arms on all eleven benchmarks (22,042 questions) at 8192
tokens: 60.40 versus 58.35, a +2.05-point Macroll difference. The completion-stratum decomposition uses
these same outputs and benchmark weights.

Table 12 Fresh-pool training comparison on all eleven benchmarks, using accuracy scoring and an 8192-token limit at
the same update budget. Macroll and the difference are computed before rounding. Pool replacement also changes
pool size from 500 to 400 tasks.

Qwen variant at matched S23 training progress Macroll

Original-pool continuation 58.35
Fresh random replacement (A-RSI) 60.40
Replacement minus continuation +2.05

This comparison favors the implemented fresh-pool policy in the observed Qwen run. Its both-finished
contribution is —0.60 points, with +2.66 from the other completion strata. Each contribution retains every
item in its benchmark denominator and then averages the eleven benchmarks. The partition is descriptive
because completion status can change with training. Each arm was trained once, and the gain cannot be
assigned specifically to adaptive timing: the observed random-refresh decisions coincide with a three-window
schedule. The current strategy changes which fixed-library instances are consumed, rather than learning new
templates or new generation rules.

Downstream gains survive a format check. On the same eleven-benchmark outputs, original answer
matching gives a gain of +3.33, while format-corrected scoring preserves +3.27 (57.77 to 61.05). Checkpoints
and responses are held fixed. ChartQA improves by +2.12, while truncation changes from 0.60% to 0.56%.
This shows that fewer truncated answers do not explain every improvement; it does not determine the
overall proportion attributable to reasoning. Per-benchmark checks, mechanism diagnostics, and cross-model
observations are reported together in Appendices I, J, and
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Independent answer checks expose remaining defects. Table summarizes the recorded indepen-
dent recomputation results. The fully audited mv, ref, and tab/sc/ca groups have no observed disagreements;
the plane-geometry result covers a sample only. The hr audit finds five cases with ties for “third highest.”
They are retained as observed defects in the audit, so the pipeline cannot be described as guaranteeing
zero label ambiguity. These checks establish agreement of reference answers on the audited records, rather
than comprehensive visual or linguistic validity. Appendix () gives the generator definitions and admission
procedure.

Table 13 Independent reference-answer checks. Denominators are the audited records for each group, not all 16,000
reservoir candidates. Agreement is distinct from proof that the question is visually necessary or unambiguous.

Generator group Answer agreement  Audit scope

Multi-hop geometry (mv) 3,881 / 3,881 All candidates

Referring charts (ref) 1,568 / 1,568 All candidates

Tables, counting, single-series charts 4,580 / 4,580 All candidates

Plane geometry (ga) 150 / 150 Sample only

Multi-series chart reading (hr) 1,922 / 1,927 Audited subset; five tie ambigui-

ties

Difficulty has separate construction and empirical meanings. The construction records quantities
such as dependency depth, required reads, and reading mode. A hop count certifies program structure when
the later computation uses an earlier result; it does not certify a particular model error rate. We therefore
measure accuracy and truncation on held-out synthetic tasks. In the earlier multi-hop ladder, accuracy falls
from 99.7% at one hop to 21.2% at five, but truncation reaches 75% at five hops. This supports a model-
and budget-dependent difficulty ladder, with a substantial length component. It does not establish that
additional hops produce better transferable training data. The historical twelve-benchmark comparison of
multi-hop and parallel-reading tasks gives —0.37 points with interval [—1.50,+0.74], providing no detected
transfer advantage (Appendix K).

Checks on actually consumed replacement pools. The two Qwen random replacement pools contain
800 tasks. Their actual training parquet IDs, gold /solution values, and image hashes agree with their selected
reservoir records, and the parquet hashes match the training receipts. There are no repeated content keys
within or between the two pools and no overlap with diagnostic holdout IDs. Independent solvers for mv, ref,
ca, tab, and sc agree on 508/508 tasks; 199 ga and 93 hr tasks are not independently solved in this check.
These are checks of textual-state answers and data consistency, not a complete audit of rendered visual or
linguistic validity.

The refresh controller has checkable invariants. Equation (4) requires enough accepted windows on
the same pool and compares only that pool’s logged signals. Hence a normal refresh cannot fire before nyi,
windows, and its lagged comparison cannot cross a pool boundary because ny;, > £. Upon a successful
refresh, the replacement draw uses unused task identities under fixed family quotas; the next window inherits
the last accepted weights. These are conditional consequences of the specified rule and its pool bookkeeping.
In the recorded Qwen run, refreshes occur at S13 and Sa3, and the decline in U,, supports both. The accuracy
condition never fires alone. This verifies the realized decision path, without proving that the detector finds
a benchmark plateau or the optimal refresh time. The detector reads no benchmark scores at runtime;
the fixed family mix and vocabulary were nevertheless informed by evaluation-set metadata, as disclosed in
Appendix

Reward-component replay of the controller. We recompute 38 controller receipts from 28 distinct
training logs. Shared windows reuse their corresponding log. Reconstructed advantages and signal counts
agree with the recorded values. On the main random-refresh arm, prompts with nonzero total-reward advan-
tages decline from 196 to 163 between the first and third windows of the first replacement pool, triggering
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the retention rule. Counting only prompts with within-group correctness variation gives 166 to 155, a ratio
of 0.934; the accuracy increase is 0.0946875. Neither reaches the corresponding trigger threshold. Holding
the observed rollouts fixed, the second refresh therefore depends on auxiliary-reward variation being included
in the signal. This is a deterministic replay of those observations, not a prediction of a policy retrained with
only correctness feedback.

Decisions across pool stages. Table 14 records the three pool stages for each model. The comparison
uses the first and third accepted windows on the same pool, matching the controller’s two-window lag. In
the first two stages, the listed refreshes were executed. The third-stage rows replay the fixed rule after Sss
to obtain the next-window decision. Removing the accuracy condition leaves the recorded Qwen decisions
unchanged. MiMo’s first two refreshes satisfy both conditions, while neither condition holds in its final-stage
replay. The full final-pool signal sequences are 181, 168, and 152 for Qwen and 152, 154, and 150 for MiMo.

Table 14 Training feedback and controller actions across all three pool stages. Retention is Ulast/Ufsirst, and Aa is
in percentage points. Refresh requires retention at most 85% or an accuracy increase of at least ten points, after the
minimum observation period.

Model Pool Usrst Ulast Retention Aa Action  Record

Qwen  Initial 239 195 81.59% +7.00 Refresh Executed
Replacement 1 196 163 83.16% 49.47 Refresh Executed
Replacement 2 181 152 83.98% +6.59 Refresh Replay

MiMo  Initial 245 153 62.45% +14.28 Refresh Executed
Replacement 1 199 143 71.86% +14.50 Refresh Executed
Replacement 2 152 150 98.68% +6.63 Keep Replay

MiMo shows net correction beyond truncation recovery. We compare MiMo at Sy and Ss2 on all
22,042 questions from the eleven main-result benchmarks, using accuracy scoring and the same 8192-token
limit. For each benchmark, we count wrong-to-right and right-to-wrong transitions among questions whose
responses finish normally at both checkpoints. Their difference, divided by the full size of that benchmark, is
the contribution of the both-finished stratum; averaging these contributions gives its Macroll contribution.
We retain both correction directions and do not filter questions by their outcome.

Table 15 MiMo’s full eleven-benchmark output comparison, Sy — S32. Gains and contributions are percentage points;
transition counts are totals across benchmarks. The contribution averages per-benchmark net transitions divided by
each benchmark’s full test size. Both decodings use the same trained weights, so they are decoding repeats rather
than independent training runs.

Total gain Finished Finished  Both-finished
Decoding (Macroll) wrong—right right—wrong  contribution
Primary +1.63 1,460 1,235 +0.99
Repeat +2.21 1,483 1,169 +1.69

MiMo improves from 59.08 to 60.71 Macroll on the primary decoding. Table 15 shows that net correction
occurs even when both responses finish, and its direction repeats under another decoding. This supports a
model-specific observation beyond truncation recovery. Completion status is affected by training, however,
so the stratum contribution is descriptive rather than a causal fraction of reasoning improvement. The
corresponding full-suite decomposition for both models, including Qwen, is retained in Appendix

We retain both backbones’ full eleven-benchmark decompositions to make the scope of Table explicit.
Every comparison uses the complete 22,042-question suite, an 8192-token limit, and format-corrected scoring.
For each benchmark, we partition questions by whether the responses finish normally at both checkpoints;
all other completion strata form the complementary group. Contributions use each benchmark’s full test size
as the denominator and are then averaged across eleven benchmarks.
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Table 16 Full-suite Macroll accounting through Ss2, in percentage points. The Qwen Sy comparison includes
initialization; the S; comparison starts after initialization. Contributions add before rounding. Completion strata are
post-training outcomes, so this decomposition does not identify a causal fraction of reasoning improvement.

Total Both-finished Other strata
Model Start Decoding gain  contribution contribution

Qwen  Sp Primary +4.40 —0.75 +5.15
Qwen Sy Repeat +4.85 —0.31 +5.16
Qwen Sy Primary  +3.27 -0.71 +3.98
MiMo  Sp Primary +1.63 +0.99 +0.64
MiMo Sp Repeat +2.21 +1.69 40.52

Qwen’s aggregate both-finished contribution is negative in both decodings, while MiMo’s is positive. We there-
fore use MiMo for the full-suite non-truncation observation and Qwen for the separate fresh-pool comparison
at the same update budget, without extending either conclusion to all backbones. Individual non-truncated
corrections also occur for Qwen: on complete ChartQA, the primary decoding has 127 wrong-to-right versus
51 right-to-wrong transitions among both-finished responses, contributing +3.04 points over all 2,500 ques-
tions; the repeat has 131 versus 56, contributing +3.00 points. These local observations do not override the
full-suite result.

Table 17 Independent checks of the 1,000 generated tasks in A. Membership is fixed
before checking, without replacement of failed cases. Solvers use the recorded textual
state, and image hashes check file identity.

Independent answer

Generator group Tasks agreement

Multi-hop geometry (mv) 200 200 / 200
Referring charts (ref) 200 200 / 200
Single-series charts (ca) 200 200 / 200
Tables (tab) 200 200 / 200
Counting (sc) 200 200 / 200
Total 1,000 1,000 / 1,000

Generated tasks. Collection A contains 200 tasks each from mv, ref, ca, tab, and sc, taken from actually
consumed replacement pools in the Qwen comparison arms. Within each supported generator, tasks are
sampled uniformly without replacement before independent answer recomputation, using one fixed random-
number generator without seed search. The membership list is saved before the checks, and a failed check is
not replaced by another task. All 1,000 independently recomputed answers agree; source labels and image
hashes also agree on all 1,000. ga and hr are outside this finite audit, and textual-state agreement is not a
complete rendered-image audit.

Reward stress tests. For each task in A we construct seven responses: correct committed, wrong commit-
ted, wrong boxed but truncated, correct boxed but truncated, bare correct, wrong unboxed and truncated,
and wrong followed by a final correct box. We invoke the production reward functions on every variant, hold-
ing the task reference fixed. Every correct committed answer receives unit correctness reward, every wrong
committed answer receives zero, and the former outranks the latter on all 1,000 tasks. With correctness
and termination fixed, formatting alone adds 0.1; with correctness and formatting fixed, normal commitment
alone adds 0.3. Each isolated auxiliary increase is observed on all 1,000 references. These are constructed
scoring probes, not sampled model behavior or a reward-removal training experiment. The fixed coefficients
imply a minimum correctness-ranking margin of 1 — 0.1 — 0.3 = 0.6, as in Eq. (0).
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Fixed references and adversarial responses. We retain the generated-task audit’s 1,000 references
without replacing any failing task. The 18 variants include canonical correct and incorrect answers, both
orders of conflicting boxes, a quoted answer followed by a different final answer, gold-prefixed disjunctions,
unrelated suffixes, negated answers, empty outputs, and different finish reasons. Expected binary correctness
is specified for 16 variants per task; the remaining two diagnose unboxed and truncated correct answers. The
production checker passes 15,780/16,000 specified checks. The 220 failures consist of two variants on each of
110 choice tasks. The candidate passes 16,000/16,000 by requiring a complete terminal option in its choice
branch; other answer kinds retain their production checks. This finite adversarial set is not exhaustive.

Re-scoring five accepted replacement-pool windows reproduces every logged choice correctness value on 3,760
choice responses out of 16,000 responses. The candidate changes one score: a response had an earlier answer
box followed by unfinished reasoning. This is a difference in terminal-answer enforcement, not evidence that
the model intentionally exploited the checker. A prospective matched training fork retains or removes the
termination coefficient from a common accepted checkpoint, using the same pool, update count, and a fixed
outcome-independent 1,000-question evaluation frame. It evaluates both arms at 8192 and 16384 tokens. Its
training results are pending and are not included in the reported outcomes. Because the termination weight
also affects dynamic group survival, that fork measures the combined reward-and-sampling intervention.

Specification properties. Z3 checks the negation of each of the following properties and returns unsatis-
fiable:

1. Given C € {0,1}, F € [0,1], and T € [—1,0], unit correctness outranks zero correctness by at least 0.6
with the fixed coefficients.

2. If the current pool has j > nyn > ¢ accepted windows, the lagged comparison remains within that pool.

3. For a valid difficulty pointer and probe rate in [0, 1], an update stays within the ladder and moves by at
most one step.

4. If each successive pool is drawn outside the accumulated history and holdout, successive pools are disjoint
from that history, the holdout, and each other.

The saved SMT queries reproduce these results on reloading. These proofs depend on the stated data types,
bounds, and admission construction; renderer correctness and all Python execution paths are outside the
model.

Implementation conformance and negative controls. The production detector matches the specified
rule in 321,605 threshold and initialization cases, including every pair of integer signal counts in [0,400] at
two accuracy boundaries. The difficulty controller passes 11,935 valid pointer /probe-count combinations, and
all 38 accepted-window receipts reproduce. These are finite implementation tests, separate from the SMT
properties. The stronger statement that firing implies at least 80% accuracy is satisfiable in negation: a
model with zero accuracy and zero signal fires. A signal collapse accompanied by declining accuracy also
fires. The detector therefore identifies the specified refresh condition, not mastery.

Empirical difficulty calibration on the same tasks. The fixed collection contains 600 tasks on four
ordered axes: geometry F (92), geometry S (108), referring charts (200), and counting (200). The other 400
chart /table tasks do not define an ordered axis in this check. Using the frozen eight-response probes at a
4096-token limit, task-level Spearman correlations between rung and correctness are —0.591, —0.515, —0.124,
and —0.239, respectively. An exploratory permutation check with 9,999 draws and correction across four axes
supports three trends; referring charts do not pass that check (adjusted p = 0.3364). Geometry’s high-rung
error rates coincide with substantial truncation: on S5, accuracy is 1.39% and truncation is 88.89%. Thus
the construction provides empirical difficulty variation in this collection, with a length component; these
diagnostics do not establish a causal effect of hops or a training advantage from difficulty-aware selection.

Task-precondition and representation checks. We additionally check the same fixed 1,000 tasks for
applicable construction constraints: agreement between encoded configurations and independent text parsers;
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exact table headers including units; nonnegative counts and stated differences; unique in-bounds referents;
positive geometry targets; and unique choice labels and option values. All 1,000 pass the applicable checks.
Coherent ambiguity injections are separate from simple file corruption: the checks reject 110 duplicated
correct options, 106 tied table extrema or ranks, and 105 ambiguous base referents, as well as 1,000 config-
uration/target mismatches. These 1,321 cases test the independent audit, not every production admission
path.

Checks against actual image content. Replaying the frozen generators on the selected keys reproduces
the configuration, question and answer for all 200 geometry and 200 single-series chart tasks. With an explicit
Fontconfig profile for the applicable Cairo renderers, the original PNGs are reproduced byte-for-byte on 200
geometry, 200 table and 200 counting tasks; all 200 chart images also reproduce in their recorded rendering
branch. No original image is replaced. Independent SVG inspection verifies table values and layout, and
counting-category counts, canvas bounds and absence of filled-shape overlap. Fixed OCR on the original table
PNGs matches every row name and all numeric columns on 192/200 tasks; eight numeric OCR disagreements
are retained with image crops, rather than counted as completed human annotations.

For the remaining 200 referring-chart tasks, source render receipts and configuration records match; inde-
pendent coordinate read-back agrees with the configured values. All 200 original plot regions match the
reconstructed geometry, and OCR of the original category labels and numerical axis ticks agrees on all 200.
Their whole-image reproduction remains 0/200, with generic-font rendering differences unresolved. Thus the
audit provides 800 exact whole-image reproductions plus 200 plot-region and key-text checks, not 1,000 exact
whole-image reproductions. The recorded font profile reproduces the applicable groups but is not claimed to
uniquely recover the historical machine configuration. These finite checks strengthen data binding without
certifying every rendered property.

Quality checks on the fixed 1,000 tasks. All tasks pass independent reference recomputation, source
consistency, image-file hashes, PNG decoding, minimum dimensions, nonblank-image checks, and diagnostic-
holdout ID exclusion. Four defects are injected per task: a changed reference, modified image bytes, a
changed source question, and a truncated PNG. The corresponding independent audit checks detect all 4,000
injected defects. This establishes detection of those specified defects on these tasks; it does not prove that all
original admission paths enforce these checks or that every rendered question is semantically unambiguous.

The random cohort below samples the full test frames to describe both improvements and regressions without
conditioning question selection on correctness changes. It serves a quantitative purpose distinct from the
qualitative correction examples in Section

A fixed 1,000-question output audit. We sample without replacement within each of the eleven main-
result benchmarks, using 91 questions from each of the first ten and 90 from SCEMQA-MC. Question
selection does not use model outcomes. The same questions compare the public Sy with S35, for Qwen and
MiMo, at an 8192-token limit with accuracy scoring. These are automated output statistics, not completed
human annotations. The nearly equal benchmark quotas make this a benchmark-balanced sample; its pooled
accuracy is not the micro accuracy of the full test suite.

Let 2, y! be the two checkpoints’ correctness indicators, and f2, f} indicate normal completion. Partition the
sample into four strata Z,, = {i : f) = a, f} = b}. The score change has the exact accounting decomposition

100
Asaumple = Z Daba Dy, = m (yzl - y'?) (9)
a,bef{0,1} i€Zap

Within Z7;, we count wrong-to-right and right-to-wrong transitions symmetrically. Their difference is the
net correction count among responses that finish at both checkpoints. Each D, uses all 1,000 questions as
its denominator, so the contributions add to the sample gain.
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Table 18 Automated analysis of the fixed random 1,000-question sample, Sy — S32, at 8192 tokens. Score changes
are percentage points over all 1,000 questions. The last two columns include only questions for which both responses
finish; Other strata sums Dog + Do1 + D1o. No result-conditioned filtering is applied.

Other Wrong  Right
Model  Agample D11 strata |Zi1| —right —wrong
Qwen +4.70 —1.20 +5.90 834 52 64
MiMo  +1.30 +1.30 0.0 901 70 57

Table 18 distinguishes the two models: Qwen’s net gain is concentrated outside the both-finished stratum,
whereas MiMo has a positive net correction count within it. A second decoding of the same fixed checkpoints
gives total gains of +3.70 and +1.00, with D17 = —0.80 and +0.20, respectively. These are decoding repeats,
not independent training runs. Completion status is itself affected by training, so this partition is descriptive
and does not identify a causal contribution of reasoning or of the stopping reward. In particular, the sample
does not establish that Qwen’s aggregate improvement comes from non-termination reasoning gains.

Formatting and correctness must be checked separately. On the same primary outputs, original
answer matching gives sample gains of +5.10 for Qwen and +13.90 for MiMo, compared with +4.70 and
+1.30 after format correction. The large MiMo discrepancy shows why changes in answer extraction and pre-
sentation must be separated from the more permissive correctness measure. It does not by itself demonstrate
deliberate reward hacking. The sample diagnoses output changes; attributing them to a particular reward
component requires a matched training ablation.

This section examines A-RS| from S} to S32 on the same eleven-benchmark suite and outputs as the primary
results. Per-benchmark checks, visual-type subsets, and same-output rescoring use this common evaluation
scope.

Every benchmark and every visual type improves. Table 19 reports all eleven benchmarks at S; and
S3o2 with an 8192-token limit. All eleven improve, from +1.19 (SCEMQA-MC) to +8.33 (PhyX-MC). The
retained visual-type subsets also improve: geometry from 56.19 to 59.83, chart from 79.63 to 81.66, table
from 70.96 to 72.99, counting from 54.81 to 61.74. The type definitions and denominators are given together
in Table

Table 19 Per-benchmark accuracy on the eleven-benchmark suite at 8192 tokens, S; against A-RS| at S32. All eleven
benchmark point estimates improve.

Benchmark S¢ A-RSI  Change
ChartQA 82.84 84.96 +2.12
MMMU 62.23  64.36 +2.12
MMSI 26.40 29.30 +2.90
MathVerse 62.26 63.48 +1.22
MathVision 47.04  51.45 +4.41
VisNumBench 52.90 55.99 +3.08

MMMU-Pro (4 options) ~ 58.98  63.19  +4.21
MMMU-Pro (10 options) 51.76  53.96 +2.20

MMMU-Pro (vision) 49.54  53.76 +4.22
PhyX-MC 65.83  T4.17 +8.33
SCEMQA-MC 75.71 76.90 +1.19
Macroll 57.77 61.05 +3.27

The gain persists after answer-format correction. On the same eleven-benchmark outputs, original
answer matching scores 57.24 at S; and 60.57 at S32, a gain of +3.33. Format-corrected scoring gives 57.77
and 61.05, preserving a gain of +3.27. The rescoring accepts unboxed final answers and normalized option
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values and applies the specified ChartQA numeric tolerance. Checkpoints and responses are held fixed;
rescoring does not regenerate answers or retrain models.

The gain appears where answers rarely truncate. ChartQA truncation changes from 0.60% at S; to
0.56% at Sso, while accuracy rises from 82.84 to 84.96. This shows improvement on a benchmark with little
truncation, but does not quantify how much of the aggregate gain comes from improved reasoning.

Scope of the audit. The audit uses 8192 tokens; the eight-window run was not evaluated at 16k. Trun-
cation at S35 is 4.16% pooled over the eleven benchmarks. The separate 4096-to-16k retention results in
Section I retain the historical twelve-benchmark protocol and regenerate only the originally truncated an-
swers of earlier chains.

We offer three mechanisms. They are supported by logs but not isolated by ablations.

1. A random pool keeps the tasks the model cannot finish. Choosing tasks moves the pool away
from the full difficulty mix and removes tasks the model cannot finish within the limit. Those are exactly
the tasks on which the termination term gives its strongest signal (in a random pool 21.9% of training
answers were truncated, and the correlation between length and advantage was —0.31; in selected pools
truncation was 17%). The consequence is visible at evaluation: on the eleven-benchmark suite at 8192
tokens, truncation at window 8 is 4.16% for A-RSI| and 8.14% for FRONTIER; at window 4 of the earlier
selection experiment it is 6.56% for every-window random refresh, 12.70% for learnable-band sampling,
and 14.30% for failure-prioritized sampling.

2. Selection changes the answer types. The pool built by failure-prioritized sampling has no multiple-
choice tasks, whereas every-window random refresh has 222 and learnable-band sampling has 227, and
failure-prioritized sampling scores 72.81% on the 114 retained yes/no items (WATCH under the recom-
puted sentinel). This mixes format effects into the comparison.

3. Random pools do not saturate within 4-8 windows. The number of tasks with training signal per
window is 209, 180, 189, and 183 for every-window random refresh, flat after window 2, so the data do
not support the idea that longer training would let a controller overtake random.

Part of the “difficulty” of the frontier is also not difficulty. In the first 6,000 probed candidates, 39% of
geometry answers were truncated at 4096, so much of what looks hard in multi-hop geometry is the model
running out of length. Some difficulty is created by format: the model often writes the option’s numeric
value in the answer box instead of the letter, which the reward scores 0. In the first 12,000 candidates, a
lenient grader found 317 tasks (2.6%) that a strict grader marks wrong at least three times more often, 311
of them multiple-choice multi-hop geometry.

The frozen design follows three earlier versions. The first (v1) had a frozen model snapshot write the next
tasks, a program compute answers, a vision-language model operate difficulty tools, and a controller move
among tiers. The second (v2) used only programmatic tasks and refreshed at every window with the tier
controller. In the third (this report), tiers are used for diagnosis and a log-based detector decides when
to refresh. Table summarizes the changes. The chains and extension below use the eleven-benchmark
accuracy scores at 4096 tokens, one run per arm. Held-out synthetic tasks are reported separately; the
length-budget audits report their separately identified evaluation scope.

The self-writing loop ran. A model snapshot acting as task writer produced no truncated outputs at the
writing stage, 100% of its specifications were valid, and its rewriting success matched the base model (84%
against 85.5%). The first closed-loop prototype also exercised model-operated difficulty tools. Two defects
were found afterwards: an unquoted command argument broke depth feedback, and a sign error inflated
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Table 20 Evolution of the design.

vl v2 v3 (this report)
Who writes tasks a snapshot of the model; programs only programs only
program computes answers
Pool 300 rows, 225 shared, 75 new 400 fresh tasks per window 400 tasks, replaced when the
slots detector fires
Replacement controller picks tiers frontier tiers random (fixed family shares)
When every 2 windows every window log-based detector
Difficulty tiers state space and controller control and diagnosis diagnosis and reporting
only
Health gate >99/100 >99/100 > 97/100
Replaced because partial replacement lost to no detector with random used a final
replacement; model-based quarter of the data; frontier
selection lost to random lost to random a third time

one tier’s difficulty. Both were fixed and the controller’s decisions stayed the same. The current benchmark
comparisons use the verified checkpoints in Tables 21 and

The model is blind to its own state. Models’ predictions of which questions they would get wrong give
AUC about 0.50 for four models, so state must be measured by running the model. This is why the detector
uses the training log rather than a self-assessment.

Escalating difficulty hurts held-out synthetic performance. In six-window chains from S; with pools
replaced every two windows, keeping the initial state is best on held-out synthetic tasks; re-selecting by state
and climbing to H3 is worst. The fixed-writer arm also outperforms the state-following writer on these held-
out tasks. On Macroll, saturation-based escalation is best at 56.69, while the six benchmark point estimates
span 55.88-56.69. These single-run benchmark results do not establish a benefit from a stronger writer or
isolate the effect of escalation. Table 21 reports both evaluation scopes.

Table 21 Six-window chains from S;. Benchmark scores use the eleven-benchmark protocol at 4096 tokens; held-
out synthetic-task differences retain their separate original evaluation. The saturation-based arm has the highest
benchmark point estimate.

Held-out Macroll

Escalation rule Late-stage tiers vs. uniform 4096

no escalation F2 / H1 +1.27 56.05
up only on saturation H1, H2 +0.06 56.69
uniform all ten tiers +0.00 56.47
half by state, half uniform  H2 —2.12 56.02
writer fixed at St up to H2 —0.99 55.90
re-select by state each time up to H3 —2.42 55.88

Most “curriculum gains” were termination effects. We re-generated every answer truncated at 4096
with a 16k limit (Table 22). The gain over S; was unchanged (7-chain mean +1.18 — +1.17, retention 0.99,
95% interval 0.44-1.43, flagged as unstable), whereas differences between selection rules mostly vanished.
This is why our main comparisons use 8192 tokens.

Table 22 Re-generating the earlier chains’ 4096-truncated answers at a 16k limit, under the original twelve-benchmark
evaluation protocol. These are historical trajectories, not the eight-window A-RSI run.

Gain

Comparison = Reading

4096 16k
Chains — S; (mean of 7) +1.18 +1.17 real capability
Uniform — state-selected +0.74 +0.08 only faster termination
Tool-assisted — plain +1.26 —0.13 only faster termination

Promotion on saturation — no escalation +0.83 +40.68 mostly kept, below noise
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Where the benchmark errors are. At Sy, error can arise from running out of output length, from tasks
outside the model’s current competence, or from answer extraction. The eleven-benchmark per-set audit
reports these observable accuracy and truncation quantities directly. A useful selection rule must distinguish
such causes rather than treating every failure as a learnable example.

Historical multi-hop audit. The following diagnostic retains its original twelve-benchmark evaluation
scope. On one multi-hop ladder, accuracy over one to five hops is .997, .881, .640, .388, and .212. Given
the same information as text, accuracy stays at .84-1.0, and truncation at three to five hops is .30, .56,
and .75. For an 8B model, hard multi-hop tasks are tasks where reading the figure is uncertain, the model
keeps deliberating, and the answer runs out of length. Training to complete long chains (hops 3—4 against
1-2) improved held-out in-domain tasks by +6.58 but did not transfer: MathVision —0.30, truncation +1.97,
benchmark —1.0. The second-window comparison remains negative on the eleven-benchmark suite at 4096
tokens: —1.07 in primary accuracy and —2.37 under LJ. A further check found 54 training rows with the
same construction as a benchmark item, bounding the effect on the average at 0.02 points.

Difficulty is learnable. In the ladder-controller arm, the pass rate on held-out tasks at the pointer rises
quickly: on one multi-hop ladder tier 2 goes from .58 to .93 in one window, and on the other from .52 to .87
in two. Tier 3 of the first ladder goes from .32 to .72, .76, and .81 over three windows with truncation falling
from .21 to .13, and tier 4 reaches .59 by window 3. The other four ladders move little. The controller moved
on only two ladders, so what was tested is mainly a frontier-weighted mix against random, not frequent
promotion and demotion.

Fresh tasks help after the plateau, and partial replacement trails fixed-pool continuation. On
the eleven-benchmark format-corrected scoring readout at 8192 tokens, every-window random refresh at
window 4 is +1.82 above original-pool continuation and +2.52 above S; (stable-format difference versus
continuation: +1.66; LJ +1.87). The policies also differ in pool size and exposure: continuation reuses 500
rows about 3.2 times, while random refresh sees 1,600 distinct tasks. In the earlier extension at 4096 tokens,
replacing 225 of 300 rows every two windows trails the fixed pool at every shared window from 7 to 11.
Partial refresh leads only on a held-out chart set, so that in-domain observation does not establish broader
transfer. The full extension results are in Table

Table 23 Extension run under the eleven-benchmark protocol at 4096 tokens, from the window-6 checkpoint (56.47).
Partial-pool refresh has no accepted window-12 result because its health gate stopped training (98 of 100 normal
updates, twice). Fixed-pool continuation has the higher point estimate at every shared window; its scores fluctuate
rather than rising monotonically.

Macroll at window (4096 tokens)

Arm

7 8 9 10 11 12
Partial refresh (225 of 300) 55.93 56.86 56.42 56.65 56.48 -
Fixed pool (300 tasks) 57.26 57.59 58.38 57.76 58.74 58.61

Partial refresh — fixed pool —-1.33 —-0.72 —-1.96 —-1.10 —2.26 -

These MiMo-VL-7B-SFT policy comparisons use the same eleven-benchmark suite and an 8192-token output
limit as the main-lineage results. We use the same frozen detector and shared random replacement pools.
The CoONTINUOUS and PERIODIC comparison pools were selected at Qwen’s difficulty frontier, not at MiMo’s
own; the A-RSI pools use model-independent random sampling. One run per arm.

The detector replicates on MiMo. On the old pool it fires at window 3, as on Qwen: U falls 245, 194,

153 (ratio .62), with accuracy increasing from .490 to .633. On MiMo it fires again on the first new pool at
window 6 (U 199 to 143, ratio .72).
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Table 24 Supplementary length-budget comparisons on the eleven-benchmark suite, including earlier continuation
and curriculum experiments. Earlier window indices belong to their original trajectories and do not denote the main
Si; states. Each row evaluates fixed weights at both limits.

Checkpoint Accuracy Truncation (%)
4096 8192  Gain 4096 8192
Base model 5291 5491 +42.00 20.10 14.42
MM-Zero v5 (released weights) 57.09 57.37 +0.28 2.84 0.87
Fixed-pool continuation, window 10 56.23 58.35 +2.12 12.60 6.83
Fixed-pool continuation, window 11 57.24 59.16 +1.92 10.16 4.55
Fixed-pool continuation, window 12 56.86 58.83 +1.97 10.27 5.21
Every-window random refresh, window 4 55.561 57.35 +1.85 10.55 5.44
Ladder control, window 4 54.62 56.93 +2.31 15.69 9.62
A-RSI, S32 56.99 58.16 +1.17 6.82 3.44

MiMo-VL: refreshed-pool point estimates. The shared old-pool checkpoint scores 60.35 Macroll after
three windows. At window 8, 4-RSl reaches 60.71 versus 60.01 for original-pool continuation, a 40.70-point
difference (Table 25). Every-window and periodic refresh score 60.69 and 60.53. All three refreshing arms
have higher endpoint point estimates than continued reuse in this run. A-RSI has the highest point estimate,
with small margins of +0.02 over every-window refresh and +0.18 over periodic refresh.

Table 25 MiMo-VL-7B-SFT on the eleven-benchmark suite, Macroll at 8192 tokens, one run per arm. The shared
old-pool checkpoint at window 3 scores 60.35. Differences are computed before rounding from the available aggregate
precision.

Macroll at window Window 8 minus
Arm
4 6 8 St No-REFRESH
No-REFrRESH 60.97 60.19 60.01 —0.34 +0.00
PErIODIC 60.87 60.44 60.53 +40.18 +0.52
ConTiNUOUS  61.04 61.07 60.69 +0.34 +0.68
A-RSI 60.40 61.04 60.71 +0.36 +0.70

What this changes about our claims. The detector transfers to MiMo, and random fresh-pool replace-
ment has a positive +0.70-point endpoint difference over continued reuse in the observed run. Its small
endpoint margins over every-window and periodic refresh, together with one training run per policy, do not
establish an advantage of detector-triggered timing.
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Table 26 Claims from the current eleven-benchmark policy comparisons and explicitly scoped historical auxiliary
experiments. Each numerical comparison uses its stated protocol.

v Supported

X Not supported

A training log alone, with no test set, can tell that a
pool is learned out. It lags the benchmark by about
one window, fires on the old pool and on two
replacement pools, and the half-life of a 400-task pool
is three windows.

After the detector fires, random fresh tasks reach 61.05
with 800 new tasks, against 60.64 for replacing every
window with 3,200 (4.09 against 0.90 points per
thousand tasks).

Choosing the replacement by difficulty frontier or by
the model’s rollouts is not better than random (three
experiments: —2.63, —0.82, —1.45).

The old pool is learned out and the plateau is real:
No-REFREsH scores 58.48 and 58.35 before running
out of signal; at window 6 every refreshing arm is 1.39
to 2.05 above No-REFRESH.

On Macroll, every-window random refresh —
original-pool continuation is +1.82 (stable +1.66, L.J
+1.87).

Difficulty is quantifiable as monotone tiers and
learnable in domain (tier 2 of one ladder .58 to .93).

State must be measured: self-assessment AUC = 0.50.

The mean gain over St in seven earlier chains is
retained (41.18 — +1.17) when their 4096-truncated
answers are regenerated at 16k; differences between
selection rules largely shrink.

Part of MM-Zero v5’s headline gain is termination: its
gain over base falls from +4.18 to +2.45 with the limit,
and the untrained base gains +2.00.

On the same eleven-benchmark outputs,
format-corrected scoring preserves a gain of +3.27
versus +3.33 with original answer matching; ChartQA
improves +2.12 with truncation below 1%; all eleven
benchmarks and all four retained visual-type subsets
improve.

On MiMo-VL the detector fires at window 3, as on
Qwen, and random refresh exceeds original-pool
continuation by 40.70 at window 8.

That the detector finds the best refresh time.

That the +0.40 point estimate establishes a
detector-timing advantage.

That difficulty control or state-based selection
improves the benchmark.

That the pre-registered primary endpoint (FRONTIER
— No-RerrEesH) holds: No-REFREsH halted, so there
is no reading.

Any “significant” improvement; every arm was trained
once.

Multi-hop training transfers specifically (MathVision
—0.30; against a matched control —0.37).

A stronger model writes better tasks (a fixed writer
did no worse).

The MLLM-operated difficulty tool adds real
capability (—0.13 at 16k).

That MM-Zero’s gain is spurious or that A-RSI
significantly exceeds it (40.79, within noise).

Open-ended recursive self-improvement or unbounded
gain (trained to window 8; fixed-pool continuation to
window 12).

That the small MiMo endpoint margins (+0.02 over
ConTiNnvous and 40.18 over PERIODIC) establish a
timing advantage.
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Table 27 Macroll at matched training progress on the eleven-benchmark suite; best values are bold. Two 4096-token
evaluations of the same S; weights score 54.55 / 54.72; they share the science-set outputs. S; scores 57.77 at 8192
tokens. Shared prefixes reuse the same checkpoints.

4096 tokens 8192 tokens
S11 S12 S13 So1 S22 Sa3 S31 S32 S12 Soa1 Sa3 S32

No-RerFresn 55.06 54.93 55.82 55.72 56.79 55.74 - - 58.256 5848 58.35 -
FRONTIER 55.06 5493 55.82 56.74 56.74 56.94 57.41 56.83 58.25 59.76  59.83  59.59

Arm

PErIODIC 55.06 54.93 55.47 56.00 57.11 56.12 56.76 57.11 58.25 59.22 59.91  59.89
CoNTINUOUS 54.74 54.93 54.86 55.85 < 55.77 55.92 56.90 56.82 58.14 59.47 59.74 60.64
A-RSI 55.06 5493 55.82 57.33 57.63 58.18 58.45 59.50 58.25 59.84 60.40 61.05

Differences between arms. Table gives the pairwise differences used in the text (stable format in
parentheses).

Table 28 Eleven-benchmark pairwise accuracy differences at 8192 tokens, with the corresponding stable-format
differences in parentheses. All differences use unrounded scores. No-REFRESH has no Ssz result because its training
halted at S31. These are point estimates from one training run per arm.

Difference S32 Sa3 S21
FRrRONTIER — No-REFRESH - 4148 (+1.37) +1.28 (+1.16)
FrONTIER — CONTINUOUS —1.05 (—0.89) +0.09 (+0.16) +0.29 (+0.40)
FRONTIER — A-RS| —1.45 (—1.40) —0.57 (—0.56) —0.07 (—0.03)
FRONTIER — PERIODIC —0.30 (—0.26) —0.08 (—0.04) +0.54 (4+0.53)
A-RS| — No-REFRESH - +2.05 (+1.93) +1.36 (+1.18)
PEerIODIC — NO-REFRESH - +1.57 (+1.41) +0.74 (+0.63)
ConTIiNUOUS — NO-REFRESH - 4139 (+1.21) 40.99 (40.75)
A-RS| — CoNTINUOUS +0.40 (4+0.50) 40.66 (+0.72) 40.36 (+0.43)

Table 29 Per-benchmark endpoint results on the eleven-benchmark suite at S32 and 8192 tokens. The best accuracy
in each row is bold. Truncation is a percentage within each benchmark; the final row uses equal-benchmark accuracy
and pooled-item truncation.

FRONTIER PEriobic CONTINUOUS A-RSI

Benchmark

Acc.  Trunc. Acc.  Trunc. Acc.  Trunc. Acc.  Trunc.
ChartQA 84.40 0.20 85.96 0.28  84.00 0.32  84.96 0.56
MMMU 63.24 7.93  64.25 10.17 64.80 8.83  64.36 4.58
MMSI 28.10 3.30 29.30 4.10 27.00 2.10 29.30 2.50
MathVerse 63.68 3.78 63.81 5.00 65.94 2.18 63.48 1.93
MathVision 48.29 18.06  48.55 21.61  50.30 18.75 51.45 8.36
VisNumBench 54.68 3.19 53.63 5.59 57.55 3.08  55.99 1.52

MMMU-Pro (4 options) 61.49 9.48 61.87 12.44 61.81 9.67 63.19 4.59
MMMU-Pro (10 options) 53.45 9.67  53.39 11.49 53.71 10.68 53.96 5.46

MMMU-Pro (vision) 51.45 9.19 51.10 11.56  52.77 8.27 53.76 4.97
PhyX-MC 70.20 14.67  69.10 18.63  69.80 18.50 74.17 7.30
SCEMQA-MC 76.55 2.62  77.86 4.40 179.40 1.79  76.90 1.43

Macroll / pooled trunc.  59.59 8.14  59.89 10.33  60.64 8.44 61.05 4.16

Benchmark suites. The main suite contains nine benchmarks shared with earlier diagnostic evaluations:
ChartQA ( , ), MMMU ( , ), MathVerse ( , ), MathVision (
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, ), VisNumBench ( , ), MMSI ( , ), and the 4-option, 10-option, and

vision versions of MMMU-Pro ( , ). The primary eleven-benchmark suite adds PhyX-MC
and SCEMQA-MC, for 22,042 questions. The historical twelve-benchmark diagnostic suite instead adds
MathVista ( , ), HallusionBench ( , ), and MM-Vet ( , ), for 20,371

questions. Both use complete test splits. Macroll and MACRO12 are equal-weight means over their respective
benchmarks, rather than pooled item accuracies.

Evaluation schedule and metrics. Main trajectories, refresh-policy and selection ablations, endpoint
audits, and the earlier-chain and extension benchmark comparisons use the eleven-benchmark suite and
format-corrected scoring. The primary output limit is 8192 tokens; the per-window and earlier-chain tables
additionally identify 4096-token results. Data efficiency divides the gain over S; under the same suite, scoring
rule, and limit by thousands of new training tasks. The fresh-pool completion decomposition uses all eleven
benchmarks with the same equal-benchmark weights. The fixed 1,000-question sample and qualitative cases
retain their stated item scopes. The length-budget comparisons use the same eleven-benchmark suite at
matched output limits; earlier 16k and multi-hop diagnostics retain their explicitly stated historical scopes.

Auxiliary views. Stable format keeps letter-, number-, and expression-gold items, applies format-corrected
scoring to those same outputs, and equally averages the eleven benchmark subset accuracies (21,415 items).
The sentinel is recomputed on the 114 yes/no items retained in the eleven-benchmark suite: COLLAPSE
means accuracy below 70%; WATCH means accuracy below 74% or a numeric-box share at least 10 points
above the two-run S; reference; otherwise it reports OK. Visual-type statistics use the original fixed labels
restricted to retained benchmarks and exclude the unannotated science sets.

Scoring and generation. FEach evaluation samples one response per item at temperature 0.6 and top-p
0.95. The prompt and original answer checker follow the public MM-Zero evaluation code ( , ).
The original matching procedure combines answer matching, unambiguous option-value matching, and Math-
Verify equivalence for non-letter gold answers. The format-corrected accuracy reported in the main and
ablation tables retains those accepted answers and additionally accepts non-truncated unboxed final answers
and normalized option values. ChartQA numeric answers receive a 5% tolerance, except for year answers
or questions asking for a year. Truncation is recorded separately; a length-limited response retains credit
when the checker accepts its answer. Format checks reuse the same fixed responses, and each evaluation uses
complete test splits at its stated output limit.

LLM-judged accuracy. LJ uses Qwen2.5-14B-Instruct with the MM-Zero judging prompt, answer ex-
traction, and verdict parser. Questions of at most 400 characters retain their existing judge verdicts; longer
questions are re-evaluated with the complete question. The judge receives the extracted final answer, falling
back to the first 600 characters of the response when extraction is empty. Judging uses temperature 0 and a
16-token output limit. Reported LJ scores equally average the eleven full benchmark sets.

Measured variability on the eleven-benchmark protocol. Each policy arm was trained once. The
four ladder-control runs with identical first-window data and seed score 54.74, 55.27, 54.45, 54.03 at 4096
tokens (range 1.25, sample sd 0.52). At window 2 and 8192 tokens, the ladder and truncation-aware runs,
whose first two pool files hash identically, score 58.14 and 59.60 (difference 1.46). The two evaluations of the
same S; weights at 4096 score 54.55 and 54.72, differing by 0.17; their science outputs are shared, so this pair
measures decoding variation only on the nine common benchmarks. These examples show variability but do
not provide replicated uncertainty for each endpoint policy difference.

Interpreting differences. We report descriptive single-run point estimates and stable-format checks. The
available repeats do not estimate variation across seeds for each policy. Shared-prefix runs are not independent
replications, and endpoint differences alone do not establish significance, equivalence, or superiority.
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From seed types to templates. Given seed task types in geometry, charts, tables, and counting, the base
model generates reusable problem structures and their executable implementations. For each structure, it
determines the conditions and question target, chooses the variable parameters and their admissible ranges,
and writes the procedures for sampling an instance, drawing it, composing its question, and computing its
answer. These components form a template 7. The resulting library 7T is fixed before GRPO training.

From templates to tasks. The seven generators in Table 30 select structures from the library and sample
their parameters. Geometry parameters determine the points, relations, and given quantities. Chart and
table parameters determine categories, labels, series, and numerical values. Counting parameters determine
the objects and queried attributes. Each generator uses the sampled instance both to render the image and
to construct the question and answer. For multiple-choice tasks, the program also constructs distractors and
assigns the correct option its answer label.

Execution and checks. Each candidate undergoes the checks implemented by its generator. Geometry
checks compare the derived answer with the constructed relations or coordinate measurements. Chart checks
compare the rendered marks with the underlying values and axis specification. Further checks reject am-
biguous or invalid questions, and freshness and contamination screens decide whether an accepted candidate
can enter the reservoir. Retained records include the image, question, answer, generator identity, and seed.
Algorithm 2 summarizes the pipeline.

Algorithm 2: Template synthesis and replacement-task construction

Input: Base model, seed task types, generator allocation from Table
Generate template library 7 with the base model,
Fix 7 and initialize an empty candidate reservoir;
while a generator has not filled its candidate quota do

Select a template 7 and sample parameters z ~ p;;

Execute G, (z) to obtain image I, question ¢, and answer a;

if construction, freshness, and contamination checks pass then

‘ Retain (1, q,a) with its generator identity and seed;

end
end
Exclude diagnostic holdouts and unsupported training cells to obtain C;
Draw disjoint 400-task pools from C under the fixed family quotas;
Use the training-log detector to decide when to activate each pool;

A concrete geometry example. An initial-pool geometry template draws parallel lines AB and CD,
with a transversal meeting them at G and H. The segment GM bisects ZBGH and meets CD at M. The
program samples the given angle § = ZBGH from 40°,42°,...,150° and constructs the point coordinates.
When the question asks for the acute angle ZGM H, the answer is /2. Sampling 64° therefore produces a
question with answer 32°. The program recomputes the angle from the coordinates and rejects the instance
if the two answers disagree.

Candidate reservoir. We run the generators once before the continuation experiments to build the 16,000-
task reservoir in Table 30. After the construction checks in Appendix , candidates pass a freshness check
against earlier pools and task banks, an isomorphism-based contamination screen, and a legacy contamination
guard. We exclude 1,488 held-out diagnostic items and 30 plane-geometry items outside the configured
difficulty ladders, leaving 14,482 eligible candidates. The two random replacement pools are prepared in
advance and share no tasks.
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Family mix and vocabulary. Each replacement pool contains 194 geometry, 131 chart, 54 table, and 21
counting tasks. The shares follow the visual-type counts of the 12 evaluation benchmarks: 4,912 geometry,
3,308 chart, 1,369 table, and 537 counting items (48.5%, 32.7%, 13.5%, 5.3%). Chart and table vocabulary
also uses 19 thematic terms extracted from benchmark question text. These choices fix the task mix and
vocabulary before training. The refresh detector does not read benchmark answers or scores. Function plots,
numerical estimation, and spatial tasks are outside the current generator coverage.

Table 30 The seven program-based generators and the candidate library. Gold answers were independently recom-
puted: mv 3,881/3,881, ref 1,568,/1,568, tab/sc/ca 4,580/4,580, ga 150/150 on a sample, and hr 1,922/1,927 (the five
differences are ties for “third highest”, 0.03% of candidates).

Family Generator Task type Candidates Difficulty tiers (diagnosis
only)
mv MathVision-style multi-hop geometry; each hop uses the 3,881 two ladders of 5 tiers (1-5
Geometry . .
previous result and a new fact in the figure hops)
ga plane geometry 3,880 5 tiers
hr multi-series chart reading 2,091 ten-cell reading ladder
Chart ca single-series chart (bar, line) 1,568 none
ref referring multi-hop chart 1,568 3 tiers
Table tab table 2,163 none
Counting  sc counting scenes 849 3 tiers
Total (all fresh and screened) 16,000

Initial pool. The initial 500 tasks come from three earlier generation batches, two for charts and one for
geometry. The retained pool contains 204 geometry questions and 296 chart questions. Programs supply
the answers, while the earlier pipeline uses an API-served Qwen3-VL-8B for question processing and checks.
Of the retained questions, 342 use model-rewritten wording, 117 keep the original program wording, and
41 revert to it after rewriting. Pool selection uses eight-response probes and filters candidates by correct-
answer count and truncation, with constraints on the question-type mix and reuse of each image. This pool
is separate from the later 16,000-task reservoir. Two questions in the initial pool were later identified as
configuration isomorphs of MathVerse items.

Initialization and optimization. The starting checkpoint S; follows 100 GRPO updates of Qwen3-VL-
8B-Instruct on the old pool. In the preceding plateau check, another 300 steps on the same pool changed
the benchmark average by +0.45, —0.27, —0.38, and —0.63 across four training seeds. The continuation
experiments start from S; and retain that pool until their respective replacement rules act.

The five-arm comparison reuses accepted checkpoints where the runs coincide. All arms except CONTINUOUS
share the first two windows on the old pool, and A-RS| and FRONTIER also share the third. The first four
windows of CONTINUOUS come from an earlier run of the same difficulty-control strategy, with fresh pools
used from window 1.

Training uses FSDP2 and colocated vLLM, with 100 optimizer updates per window and a constant learning
rate of 107%. Each window starts with a fresh optimizer and scheduler, retaining the preceding model
parameters. Each prompt has eight rollouts, sampled at temperature 1.0 and top-p 1.0 with a 4,096-token
response limit. A generation batch contains eight prompt groups and serves two optimizer steps. The detector
counts each batch once, giving 50 distinct batches and 3,200 responses per window. The GRPO objective uses
group-normalized advantages, a clipping threshold of 0.2, and no KL penalty. Dynamic resampling checks
variance in correctness plus termination reward and excludes the format term, with at most six resampling
rounds. The final optimization reward and logged advantages include all three terms. The detector reads
those logged advantages after resampling.

The reward coefficients in Eq. (2) are Agme = 0.1 and Agop = 0.3, with unit weight on answer correctness.
These coefficients stay fixed across windows.
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The stopping term in Eq. (2) uses the decoder’s recorded finish reason and the final boxed answer. A response
that reaches the token limit receives —1 even if it contains a boxed expression earlier in the text. Once a
response ends normally with a final boxed answer, this term stays at 0 regardless of the response length. Its
effect on truncation and benchmark scores is examined in Sections .J and

Refresh-controller settings. The controller in Eq. (4) uses lag ¢ = 2, minimum within-pool observation
period npgi, = 3, signal-retention threshold p = 0.85, and accuracy-increase threshold n = 0.10. The
numerical tolerance in Eq. (3) is ¢ = 107 Thus, after at least three accepted windows on the same
pool, a decline of at least 15% in the distinct-prompt advantage signal or a rise of at least ten percentage
points in logged accuracy, relative to two windows earlier, triggers replacement. The initial pool contains 500
tasks, each replacement contains B = 400, and each window has H = 100 updates with m = 8 responses per
prompt. Replacement-family quotas are k = (194,131, 54, 21), as detailed in Appendix . All controller
settings are fixed before training.

For diagnosis we organize tasks into six controlled ladders: two multi-hop geometry ladders of five tiers,
plane geometry of five, chart reading of ten cells, referring multi-hop of three, and counting of three. Each
ladder orders related tasks from easy to hard. Accuracy is measured on held-out synthetic tasks that are
excluded from training. Models’ own predictions of which questions they will get wrong give AUC about 0.50,
a program-based predictor 0.58-0.61, and measured accuracy of other models 0.72-0.82. At S;, the pass rate
falls monotonically with tier, for example .94, .57, .32, .14, and .07 from tier 1 to 5 on one multi-hop ladder.
The comparison arms build frontier pools from these measurements (Section 6.2).

For FRONTIER and PERIODIC, the frontier is the easiest tier in each ladder with a held-out pass rate of at
most 70%. If none qualifies, we select the hardest tier. The selected tier supplies 50% of the ladder’s quota,
and each adjacent tier supplies 25%. CONTINUOUS re-measures pass rates after every window and moves
the selected tier up one step at a pass rate of at least 80%, down one step at a pass rate of at most 20%,
and otherwise keeps it unchanged. It uses the same allocation across the selected and adjacent tiers. These
measurements do not affect random replacement or its refresh trigger.

In the main Qwen experiment, a window is accepted when its checkpoint export is complete, at least 50
generation batches are present, the learning rate remains 10~ for all 100 updates, finish reasons are recorded,
the training source has not changed, and the weights have moved. The weight check uses the median relative
change of three sampled tensors, with a threshold of 3.69 x 1072, At least 97 of the 100 updates must have
finite, nonzero gradient norms. A failed window is retried once from the same preceding checkpoint with the
same pool and seed. A successful retry enters the detector normally. A second failure halts the run.

The trainer can also stop an attempt before all 100 updates complete: if six consecutive generation batches
each contain at least one zero-advantage group after resampling, the attempt is aborted. This incomplete
attempt fails the window gate and enters the same-pool retry procedure. The condition concerns the presence
of a zero-advantage group in each batch, even when other groups carry signal; it does not establish that every
task in the pool has become uninformative.

The detector, controller, probes, and pool builder use access guards that block benchmark scores and evalu-
ation outputs. The legacy contamination guard runs separately and returns a flag. An independent checker
logged file accesses during the guarded processes and recorded zero test-set accesses.

The earlier experiments required at least 99 of 100 updates to have normal gradients. Seven attempts failed
at 98/100 across five windows. Fixed-pool continuation failed once at each of windows 10 and 11, and
original-pool continuation failed once at window 3. Their retries passed, and the 8192-token comparison with
MM-Zero uses the retrained fixed-pool continuation weights. Partial-pool refresh failed twice at window 12,
and one ladder-control run failed twice at window 3. Both runs stopped. Each failure arose from a single
generation batch in which all eight groups had zero variance. The new experiments pre-registered a threshold
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of 97/100. In them, NO-REFRESH failed twice at window 7 with 94/100 normal steps, 35 zero-signal warnings,
and training accuracy .728.

e File timestamps on the shared disk have a one-second resolution and can lag. A pre-registered ordering
check based on modification times blocked arm NO-REFRESH at window 5 (two files written in the same
second). The order is now proven by a content hash chain, with modification times as a coarse check with
five seconds of tolerance, and the check is rehearsed with same-second mutants. The first version of the
experiment was frozen and rebuilt as sagpd2 under the rule that each experiment is frozen only once.

¢ Quota exhaustion halted construction for about 11 hours once and left five machines idle; long depen-
dency chains are now queued ahead of time.

e A pre-registered health gate does block runs. Readouts are written as “no reading” and the gate is
not relaxed afterwards.

e Command arguments must be quoted (an unquoted argument disabled depth feedback in one exper-
iment), and base port plus stride times shard count must stay under 65,535.

e Zero-data discipline. Using the 70,000 public ThinkLite tasks as a candidate pool was considered and
dropped before any download, since it would violate the zero-data rule.

The following are observations in our reproduction setting and are not claims about the correctness of the
released system.

e Reproduction. Published base and v5 scores reproduce (50.27 against 50.03, and 54.25 against 54.18).
Local training reproduces three rounds (vl +2.67, v2 +4.05, v3 +3.30 over base).

e Gain is mostly finishing, by four routes. Paired per-item analysis (4,006 base failures that did not
finish, from 0.30 to 29.18); strict reproduction (7,257 finishing items, v1 +0.69, v2 +0.37, p-values above);
an untrained base at 16384 matching MM-Zero at 4096 (51.12 against 51.08); and the pre-registered 8192
comparison (59% retained).

e Source and paper review. The two equations for the difficulty reward and the training label contradict
each other; no image-necessity check (the figure-1 example can be answered without the image); text and
table disagree (56.6% against 54.5%; the 4B block average differs from its cells by up to 0.89; 10 against
60 training steps; 5 against 8 rollouts; the same 8B base evaluated twice differs by 0.4 with no error bars);
the central claim that three roles beat two has no experiment (the coder was never removed); one equation
branch can never fire and another affects 0.03% of batches yet is credited with 2.9 points; labels have no
program-based ground truth; the denominator drops truncated responses; about 16% of released images
are almost entirely black.

e A retracted accusation. We had earlier reported that MM-Zero lowers accuracy on items the base
model already answers (—1.28). With a zero-effect baseline (the same model compared with itself gives
—3.26) the change is +2.0 and there is no harm. That claim is withdrawn.

e Not done. A 16k fair-budget comparison (about four node-hours), and mechanistic ablations of MM-Zero
were not run.

e Replication and evaluation horizon. Each arm was trained once. The main comparison spans eight
continuation windows and has no 16k evaluation. Small score differences lack significance testing. NoO-
REFRESH halted at Ss31, leaving the pre-registered S3o endpoint unobserved.
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e Refresh timing. The first refresh point was set using existing logs. Without a random-refresh control on
a fixed three-window schedule, the contribution of history-dependent timing remains entangled with the
use of fresh tasks.

e Cross-model transfer. MiMo has a positive fresh-versus-retained endpoint difference in one run, with
small margins over CONTINUOUS and PERIODIC. Their pools were selected at Qwen’s difficulty frontier,
limiting conclusions about transfer across model families.

e Generator scope. The fixed programmatic library covers geometry, charts, tables, and counting, but
omits function plots, numerical estimation, and spatial tasks. Task-family shares and 19 thematic terms
were informed by the evaluation benchmarks; diversity beyond these templates remains unmeasured. The
initial task pool also contains model-rewritten questions with program-computed answers.

We select ten additional favorable examples from eight of the main-result benchmarks, comprising six Qwen3-
VL-8B-Instruct and four MiMo-VL-7B-SFT cases. They are distinct from the four cases in Section 8. Every
example compares that model’s public starting weights Sy with its own Sso: the second accepted window on
Pool 3, corresponding to continuation window 8. All cases use this common comparison stage rather than
different training stages, at the same 8192-token evaluation limit. Each card identifies the model and both
stages explicitly. In each of two independent decodings, both responses end normally, the base is incorrect
under format-corrected scoring, and Sss is correct under both answer checks. The primary decoding at
Ss3 also remains correct. The cards reproduce short verbatim excerpts from the primary decoding; the
surrounding explanations summarize our inspection of the original images and responses. These selected
successes illustrate local corrections, not their population frequency, an overall capability gain, or a causal
effect of a particular training component. Several corrected responses are longer than the base responses, so
shorter output alone cannot explain these cases.

45



C1. Include both relevant groups!

ChartQA #627

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: So (public starting model)

After: S33 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

- Hard to say 7%

In Poland and abroad 7%

- Only abroad 20%

~
~ - Onlyin Poland 66%

Task. What percentage would spend time in
Poland? Reference: 73.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base response counts only the 66 percent who
choose Poland exclusively. “The category "Only in
Poland" directly answers the question”

AFTER: completed and correct

The later response also includes the 7 percent who
choose both Poland and abroad. “So, I add the two
relevant percentages: 66% + 7% = 13%.”

66 +7=[73].

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sp: 118
After S35: 149

What changed? The labels are read correctly in
both responses; the correction is which categories
belong in the requested total.

C2. A branch is not one resistor!

SCEMQA-MC #2652

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

50 Q
300 Q

<
']
AW

100 Q

Task. Find the voltage across the 502 resistor.
Reference: C, 3.0 V.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base identifies the series branch but incorrectly
assigns its full 9 V to the 50-ohm component. “both
are equal to the battery voltage.”

AFTER: completed and correct

The later response distinguishes branch voltage
from component voltage and applies the divider
rule. “this voltage is divided between the two resis-
tors according to their resistance values.”

50
Voo =9 55105 = L2V

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sg: 247
After S35: 349

What changed? The circuit interpretation is re-
tained while the component-level calculation is re-
paired.

Figure 8 Additional completed-answer corrections. Category aggregation and component-level calculation.
C1 includes both relevant chart categories; C2 divides the branch voltage across its series resistors. Both decoding
repeats show the wrong-to-right transition for each item; examples are selected qualitatively.
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C3. Read the hits, then solve!

C4. Count the shaded pieces!

MATH-Vision #1585

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

12 Points 15 Points

Task. Three darts score 12, then 15 points. What
is the third score? Reference: 21.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect
The base reverses the first target’s hit locations,

assigns 4 points to the inner field, and answers 12.

“In the first shot, 3 darts hit the inner blue circle”

AFTER: completed and correct
The later response correctly distinguishes the outer

and inner hits and solves for their separate scores.

“In the first scenario, all three darts hit the outer
ring”

3v=12, 2z+y=15 = 3y=|21]

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sp: 1350
After S3o: 234

What changed? Correct visual grounding makes
the same simple algebra produce the right answer.

MATH-Vision #2555

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

8

Task. Find the shaded area of a right triangle with
legs 8 and 16 congruent pieces. Reference: 20.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base eventually assumes four white pieces and
twelve shaded pieces, giving 24. “So the shaded
area is 24.”

AFTER: completed and correct

The later response counts ten shaded pieces and
uses the area of one piece. “By eramining the im-
age, we can see that there are 10 shaded small tri-
angles.”

[

Ashaded = 75(?6(8) (10) = .

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sp: 4555
After S3o: 241

What changed? The correction concerns the vi-
sual count; the total-area formula was already avail-
able to the base.

Figure 9 Additional completed-answer corrections. Visual grounding followed by arithmetic. C3 distinguishes
the two target fields before solving their scores; C4 counts the shaded pieces before multiplying by their area. Both
decoding repeats show the wrong-to-right transition for each item; examples are selected qualitatively.
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CS. Use the supplementary angle!

Cé6. A loop is half a wavelength!

MathVerse #226

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sp (public starting model)

After: S33 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

C D

A 5

Task. With AB || CD and angle A = 70°, find
angle 1. Reference: D, 110°.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base treats the marked angle as corresponding
to the given angle and selects 70 degrees. “so it’s
a corresponding angle.”

AFTER: completed and correct

The later response identifies the adjacent linear
pair at the lower parallel line. “Angle 1 and this
70° angle are on a straight line, so they are supple-
mentary.”

21 =180° = 70° = [ 110° ]

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sp: 234
After 3321 353

What changed? The marked region is inter-
preted correctly before applying the parallel-line
relation.

PhyX #1353

Model: MiMo-VL-7B-SFT

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

60 cm

Task. A standing wave spans 60 cm and oscillates
at 100 Hz. Find its speed. Reference: D, 30 m/s.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base counts the four standing-wave loops as
four full wavelengths and obtains 15 m/s. “there
are 4 full wavelengths in this distance.”

AFTER: completed and correct

After revising its count, the later response ends
with the diagram-consistent two-wavelength expla-
nation. ‘there are 2 full wavelengths.”

v = 100X :.

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sp: 927
After S32: 1185

A= Ozﬂ = 0.30m,

What changed? The final explanation repairs
the wavelength count. Its intermediate reasoning
still contains revisions.

Figure 10 Additional completed-answer corrections. Interpreting the marked geometry. C5 uses a supplemen-
tary rather than equal angle; C6 distinguishes standing-wave loops from full wavelengths in its final explanation. Both

decoding repeats show the wrong-to-right transition for each item; examples are selected qualitatively.
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C7. Compare the full object length!

C8. Locate the quietest marking!

VisNumBench #1547

Model: MiMo-VL-7B-SFT

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

Task. Which object, A-D from left to right, has
the greatest length? Reference: d, the scissors.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base selects the mouse even though the scissors
extend farther along their long axis. “The mouse
(A) seems to be the longest among them.”

AFTER: completed and correct

The later response compares the full object extents
and selects the rightmost scissors. “Scissors are
longer than the others.”

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sg: 127
After Szo: 207

What changed? The visual comparison changes
from A to D; both outputs already submit an ex-
plicit answer.

MMMU-Pro (4 options) #1008
Model: MiMo-VL-7B-SFT

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S33 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

Study this music for flute and piano and then answer the questions that follow.
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Task. Is bar 8 the quietest bar in the displayed
music? Reference: A, True.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base recognizes pianissimo but places the
marking outside bar 8 and answers False. “So bar
8 is not the quietest.”

AFTER: completed and correct

The later response associates the displayed pianis-
simo marking with bar 8 and answers True. “Bar
8 features the pp marking.”

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sp: 590
After S32: 299

What changed? The correction links a known
musical symbol to its location. Here pp is the soft-
est marking shown, not a universal minimum dy-
namic.

Figure 11 Additional completed-answer corrections. Visual comparison and symbol localization. C7 compares
full object lengths; C8 locates the pianissimo marking in the requested bar. Both decoding repeats show the wrong-

to-right transition for each item; examples are selected qualitatively.

49




C9. Account for all three effects!

MMMU #442

Model: MiMo-VL-7B-SFT

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

Steam_

Condensate 1 l_ 2 l_ 3
q—

Feed

Task. What is the total capacity of the forward-
feed evaporator? Reference: A, E1 + FE2 + Fs.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base focuses on the first feed stage and chooses
its evaporation term alone. “Option C is E1. So
the answer should be C.”

AFTER: completed and correct

The later final explanation treats capacity as total
evaporation across the three-effect system. “each
effect contributes to removing water from the feed.”

Etotal = El + E2 + E3 .

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sg: 252
After S3o: 825

What changed? The system boundary changes
from one effect to the full apparatus. The base’s
raw text selects C, so this is not solely a formatting
repair.

C10. Read the value, not the footer!

ChartQA #714

Model: Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct

Before: Sy (public starting model)

After: S32 (Pool 3, window 2)

Training progress: continuation window 8

Unknown 4 502

- Female 1 408 T - Male 10335

@ Additional Information

Task. How many female murder offenders were
there in 20197 Reference: 1,408.

BEFORE: completed but incorrect

The base mistakes the 2021 copyright footer for the
data year and withholds an answer despite men-
tioning 1,408. “it is not possible to determine the
number of female murder offenders in 2019 from
this image.”

AFTER: completed and correct

The later response answers from the Female label.
The image itself does not separately print the data
year. ‘“the value associated with the "Female” cate-
gory is 1,408.”

Generated tokens (primary decoding)
Before Sp: 108
After S3o: 132

What changed? This is a correction of answer
acceptance and date interpretation, rather than
newly learned arithmetic.

Figure 12 Additional completed-answer corrections. System scope and answer acceptance. C9 accounts for
evaporation in every effect; C10 reads the chart label instead of treating a copyright date as a reason to abstain. Both

decoding repeats show the wrong-to-right transition for each item; examples are selected qualitatively.
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