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ABSTRACT

Reinforcement Learning with Verifiable Rewards (RLVR) has advanced the reason-
ing capability of large language models (LLMs), enabling autonomous agents that
can conduct effective multi-turn and tool-integrated reasoning. While instructions
serve as the primary protocol for defining agents, RLVR typically relies on static
and manually designed instructions. However, those instructions may be subop-
timal for the base model, and the optimal instruction may change as the agent’s
policy improves and explores the interaction with the environment. To bridge the
gap, we introduce INSPO, a novel Instruction-policy Co-Evolution framework that
integrates instruction optimization as a dynamic component of the reinforcement
learning (RL) loop. INSPO maintains a dynamic population of instruction can-
didates that are sampled with questions, where reward signals in RL loops are
automatically attributed to each instruction, and low performers are periodically
pruned. New instructions are generated and verified through an on-policy reflection
mechanism, where an LLM-based optimizer analyzes past experience from a replay
buffer and evolves more effective strategies given the current policy. We conduct
extensive experiments on multi-turn retrieval and reasoning tasks, demonstrating
that INSPO substantially outperforms strong baselines relying on static instructions.
INSPO discovers innovative instructions that guide the agent toward more strategic
reasoning paths, achieving substantial performance gains with only a marginal
increase in computational overhead.

1 INTRODUCTION

The advent of large language models (LLMs) (Brown et al., 2020; Chung et al., 2024) has given
rise to autonomous agents that are capable of reasoning, interpreting user intents, and tackling
complex tasks via interacting with the environment (Yao et al., 2023). When paired with carefully
engineered instructions, LLM-based agents have excelled in a wide range of applications, such as
code generation (Jimenez et al., 2023), retrieval-augmented generation (Trivedi et al., 2023), and
interactive decision-making (Su et al., 2025). Recently, the reinforcement learning (RL) (Sutton
et al., 1999) paradigm has further advanced the reasoning capabilities of LLM agents, enabling them
to learn policies from verifiable rewards (Shao et al., 2024) (RLVR) and achieve multi-turn and
tool-integrated reasoning (Jin et al., 2025; Xue et al., 2025).

In the core of these agentic capabilities, instructions serve as the protocol for programming these
agents, characterizing their roles, and defining any available tools/interfaces for interaction. The
performance of LLM-based agents has been shown to be highly dependent on the instruction (Zhou
et al., 2025), and subtle changes can exert substantial differences in generated trajectories, preventing
robust and generalizable agent applications. The compounding effect of instructions is further
amplified when LLMs are post-trained via RL, where changes in instructions can result in different
initial spaces for policy learning, thereby largely affecting the converged performance after training
(Liu et al., 2025a). Consequently, instruction design becomes crucial for agent training and typically
requires costly human efforts for iterative refinements via trial-and-error.

∗Now at Google. Code is available at https://github.com/cambridgeltl/inspo.
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The traditional paradigm of RLVR treats instruction as a static and pre-defined input. However,
the optimal instruction for the base model is not always known a priori and may even change
as the model’s policy improves and explores the interaction with the environment (Soylu et al.,
2024). Recent findings also underscore the importance of instruction for RL, where injecting reward
specification (Zhang et al., 2025) or in-context hints (Liu et al., 2025b) into the instruction better
aligns the model with the learning objective and generates richer reward signals. While automated
prompt optimization (APO) (Zhou et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2024) approaches exist for obtaining a
better instruction before commencing the RL phase, generalizing them to the online setting of RL
and incorporating adaptive knowledge during policy updates is rather non-trivial.

To bridge this gap, we propose to automate instruction learning not as a static term, but as an
integral and dynamic component of the RL learning loop, allowing the instruction and policy to
co-evolve in an online setup. We introduce INSPO, INStruction-POlicy co-evolution, for agentic policy
optimization, a novel framework that delivers two major innovations:

• Policy-Optimization with Dynamic Instructions: In contrast to existing RLVR approaches that
rely on a static instruction, INSPO maintains a dynamic population of instruction candidates.
During policy optimization, instructions are sampled from this population and weighted by
their importance. The reward signals not only provide the policy gradients, but also attribute
reward signals to each instruction candidate based on the assignment. We periodically prune low-
performing candidates via successive halving and evolve new instructions from high-performing
ones, ensuring a self-improving set of instructions that learns to incorporate new knowledge for
policy learning.

• Experience-Driven Instruction Generation: To generate innovative and effective instruction
candidates, we introduce an on-policy reflection mechanism that mimics the idea of experience
replay. INSPO utilizes a replay buffer that prioritizes past trajectories where the agent made
incorrect or low-reward predictions. The history of experience then provides a reflection signal to
an LLM-based instruction-proposer module, which analyzes the failure cases and evolves new
instructions via self-reflection. Lastly, the newly proposed instructions are verified via a low-cost
proxy before merging into the active population, where low-performing candidates are rejected.

We validate our approach through extensive experiments on multi-turn retrieval and reasoning tasks.
The experimental results show that INSPO substantially outperforms strong baselines that use static
instructions. We demonstrate that INSPO evolves precise and innovative instructions that guide the
LLM to discover more strategic reasoning paths and avoid erroneous patterns. Our ablation study
further confirms that the online co-optimization of instruction and policy outperforms optimizing
the instruction either before or after the RL phase. By enabling the online automation of instruction
optimization alongside the policy optimization, INSPO incurs only a marginal computation overhead
to the RL training process while bringing substantial performance gains.

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 REINFORCEMENT LEARNING WITH MULTI-TURN TOOL-USING

We formalize multi-turn tool-using as a Markov Decision Process (MDP) (Hauskrecht et al., 2013),
where the LLM-based agent, governed by its policy π and parameterized by the weights θ, interacts
with an external environment by calling a tool engine T . It generates a trajectory τ as its state
that comprises multiple turns of interactions: τ = (I, q, a0, o0, . . . , ak−1, ok−1, ak), where I is the
initial instruction and q is the question input. ak is the response from the LLM given the history
trajectory up to turn k, expressing the action of the agent for each turn, such that a ∼ πθ(·|I, q;T ).
The observation o is the feedback from the environment by calling the tool engine, ok = T (ak),
which is concatenated in an interleaved manner with the action that forms the final trajectory.

The learning objective of RL is to optimize the policy parameters θ by maximizing the expected
returns over a distribution of questions D, where r(τ) defines the reward function. In RLVR,
the reward is typically defined via a rule-based verifier, such as an exact match reward function,
rEM(τ) ∈ {1, 0}, which returns 1 only if the final action matches the ground truth, and 0 otherwise.
Therefore, the learning objective of RL is expressed as:

max
πθ

Eq∼D,τ∼πθ(·|I,q;T ) [r(τ)] . (1)
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Figure 1: Illustration of INSPO: In phase 1, INSPO maintains a dynamic population of instruction
candidates. For each sampled question, the instruction is sampled based on a selection probability
weighted by the importance of each instruction. The reward signals not only update the policy
model but also update the importance of instructions. In addition, INSPO involves a replay buffer
that prioritizes failure trajectories or trajectories that come with low rewards (marked in red) for
experience-driven self-reflection. In phase 2, the history of experience then provides a correction
signal to an LLM-based instruction-proposer module, which analyzes the failure cases and evolves
new instructions via self-reflection. New instructions are then passed for verification, where the
top-performing candidates are merged into the active population of instructions.

2.2 GROUP RELATIVE POLICY OPTIMIZATION (GRPO)

Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al., 2024) is a state-of-the-art policy optimiza-
tion method for language model that derives from Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) (Schulman
et al., 2017) and obviates the need for a separate model for value function approximation, but instead
uses the group-wise sampling to estimate an advantage function A based on relative performance
within a group G. For each pair of instruction I and question q ∼ D, GRPO samples a group of
trajectories {τi}Gi=1 with tool interaction from the old policy πθold(· | I, q; T ) and optimizes the
following objective with a KL divergence DKL penalty for regularization:

JGRPO(θ) = Eq∼D, {τi}G
i=1∼πθold (·|I,q;T ) 1

G

G∑
i=1

1∑
t Ii,t

|τi|∑
t=1

Ii,t ·min
(
ρi,t(θ)Âi,t, clip (ρi,t(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ) Âi,t

)
− β DKL (πθ ||πref)


(2)

where ρi,t(θ) is the token-level importance ratio, and Âi is the advantage that computes the relative
rewards normalized in a group of outputs {rj}Gj=1:

ρi,t(θ) =
πθ(τi,t|τi,<t)

πθold(τi,t|τi,<t)
, Âi =

ri −mean({rj}Gj=1)

std({rj}Gj=1)
. (3)

Different to training a single-turn agent, applying policy gradients to the complete trajectory with
environmental observations o that are off-policy may make the training process unstable and result
in unintended reward collapse (Jin et al., 2025; Xue et al., 2025). Hence, GRPO for multi-turn
RL involves an indicator function, Ii,t, that masks out any token-level responses that are from the
observation o, and the loss is computed only over tokens in a that are from the agent’s own actions.

3 INSTRUCTION-POLICY CO-EVOLUTION (INSPO)

The conventional RLVR approach relies on a static and pre-defined instruction, which may be
suboptimal and fails to adapt to observations from the environment as the agent’s policy updates,
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potentially constraining the exploration of the agent and resulting in a local optimum for policy
learning. Instead, INSPO re-frames the instruction design in RLVR not as a one-off human engineering,
but as a dynamic and integral component of the RL loop that can be automatically optimized.
We introduce INSPO, Instruction-policy co-evolution, a novel co-evolving framework where the
instruction is optimized alongside the agent’s policy learning, enabling the discovery of more
effective strategies and reasoning pathways in an online setting. The core of INSPO is composed
of two synergistic components: policy optimization with a dynamic set of instructions and an
experience-driven self-reflection mechanism for generating new instructions based on the current
policy.

3.1 POLICY OPTIMIZATION WITH DYNAMIC INSTRUCTIONS

To encourage the exploration of agents with different reasoning strategies, INSPO first maintains
a dynamic population at a maximum of N instruction candidates, denoted as P = {Ij}Nj=1. Each
instruction Ij is associated with a learnable importance weight wj , forming a set of weightsW =
{wj}Nj=1 that correspondingly assigns the importance to each candidate.

During the training steps, for each question q, an instruction Ij is sampled from the population P
based on a selection probability distribution, I ∼ p(·|W;P), conditioned on the importance weights
W . The selection probability for each instruction is calculated using a softmax function with a
temperature parameter τs that controls the exploration of new instructions against the exploitation
of known effective ones. It allocates higher probabilities for more effective instructions while
down-weighting the proportion of less-performing instructions in sampling:

p(Ij |W;P) = exp(wj/τs)∑N
j=1 exp(wj/τs)

. (4)

This instruction sampling mechanism in INSPO enables us to integrate instruction optimization
directly into the RL objective. The policy is similarly optimized by maximizing the expected reward,
where the expectation is now taken over not only the distribution of questions q ∼ D but also the
distribution of instructions I ∼ p(·|W;P). The learning objective of INSPO is thus extended as:

JINSPO(θ,W) = Eq∼D,I∼p(·|W;P), {τi}G
i=1∼πθold (·|I,q;T ) 1

G

G∑
i=1

1∑
t Ii,t

|τi|∑
t=1

Ii,t ·min
(
ρi,t(θ)Âi,t, clip (ρi,t(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ) Âi,t

)
− β DKL (πθ ||πref)


(5)

The reward signals obtained from the samples now act for two objectives simultaneously: 1) updating
the policy parameters θ via the INSPO policy gradient objective; 2) updating the importance weightsW
of the population of instructions. After a trajectory τ ∼ πθt−1

(·|Ij , q; T ) generated with instruction Ij
receives a reward r(τ), the reward can be automatically attributed back to Ij based on the assignment.
We then update its corresponding importance weight wj using a running average of the mean reward
r̄ at a window size of n steps for a stable estimation of the importance over the group of trajectories
generated by Ij :

wj ←
n

n+ 1
wj +

1

n+ 1
r̄, where r̄ =

1

G

∑
ri. (6)

To ensure a self-improving population of instructions, the population P is periodically pruned and
evolved. At regular intervals, we apply a pruning phase for population control akin to the Successive
Halving algorithm (Jamieson & Talwalkar, 2016), where the bottom half of instruction candidates,
ranked by their importance weights wj , are pruned from the population, thereby focusing the policy
optimization on more promising instructions. The top-performing candidates are then treated as
parents to evolve new and potentially superior instructions.

3.2 EXPERIENCE-DRIVEN INSTRUCTION GENERATION

To generate novel and effective instructions, INSPO employs an on-policy reflection mechanism to
generate new instructions. Inspired by the experience replay in RL (Lin, 1992; Mnih et al., 2015), we
introduce a replay buffer B in INSPO for proposing new instructions via reflecting on past trajectories
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Algorithm 1 INSPO: Instruction-Policy Co-Evolution
1: Input: Initial policy πθ0 , LLM-based optimizer O, training steps T , population size NP , number of

instructions as parents Nparent, pruning and evolving frequency Kp, Ke, evolving steps Te.
2: Initialize: Initial population P0, importance weightsW0 ← {0}NP , replay buffer B ← ∅.
3: for t = 1, . . . , T do
4: [Policy Optimization with Dynamic Instructions]
5: Sample a question q ∼ D and an instruction Ij ∼ p(·|Wt−1;Pt−1).
6: Generate a group of trajectories {τi}Gi=1 ∼ πθt−1(·|Ij , q; T ).
7: Compute rewards {ri}Gi=1 for each trajectory τi.
8: Update policy parameters θt ← INSPO.Update(θt−1, {τi}, {ri}).
9: Update importance weight wj using average reward r̄ = 1

G

∑
ri.

10: if t (modKp) = 0 and |Pt−1| > Nparent then
11: Rank instructions in Pt−1 by weightsWt−1.
12: Prune bottom N/2 instructions to create a new pool Pt, s.t. |Pt| ≥ Nparent.
13: end if
14: [Experience-Driven Instruction Generation]
15: Add (Ij , q, τi, ri) to the replay buffer B.
16: if t (modKe) = 0 and t < Te then
17: Pparent ← topNparent

(Pt−1); Pt ← ∅;Wt ← {0}NP .
18: while |Pt| < NP do
19: Sample Iparent from Pparent and failure trajectories {τfail} from B.
20: Generate {Inew} ∼ O(·|Iparent, {τfail}).
21: Verify {Inew} on a validation set DB and add top candidates to Pnew.
22: end while
23: Set new population Pt ← Pparent ∪ Pnew, s.t. |Pt| = NP .
24: end if
25: end for
26: Return optimized policy πθT and best instruction I∗ = argmaxIj∈PT

wj .

in memory, which contain interaction history with the environment. At each training step, we store a
tuple of (I, q, τ, r(τ)) into the buffer B. We prioritize storing trajectories that resulted in incorrect
or low-reward predictions from the latest step, creating a source of correction signals based on past
failures. Periodically, we evolve new instruction candidates by this on-policy reflection mechanism
that involves three key steps:

1. Select: When the early phase has pruned the population to a target size, we select the top Nparent
instructions as the best-performing candidates to serve as parents for evolution. We randomly
sample one instruction It at a time to form the parent for the generation process.

2. Generate: Together with the parent instruction, we sample a batch of failure trajectories from the
replay buffer B that were generated in the latest step. These trajectories contain rich information
that reveals the failure modes of the newest policy and its history of interaction with the environ-
ment. We then leverage an LLM-based optimizer O to reflect on failure patterns and propose new
instruction candidates. Precisely, the optimizer is prompted with the parent instruction and the
failure trajectories, and is tasked with performing self-reflection: it analyzes the causes of failures,
critiques the existing strategy in instruction, and proposes refined instructions {Inew} designed to
guide the agent to overcome these erroneous actions. This stands as a critical step for INSPO that
constantly involves online feedback into the policy learning process.

3. Verify: Newly generated instructions are finally verified before merging into the active population
to maintain the stability of the training. Each proposed candidate Inew is evaluated via a low-cost
proxy, where we sample a subset of samples DB from the replay buffer for validation, and only
the top-performing candidates are added to the new population Pt.

This generate-and-verify loop continues until the population is refilled to the target population size
NP , ensuring a self-improving population of instructions. In the inference time, we only return the
best instruction with the highest importance weight I∗ = argmaxIj∈PT

wj , which is portable and
transferable for LLM inference. The complete procedure for INSPO is provided in Algorithm 1.
Overall, the dynamic instruction sampling integrates natively with the policy optimization loop for
exploring diverse reasoning strategies, and the experience-driven self-reflection mechanism enables
the agent to incorporate new environmental feedback into the policy learning process.
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4 EXPERIMENTS

Models and evaluation data. We evaluate our approach on a diverse set of tool-integrated question-
answering benchmarks with the search tool. For multi-hop question answering, which requires
complex reasoning and multi-turn information retrieval, we include HotpotQA (Yang et al., 2018),
2WikiMQA (Ho et al., 2020), MuSiQue (Trivedi et al., 2022), and Bamboogle (Press et al., 2023). For
general question answering, we include Natural Questions (NQ) (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019), TriviaQA
(Joshi et al., 2017), and PopQA (Mallen et al., 2023). We conduct INSPO experiments on Qwen
2.5 series (Qwen et al., 2025), specifically the 3B and 7B versions. We leverage the state-of-the-art
reasoning model, Gemini 2.5 Pro (Comanici et al., 2025), as the LLM-based optimizer.

Baselines. We compare INSPO against the following baselines that all come with a static instruction:

• Model Inference: We include baselines without tool-using. We compare against the direct
inference approach (Direct), Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) (Chung et al., 2024), and GRPO
(Shao et al., 2024) on the same question-answering training data mixture without tool integration.

• Tool-Integrated Methods: For tool-integrated reasoning, we include Retrieval-Augmented
Generation (RAG) (Lewis et al., 2020), IRCoT (Trivedi et al., 2023), Search-o1 (Li et al., 2025a),
SFT (reject sampling) (Jin et al., 2025), and the state-of-the-art Search-R1 (Jin et al., 2025)
approach that extends GRPO to multi-turn interleaved reasoning with a search engine.

Setups. For all tool-integrated experiments, we follow the experimental setup as Search-R1, and use
the E5 (Wang et al., 2022) as the retriever with a knowledge source on the 2018 Wikipedia dump
(Karpukhin et al., 2020). The training data consists of a mixture of the NQ and HotpotQA training
sets. We use the Exact Match (EM) as the reward function. For all inference-only baselines, we
report the performance from instruct models, and the rest using the base models for training.
In the INSPO framework, we maintain a population size NP of 7, Nparent of 2 for exploration, and
a temperature τs of 0.2 in computing the selection probability for balancing the exploration and
exploitation on candidates. We set a pruning period Kp at 5 and the evolution period Ke at 15. We
evolve Te = 150 steps out of a total of 300 steps, thereby allowing the policy to be sufficiently
optimized with the INSPO-evolved instruction. We refer readers to App. §B for more details.

5 RESULTS

Main results. We present the main results of INSPO compared to baselines in Table 1. INSPO yields
substantial performance improvements over model inference and tool-integrated baselines that all
come with a static instruction. INSPO achieves an average EM score of 38.2% on all benchmarks
with Qwen-2.5-3B, surpassing the state-of-the-art RL baseline with the search tool, Search-R1, by
a large margin of 6%. This performance advantage is consistent when scaling to the 7B model. In
particular, we observe that INSPO excelled in complex multi-hop reasoning tasks, such as HotpotQA
and 2WikiMQA, where INSPO outperforms the Search-R1 baseline over 7% in the 3B model. This
is further reflected in Fig. 2 (b), where the co-evolution of instruction and policy enables the agent
to execute a greater number of valid tool calls, thereby leveraging more turns of interactions with
the environment to resolve challenging questions. In contrast, the baseline, constrained by a static
instruction, converges to a policy with a mean of tool calls that is marginally above 1, limiting its
ability to decompose and solve multi-hop questions. In addition, we observe that INSPO periodically
evolves to longer prompt length as shown in Fig. 2 (c). It validates the functionality of the self-
reflection mechanism in instruction generation, where INSPO constantly involves environmental
feedback to refine the instruction with new details. These results collectively show that by treating
the instruction as a dynamic and optimizable component of the learning loop, INSPO unlocks more
effective and strategic tool-integrated reasoning paths.

Case analysis. We further inspect the agent trajectory from both baseline and INSPO to better
understand the source of the performance disparity. In App. §D, we observe that the baseline model,
trained with a static instruction, attempts to solve the question with a single and broad search query
that mirrors the input question. It fails to retrieve the necessary evidence, leading the agent to
hallucinate an incorrect final answer. In Fig. 3 and App. §D, we show an example of the instruction
evolution loop that provides insight into how INSPO evolves better instructions. By analyzing
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Table 1: Main results on multi-hop and general question-answering benchmarks. All results are
reported using exact match (EM) scores. We report baseline results from Jin et al. (2025).

Qwen-2.5-3B

Method HotpotQA 2WikiMQA MuSiQue Bamboogle NQ TriviaQA PopQA Avg.

Model Inference

Direct 0.149 0.244 0.020 0.024 0.106 0.288 0.108 0.134
SFT 0.186 0.248 0.044 0.112 0.249 0.292 0.104 0.176
GRPO 0.201 0.268 0.055 0.224 0.226 0.455 0.173 0.229

Tool-integrated Methods

IRCoT 0.164 0.171 0.067 0.240 0.111 0.312 0.200 0.181
RAG 0.255 0.226 0.047 0.080 0.348 0.544 0.387 0.270
SFT 0.240 0.233 0.059 0.210 0.294 0.488 0.332 0.265
Search-o1 0.221 0.218 0.054 0.320 0.238 0.472 0.262 0.255

Search-R1 0.309 0.281 0.074 0.126 0.438 0.599 0.425 0.322
INSPO 0.377 0.359 0.151 0.331 0.437 0.587 0.431 0.382

Qwen-2.5-7B

Method HotpotQA 2WikiMQA MuSiQue Bamboogle NQ TriviaQA PopQA Avg.

Model Inference

Direct 0.183 0.250 0.031 0.120 0.134 0.408 0.140 0.181
SFT 0.217 0.259 0.066 0.112 0.318 0.354 0.121 0.207
GRPO 0.242 0.273 0.083 0.296 0.297 0.539 0.202 0.276

Tool-integrated Methods

IRCoT 0.133 0.149 0.072 0.224 0.224 0.478 0.301 0.239
RAG 0.299 0.235 0.058 0.208 0.349 0.585 0.392 0.304
SFT 0.331 0.296 0.123 0.355 0.360 0.592 0.380 0.348
Search-o1 0.187 0.176 0.058 0.296 0.151 0.443 0.131 0.206

Search-R1 0.356 0.308 0.128 0.355 0.423 0.575 0.411 0.365
INSPO 0.368 0.349 0.115 0.339 0.476 0.646 0.455 0.393
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Figure 2: (a) INSPO vs. Search-R1: INSPO shows a better reward at convergence compared to
the Search-R1 baseline. (b) Number of tool calls: INSPO discovers instructions that lead agents to
leverage a larger number of tool usages for solving the problem, whereas the baseline converges to
a single-turn tool-use. (c) Prompt length: Periodically, INSPO evolves longer and more effective
instructions along the RL training process, whereas the baseline sticks to a static instruction. (d)
Response length: With a larger number of tool calls by INSPO, the converged response comes with
more tokens, which contains richer information from the search engine.

trajectories given the initial instruction, the LLM-based optimizer in INSPO identifies common failure
modes, such as “poor adherence to structure” and “overconfidence in internal knowledge”. It then
generates new instruction candidates that explicitly mitigate these specific flaws by, for instance,
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Table 2: Ablation studies on the components of INSPO on Qwen-2.5-3B. The results show that
(1) online co-evolution is superior to offline optimization, (2) reflection-based proposers are more
effective than simpler alternatives (prompts given in App. §C), and (3) all components of the co-
evolution loop (prune & verify) contribute to the final performance.

Method HotpotQA 2WikiMQA MuSiQue Bamboogle NQ TriviaQA PopQA Avg.

Instruction Evolution Stage

Pre-Policy 0.313 0.312 0.091 0.274 0.410 0.573 0.421 0.342
Post-Policy 0.313 0.280 0.074 0.137 0.443 0.599 0.425 0.325

Instruction Proposer

Paraphrasing 0.307 0.278 0.071 0.105 0.442 0.589 0.419 0.316
History 0.319 0.294 0.078 0.129 0.451 0.614 0.427 0.330

Instruction Population

INSPO (Reflect) 0.313 0.296 0.077 0.137 0.447 0.606 0.435 0.330
+ Pruning 0.352 0.345 0.122 0.258 0.434 0.592 0.436 0.363
+ Verify 0.377 0.359 0.151 0.331 0.437 0.587 0.431 0.382

mandating a step-by-step plan for tool-using and enforcing a strict XML format for actions. The new
instruction reflects on prior failures, enriches the characteristics, and forces the agent to follow a
step-by-step plan. This structured reasoning directly leads to the correct answer.

Instruction Evolution Stage. We compare our online co-evolution with two offline APO alternatives:
pre-policy optimization, where the instruction is optimized before RL training begins, and post-policy
optimization, where the instruction is tuned after the training is complete. We observe that only
the pre-policy brings subtle gains to the converged performance, whereas the post-policy model has
become overfitted to the initial instruction and fails to adapt. It validates that the optimal instruction
changes as the policy learns, and co-evolution is crucial for achieving the best performance.

Instruction Proposer. We replace our reflection-based optimizer with two simpler APO alternatives
to ablate the effectiveness of the reflection mechanism. In Table 2, we include a paraphrasing-based
optimizer (Zhou et al., 2023) that generates I ∼ O(·|Iold) and a history-based (Yang et al., 2024)
optimizer with I ∼ O(·|{Ii, ri}ni=1) that conditions on instruction-reward pairs. It shows that both
optimizers are inadequate to yield gains along the policy optimization. It underscores the importance
of the self-reflection mechanism that incorporates online feedback to generate instructions.

Instruction Population. Finally, we ablate the core modules in INSPO. We start from the INSPO with
a constant population size without pruning, which shows an average score of 33.0%. Applying
the periodic pruning of low-performing candidates (+ Pruning) further improves performance to
36.3%, and the full INSPO approach that includes the generate-verify loop (+ Verify) achieves the best
performance. This highlights the importance of maintaining a high-quality population of instructions,
which can drive the policy models towards better policy and generate richer reward signals.

6 RELATED WORK

Reinforcement Learning for LLMs. Reinforcement learning (RL) (Sutton et al., 1999) has been
a powerful paradigm for post-training LLMs, notably in aligning LLMs with human preference
(Ouyang et al., 2022; Rafailov et al., 2023). It typically trains a reward model and optimizes the
policy via Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) (Schulman et al., 2017). Recently, DeepSeek-R1
(Guo et al., 2025) has demonstrated the effectiveness of using rule-based verifiable rewards (RLVR)
in advancing the reasoning capabilities of LLMs, where GRPO (Shao et al., 2024) obviates the need
for a critic model by group-wise sampling. DAPO (Yu et al., 2025) further introduces techniques that
improve the training stabilities of RLVR, such as clipping-higher and dynamic sampling. In addition,
Dr. GRPO (Liu et al., 2025a) rectifies the length bias in GRPO. Orthogonal to these approaches,
INSPO serves as a modular component to the typical RLVR learning loop.
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You must conduct reasoning inside <think>

and </think>. 

After reasoning, you can call a search

engine by <search> query </search> and it

will return the searched results between

<information> and </information>. 

Provide the answer inside <answer> and

</answer>...

1.  Poor Adherence to Structure

2.  Overconfidence in Internal Knowledge

3.  Inability to Handle Irrelevant

Information 

4.  Output Formatting Errors

5.  Task Derailment and Hallucination

You are required to answer the following question. To do so, you must

externalize your entire thought process using the specified XML tags. 

Your task is to follow the "Evidence-Based Reasoning" protocol. The most

important step is identifying and resolving ambiguity.

1.  Plan: In a `<think>...</think>` block, create a numbered plan of

inquiry. Start with broad questions and be prepared to add more specific

ones. 

2.  Execute & Analyze: For each planned step: 

Execute a `<search>...</search>`. Analyze the results in a

`<think>...</think>` block using this mandatory format: 

Evidence: Quote the exact text from the source document...

Reasoning: Explain what the quote means...

Ambiguity Check: Ask yourself: Does it contradict other information?

If there is any ambiguity, state "Insufficient" and add a new step to

your plan to resolve it (e.g., "Search for X to clarify Y")... 
3.  Synthesize & Answer: Once you have sufficient, unambiguous evidence for

all parts of the question, use a final `<think>...</think>` block.

Synthesize the "Reasoning" portions from your analysis into a complete

answer. Ensure no ambiguities remain. Then, provide the final answer in a

self-contained `<answer>...</answer>` block.

INSPO-Optimized Instruction

+ Critics

Instruction in the Loop

+ Observation

Policy Model

Figure 3: A demonstration of the instruction co-evolution process with the policy model for using
the search tool. The policy model is first prompted with the instruction-question pair, generating
trajectories with environmental feedback and rewards, which are passed to an LLM-based optimizer
for the experience-driven reflection process. The optimizer generates critiques on the failures and
proposes new instruction candidates, forming an online optimization loop for the instruction.

Tool-Integrated Agents. LLMs can be instructed to follow the pattern of reasoning and acting, which
enables agentic applications with tool integration (Yao et al., 2023). For instance, IRCoT (Trivedi
et al., 2023) interleaved chain-of-thought reasoning (Wei et al., 2022) with information retrieval.
Toolformer (Schick et al., 2023) trains LLMs with diverse tool usages via SFT. More recently, the
RL paradigm has led to agents with multi-turn tool interactions (Feng et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025b),
where the search tool has excelled in resolving question-answering tasks (Jin et al., 2025; Song et al.,
2025). Though there is a growth of end-to-end RL frameworks for multi-turn tool-use (Xue et al.,
2025; Jiang et al., 2025), the importance of instruction design for agentic policy optimization has
been largely overlooked, and they all rely on a costly manual design for the instruction that initializes
the interaction with tools while treating it as a static component along the learning process.

Instruction Optimization. The instruction serves as the protocol for defining the agents’ behaviors,
where language agents have been exposed to sensitivity with respect to prompt designs (Zhou
et al., 2025). Traditional instruction optimization (IO) approaches rely on simply paraphrasing
the instruction (Zhou et al., 2023; 2024). Wan et al. (2024; 2025) emphasizes the importance of
demonstration/exemplars together with the general instruction design. Recent approaches integrate
LLM-based optimizers (Yang et al., 2024) and leverage textual gradients (Pryzant et al., 2023;
Yüksekgönül et al., 2025) to optimize the instruction, where Agrawal et al. (2025) show that reflective
prompt design can even outperform the RL paradigm. Previously, Soylu et al. (2024) propose
interleaving IO with SFT. In the pioneering context of RL, different from traditional IO approaches
that optimize the instruction before commencing the RL training (Zhang et al., 2025), INSPO is
the first framework to integrate IO directly into the online RL loop, co-evolving instructions with
on-policy experience and environmental feedback.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced INSPO, a novel framework that enables the co-evolution of instructions
and policy learning for agentic policy optimization. Different to existing RLVR approaches that
rely on static, manually-designed instructions, INSPO maintains a dynamic population of instruction
candidates and employs an experience-driven instruction generation mechanism, automating the
discovery of more effective reasoning strategies via reflecting on online feedback along the policy
learning process. Our experiments demonstrate that INSPO substantially outperforms strong baselines
with static instructions on a wide range of tool-integrated question-answering benchmarks. The
case studies and ablation analyses further confirmed that the online, reflection-based co-evolution of
instructions is key to guiding the agent toward more robust and accurate tool-integrated reasoning.
INSPO represents a significant step toward creating a more autonomous and adaptive RL framework,
reducing the burden of manual prompt engineering and unlocking new capabilities in LLM agents.
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A FUTURE WORK AND LIMITATIONS

While INSPO demonstrates substantial performance improvement, the effectiveness of our experience-
driven instruction generation relies on a capable LLM-based optimizer for self-reflection and generat-
ing sophisticated instructions. We have primarily studied using Gemini 2.5 Pro as the optimizer, and
we will endeavor to explore other thinking-style models as part of our future work. We would like
to note that INSPO still introduces a marginal but non-zero computation overhead that includes the
API costs for the LLM-based optimizer and the inference cost for the phase of verification, which we
have shown is marginal compared to the cost of the total training. Lastly, our current experiments
have primarily focused on search-based question answering tasks. We believe the core principles of
INSPO are broadly applicable to other agentic domains, and we will explore extending the framework
with other available tools in future work.

B IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

We build our codebase on the VeRL framework (Sheng et al., 2025). Our experimental setup,
including the training and evaluation data mixture, follows that of Search-R1 (Jin et al., 2025). We
conduct our training on a node of 8×H100 GPUs. For all retrieval-based methods, we keep the top-3
retrieved passages from the retriever. We used a learning rate of 5e-7 for the Qwen2.5-3B-base
model and 3e-7 for Qwen2.5-7B-base model. All methods were trained for a total of 300 steps
with a cosine learning rate schedule with a warm-up ratio of 0.1, which are then evaluated every 100
steps, and we report the final checkpoint before any reward collapse.

For both GRPO and INSPO training. We set the group size G to 5. We used a batch size of 512, a
mini-batch size of 256, and a micro-batch size of 64. We set the maximum prompt length to 4096
and truncate response and observation lengths to 500 for each turn. The maximum number of turns
was capped at 4 for the Qwen2.5-3B-base model and 6 for Qwen2.5-7B-base as stronger
models tend to leverage more turns of tool-use. For LLM inference, we used a temperature of 1.0 and
top-p of 1.0. We set the KL divergence coefficient β of 0.001 and the clip ratio ϵ of 0.2.

In INSPO-specific setting, our experiments initialize the population with the original instruction
from Search-R1 (see App. §D). The importance weight for each instruction candidate was updated
using a running average over a window size of 5 steps. In the phase of experience-driven instruction
generation, we randomly sampled 4 failure trajectories {τfail} from the replay buffer for self-reflection.
For verification, we set |DB| of 200 samples as a low-cost proxy for validating the quality of instruction
candidates, where we iteratively merge the best-performing candidates into the active population with
the parent instructions.

In terms of the computation overhead on top of the original RL training process, given 150/15 = 10
times of evolution plus the initialization of the population, the self-reflection mechanism incurs
roughly 11 API calls to the LLM-based optimizer. The phase of verification incurs roughly 6× 200×
10 (N × |DB| × T/K) = 12000 additional inference from the policy model, given 6 new candidates
per evolution and one round of verification, which is only about 1.4% compared to the total inference
calls, 169615× 5 = 848075 (|D| ×G), for one epoch training.

C PROMPT TEMPLATES

Paraphrasing-Based Instruction Optimizer

<ins 0> {Instruction} </ins 0>
Improve the above prompt.
Give 6 different candidates.
Make sure you include the same XML tags <>...</> as the original prompt in your improved prompts.
For each XML tag, include both the beginning and ending tags, such as <answer>...</answer>.
List the instruction candidates in <ins 1>...</ins 1> to <ins N>...</ins N> tags.
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History-Based Instruction Optimizer

<history>
<ins i> {Instruction i} </ins i>
<score i> {Score i} </score i>
...
</history>
Based on the above “instruction: score” history for instructions with their scores, where the score ranges
from 0 to 100, analyze what components can lead to better performance.
Give N different but better candidates. Make it concise and effective. Be creative and diverse in your
suggestions.
Make sure you include the same XML tags <>...</> as the original prompt in your improved prompts.
For each XML tag, include both the beginning and ending tags, such as <answer>...</answer>.
List the instruction candidates in <ins 1>...</ins 1> to <ins N>...</ins N> tags.

Reflection-Based Instruction Optimizer (INSPO)

The initial prompt is:
<ins 0>
{Instruction}
</ins 0>
However, it still gets the following examples wrong:
<example>
Response: {Rollouts from Replay Buffer}
Correct answer: {Ground Truth}
...
</example>
Analyze the reasons behind these mistakes and why the prompt could have gotten these examples
wrong.
Now take the reasons into account. Revise and improve the initial prompt by giving N different but
better candidates.
Make sure you include the same XML tags <>...</> as the original prompt in your improved prompts.
For each XML tag, include both the beginning and ending tags, such as <answer>...</answer>.
List the instruction candidates in <ins 1>...</ins 1> to <ins N>...</ins N> tags.

D DEMONSTRATION

Response from the baseline. Incorrect Answer (Search-R1):
Answer the given question. You must conduct reasoning inside <think> and </think> first every

time you get new information. After reasoning, if you find you lack some knowledge, you
can call a search engine by <search> query </search> and it will return the top searched
results between <information> and </information>. You can search as many times as your
want. If you find no further external knowledge needed, you can directly provide the
answer inside <answer> and </answer>, without detailed illustrations. For example, <
answer> Beijing </answer>.

Question: Who was president of the United States in the year that Citibank was founded?
<|im_end|>
<|im_start|>assistant
To pursue the concern correctly,

<search> Who was president of the United States in the year that Citibank was founded </search
>

<information>Doc 1(Title: Citibank) resulting in a net profit for the U.S. federal government.
The City Bank of New York was founded on June 16, 1812. The first president of the City

Bank was the statesman and retired Colonel, Samuel Osgood. In August 1813, with Osgood’s
death, William Few became President of the Bank, staying until 1817, followed by Peter
Stagg (1817-1825), Thomas Smith (1825-1827), Isaac Wright (1827-1832), and Thomas
Bloodgood (1832-1843). Ownership and management of the bank was taken over by Moses
Taylor in 1837...

Doc 2(Title: Citibank) century. During Taylor’s ascendancy, the bank functioned largely as a
treasury and finance center for Taylor’s own extensive business empire. Later presidents
of the bank included Gorham Worth (1843-1856), Moses Taylor himself (1856-1882), Taylor’s
son-in-law Patrick Pyne, and James Stillman (1891-1909). In 1831 City Bank was the site

of one of America’s first bank heists when two thieves made off with tens of thousands of
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dollars’ worth of bank notes, and 398 gold doubloons. The bank also has the
distinguishable history of financing war bonds for the war of 1812, serving as a founding
member of the financial clearing house...

Doc 3(Title: Citigroup) Brothers in 1910. City Bank of New York was chartered by New York
State on June 16, 1812, with $2 million of capital. Serving a group of New York merchants
, the bank opened for business on September 14 of that year, and Samuel Osgood was
elected as the first President of the company. The company’s name was changed to The
National City Bank of New York in 1865 after it joined the new U.S. national banking
system, and it became the largest American bank by 1883 </information>

<answer> James Buchanan </answer>

INSPO-optimized response. Correct Answer (INSPO):
Answer the given question. You must act as a meticulous researcher.
First, conduct your reasoning inside ‘<think>‘ and ‘</think>‘. Create a step-by-step plan to

identify all the key entities (people, places, events, objects) in the question.
You must use ‘<search>query</search>‘ to find information about each entity individually.

Never search for the entire question. Search results will appear between ‘<information>‘
and ‘</information>‘.

After each search, you must pause and analyze the results in a new ‘<think>‘ block. In your
analysis, focus on the **context** of the information. Ask yourself:

* Is this information current or historical?

* Does this refer to a real-world fact or a detail from a fictional work?

* Is this name/place/date definitive, or are there other possibilities?
State the key fact and its context clearly. Then, decide if another search is needed.
Once you have gathered sufficient verified and contextualized facts, you must perform a final

synthesis in a concluding ‘<think>‘ block. This synthesis must:
1. List the key facts and their important context (e.g., "Munich - filming location, not

fictional setting").
2. Logically connect these facts, respecting their context, to formulate an answer.
3. Explicitly state the answer you have formulated based on this logic.
Finally, provide that direct answer inside ‘<answer>‘ and ‘</answer>‘. Do not include

illustrations or justifications in the answer. For example: ‘<answer>Beijing</answer>‘.

Question: Who was president of the United States in the year that Citibank was founded?

To answer the question "Who was president of the United States in the year that Citibank was
founded?", I’ll follow these steps:

<think>
First, I’ll identify the key entities in the question:
1. Citibank
2. Year of foundation
3. President of the United States at that time
</think>

<search>Who founded Citibank and what year was it established</search>

<information>Doc 1(Title: Citibank) resulting in a net profit for the U.S. federal government.
The City Bank of New York was founded on June 16, 1812. The first president of the City

Bank was the statesman and retired Colonel, Samuel Osgood. In August 1813, with Osgood’s
death, William Few became President of the Bank, staying until 1817, followed by Peter
Stagg (1817-1825), Thomas Smith (1825-1827), Isaac Wright (1827-1832), and Thomas
Bloodgood (1832-1843). Ownership and management of the bank was taken over by Moses
Taylor in 1837...

Doc 2(Title: Citigroup) was formed on October 8, 1998, following the $140 billion merger of
Citicorp and Travelers Group to create the world’s largest financial services
organization. The history of the company is, thus, divided into the workings of several
firms that over time amalgamated into Citicorp, a multinational banking corporation
operating in more than 100 countries; or Travelers Group, whose businesses covered credit
services, consumer finance, brokerage, and insurance. As such, the company history dates
back to the founding of: the City Bank of New York (later Citibank) in 1812; Bank

Handlowy in 1870; Smith Barney in 1873, Banamex in 1884; Salomon...

Doc 3(Title: Citigroup) Brothers in 1910. City Bank of New York was chartered by New York
State on June 16, 1812, with $2 million of capital. Serving a group of New York merchants
, the bank opened for business on September 14 of that year, and Samuel Osgood was
elected as the first President of the company. The company’s name was changed to The
National City Bank of New York in 1865 after it joined the new U.S. national banking
system, and it became the largest American bank by 1880. By 1912, it started to branch...

</information>

<think>
From the search results, I can see that Citibank was founded in 1812.
</think>

<search>What was the president of the United States in 1812</search>

17



Agentic Policy Optimization via Instruction-Policy Co-Evolution

<information>Doc 1(Title: "1812 United States presidential election") 1812 United States
presidential election The United States presidential election of 1812, the seventh
quadrennial American presidential election, was held from Friday, October 30, 1812 to
Wednesday, December 2, 1812. Taking place in the shadow of the War of 1812, incumbent
Democratic-Republican President James Madison defeated DeWitt Clinton, who drew support
from dissident Democratic-Republicans in the North as well as Federalists. It was the
first presidential election to be held during a major war involving the United States.
Northern Democratic-Republicans had long been dissatisfied by the Southern dominance of
their party, and DeWitt Clinton’s uncle, Vice President George Clinton, had...

Doc 2(Title: "War of 1812") sailors into the Royal Navy. Incidents such as the ""Chesapeake-
Leopard"" affair, which happened five years before the war, inflamed anti-British
sentiment in the US. In 1811, the British were in turn outraged by the ""Little Belt""
affair, in which 11 British sailors died. Britain supplied Native Americans who raided
American settlers on the frontier, hindering American expansion and provoking resentment.
Historians debate whether the desire to annex some or all of British North America (

Canada) contributed to the American decision to go to war. On June 18, 1812, US President
James Madison, after heavy pressure from the War Hawks in...

Doc 3(Title: "1812 United States elections") 1812 United States elections The 1812 United
States elections elected the members of the 13th United States Congress. The election
took place during the First Party System, and shortly after the start of the War of 1812.
The Federalist Party made a relatively strong showing, winning seats in both chambers

while supporting a competitive challenge to the incumbent Democratic-Republican President
. However, the Democratic-Republican Party continued its control of the Presidency and
both houses of Congress. In the Presidential election, incumbent Democratic-Republican
President James Madison defeated New York Lieutenant Governor and New York City Mayor
DeWitt Clinton. Clinton was a member</information>

<think>
From the search results, I can see that the president of the United States in 1812 was James

Madison.
</think>

<answer>James Madison</answer>

Proposer with reflection:
An analysis of the provided examples reveals several key reasons for the model\’s failures:

1. **Poor Adherence to Structure:** The model frequently fails to use the ‘<think>‘ tag for
its reasoning, instead writing conversational text or placing reasoning outside the
designated tags. This suggests the instruction "you must conduct reasoning inside ‘<think
>‘" is not strong enough.

2. **Overconfidence in Internal Knowledge:** In the "phone code" example, the model provided
a wrong answer from its internal knowledge without attempting to verify it with a search.
The prompt does not sufficiently discourage this behavior.

3. **Inability to Handle Irrelevant Information:** In the "Dukes of Hazzard" example, the
search results were not about the specific episode. The model failed to recognize this,
could not formulate a new search query, and instead provided a nonsensical answer based
on misinterpreting the result format ("Doc 1"). The prompt lacks instructions for self-
correction.

4. **Output Formatting Errors:** The model often includes conversational text like "Answer:"
before the final answer or provides a full sentence instead of the concise answer
requested by the example ‘<answer> Beijing </answer>‘.

5. **Task Derailment and Hallucination:** In the "Green Revolution" example, the model
completely loses focus, starts discussing an unrelated topic, and provides a final answer
(‘A-Train‘) that has no connection to the original question or the relevant search

results.

The initial prompt is too permissive and lacks a clear, enforced workflow. To improve
performance, the prompt needs to be more prescriptive, explicitly define a step-by-step
process, mandate searching over internal knowledge, and include instructions for handling
failed searches.

Here are six improved prompt candidates designed to address these issues.
<ins_1>
You must follow these steps in order to answer the question:
Step 1: First, and for every new piece of information, you must reason about the user\’s

question inside <think> and </think> tags. In your reasoning, break down the question and
create a plan.

Step 2: If your plan requires information you do not have, execute a search using the <search>
query </search> tag.

Step 3: The search results will be provided in <information> and </information> tags. You must
then reason about the results in a new <think> and </think> block to determine if you

have the answer or need more information.
Step 4: Repeat steps 2 and 3 as many times as necessary.
Step 5: Once you are confident you have the final answer, provide it directly inside <answer>

and </answer> tags. Do not add any other text or explanation outside the tags.
</ins_1>
...
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