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Abstract

Al self-evolution has long been envisioned as a path toward superintelligence, where
models autonomously acquire, refine, and internalize knowledge from their own learn-
ing experiences. Yet in practice, unguided self-evolving systems often plateau quickly
or even degrade as training progresses. These failures arise from issues such as concept
drift, diversity collapse, and mis-evolution, as models reinforce their own biases and
converge toward low-entropy behaviors. To enable models to self-evolve in a stable and
controllable manner while minimizing reliance on human supervision, we introduce
R-FEW, a guided Self-Play Challenger—Solver framework that incorporates lightweight
human oversight through in-context grounding and mixed training. At each iteration,
the Challenger samples a small set of human-labeled examples to guide synthetic ques-
tion generation, while the Solver jointly trains on human and synthetic examples under
an online, difficulty-based curriculum. Across math and general reasoning benchmarks,
R-Few achieves consistent and iterative improvements. For example, Qwen3-8B-Base
improves by +3.0 points over R-Zero on math tasks and achieves performance on par
with General-Reasoner, despite the latter being trained on 20 times more human data.
Ablation studies confirm the complementary contributions of grounded challenger
training and curriculum-based solver training, and further analysis shows that R-Few
mitigates drift, yielding more stable and controllable co-evolutionary dynamics.

MMLU-Pro: R-Few v.s. R-Zero R-Few v.s. Multiple baselines
64 63.2 88 82.6
63 80
72.3

62 72
3‘ B R-Few
g 6l 64
é /“/ 56.7
< 60 % 56

59 / 48

——R-Fe
58 A a0
57 32
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 AMC Math500 Average

Training Step Average: 5 math + 4 reasoning

Figure 1: R-FEW delays the performance plateau seen in R-Zero and achieves higher performance.
After training, it outperforms baselines multiple benchmarks, showing more stable self-evolution.

1 Introduction

A long-standing vision in Al research is the development of systems that can self-evolve. It refers to
a model that can autonomously acquire, refine, and internalize knowledge from its own generated
experiences, thereby achieving continuous self-improvement without relying on large human-
labeled datasets (Tao et al., 2024). To scale these capabilities without human supervision, self-play
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offers a promising paradigm (Silver et al., 2017a; Sukhbaatar et al., 2017), where models improve by
competing against themselves and generating automatic feedback through competition.

However, when applied to language tasks, self-play remains surprisingly brittle. Despite early
gains, methods such as Absolute Zero and R-Zero often plateau quickly, and their performance
may even deteriorate as training progresses. (Zhao et al., 2025a; Huang et al., 2025; Chen et al.,,
2025; Kuba et al., 2025; He et al., 2025). Two key challenges underlie this phenomenon: (i) Concept
Drift: Without external intervention or guidance, models tend to reinforce their own knowledge bias.
Over repeated self-play iterations, feedback loops amplify spurious correlations or biased reasoning
patterns, drifting away from factual correctness and semantic validity (Liu et al., 2025a). (ii) Diversity
Collapse: Since the underlying knowledge of the model is fixed, its self-generated challenges tend to
converge toward familiar and low-entropy regions of the task space. As the diversity of generated
tasks diminishes, exploration and reasoning novelty stagnate (Liang et al., 2025; Morris et al., 2025).

Together, these problems make it difficult for language models to evolve in a stable and controllable
manner. To overcome this challenge, we need a framework that minimizes reliance on human
annotations while its evolution should remain guided toward human-intended goals. In this work,
we propose R-FEW, a self-evolving LLM framework that integrates limited human supervision into
the self-play process. Unlike prior approaches that require large-scale labeled corpora or extensive
human feedback, R-FEW leverages only a small pool of high-quality “anchor” data — specifically,
1% to 5% data sampled from Weblnstruct (Ma et al., 2025), a open-source large-scale dataset mined
from the web. During training, the Challenger dynamically samples zero to five anchor examples
as in-context example to guide synthetic question generation. When zero examples are sampled,
R-FEW preserves the ability for open-ended exploration; when few-shot examples are included, they
inject semantic anchors that regularize the Challenger’s generation. To further enhance the learning
dynamics, we introduce an online curriculum mechanism for the Solver. Instead of indiscriminately
training on all generated data, R-FEW first rolls out multiple solving trajectories, ranks questions
by the Solver’s uncertainty, and selects mid-uncertain samples for the next iteration training. This
ranking-based curriculum ensures that the Solver focuses on the zone of proximal development.
The same selection principle is applied to both synthetic and human anchor data, so it can merge
human-curated and self-generated question into a unified training stream for Solver.

Our experiments demonstrate that R-FEW consistently and iteratively improving the reasoning
abilities. For example, Qwen3-8B-Base model’s average score on math benchmarks increased by
a significant +3.0 points than R-Zero, achieving on par performance with General-Reasoner (Ma
et al., 2025), the model trained on the full Weblnstruct dataset (232k). In addition, we provide an
in-depth analysis that validates our framework’s components, and characterizes the co-evolutionary
dynamics to identify both strengths and limitations, offering insights for future research.

2 Preliminaries: Self-Play For Data-Free Training

Inspired by the success of self-play mechanisms in games, exemplified by AlphaZero (Silver et al.,
2017a;b), recent research have begun extending this paradigm to large language models (LLMs),
aiming to create self-evolving systems that can continually refine their reasoning abilities without
curated human data (Chen et al., 2024). As base model capabilities have risen and reinforcement
learning has advanced, a wave of “self-evolving + RL” training schemes has emerged (Zhao et al,,
2025a; Huang et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025a). These approaches show that models
can autonomously construct their own curricula — posing challenges, solving them, and improving
through iteration — making self-improving intelligence an increasingly attainable reality.

2.1 Unified View of Self-Play Objectives and Reward Design

Let Qg denote the Challenger (aka. Proposer, Questioner) and Sy the Solver (aka. Reasoner),
both initialized from the same pretrained LLM M. At each iteration t, the Challenger samples a
question or task ¢ ~ Qg(- | Ht), where H; represents the historical context (e.g., previous questions
and responses, document corpus), and the Solver attempts to generate an answer a; ~ Sy (- | q¢).
A verifier or self-consistency mechanism then evaluates outputs and produces a scalar reward
rt = R(qt,a1;Sg), which guides the policy updates of both agents via reinforcement learning,
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typically using Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al., 2024):

0 < 0+ 15VoEg~Q,[Rehal(41)], 1
¢ ¢+ 7747V(P ]Eat~5¢(qt) [Rsol(%r at)]- 2)

Unified objective. The overall bi-level optimization can be expressed as
méax ]EqNQg [Rchal(q;¢)] st ¢« arg m‘;’ix ]EqNQg,aNS¢(q) [Rsol(q/a)] . 3)

This formulation unifies language self-play methods under a single reinforcement learning objective,
where the Challenger adaptively generates a curriculum of problems and the Solver improves its
reasoning skills in response.

Reward design across frameworks. Different self-play frameworks instantiate distinct choices of
the Challenger and Solver rewards (R cha1, Rso1), €ach encoding a specific learning bias:

¢ Absolute Zero (Zhao et al., 2025a): Operates in a fully zero-data regime, using a linear difficulty
shaping function to maintain stability:

Rﬁlbaleem(q) = (1 = Psucc(q)) - T (Psucc(q) #0), R?okfszero(qf‘l) =H{a=y()},,
where f peaks near psycc = 0

¢ R-Zero (Huang et al., 2025): Employs a purely uncertainty-driven curriculum with verifiable
pseudo-labels:

R?ﬁffm(q) =1- 2|f’\suCC(’7) - %’ - )\repRepPenalty(q), nglzem(qrﬂ) ={a=7(q)},

where () is the majority-vote pseudo-answer and RepPenalty discourages duplicate questions.

¢ Self-Questioning LMs (SQLM) (Chen et al., 2025): The Challenger optimizes for both answerability
and informativeness by targeting a difficulty sweet spot based on the success rate statistics:

REIM(G) = (1~ Pouce(9)) " L(0 < Psucc(q) < Poucc(9)),  REIM(g,a) = I{a = 7(q)},

where psucc(9) denotes the pass rate, and 7j(g) represents the majority-vote pseudo-answer.

® SPICE (Liu et al., 2025a): Uses a corpus-guided framework where the Challenger is rewarded for
generating questions with a specific response variance (indicating appropriate difficulty), while
the Solver is supervised by the source text:

. . Var({#1,...,7k}) — 0.25)2
REIE(q) = 1(qis valia) - exp (- WU 0B - st (g, ) — 10 = (),
where y(g) is the ground-truth answer extracted directly from the reference document, and {f }
represents the set of sampled responses from peer models.

3 Method

3.1 Overview

Building upon the data-free self-play foundation established, we introduce R-FEW, a self-evolving
framework that integrates limited human supervision to stabilize and accelerate reasoning evolution.
R-FEW presents two key innovations: (1) a few-shot grounded Challenger that anchors synthetic
task generation to small human “anchor” data, and (2) an online curriculum Solver that adaptively
selects mid-uncertain samples from both synthetic and human sources.
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Figure 2: The math examples shown in the figure are not real data, but are included for demon-
stration to aid understanding. The figure provides an overview of our R-FEW framework. The
Challenger is incentivized to generate moderately (“medium”) uncertain questions that lie at the
edge of the Solver’s current abilities; the Solver is rewarded for solving increasingly challenging
tasks — sourced from both humans and the Challenger — via curriculum-based selection.

3.2 Few-Shot Grounded Challenger

The Challenger Qp in R-FEW generates synthetic questions conditioned on a small pool of high-

quality human anchor examples Dy = {(xi,yl-)}f\g. At each rollout step, we randomly sample
k € {0,1,...,5} demonstrations as in-context examples:

Ct = Samplek(DH), qt ~ Qg( ‘ Ct,Ht). (4)

When k = 0, R-FEW degenerates to the data-free setting of R-ZERO, preserving open-ended self-
evolution. For k > 0, the Challenger is softly guided toward human-consistent reasoning trajectories
while retaining generative diversity.

REA™ (@) = 1= 2| Peuce(q1) — 3| —Arep RepPenalty (q¢). (5)
difficulty shaping

Here, Align(q¢, Dyy) measures the semantic or structural proximity between the generated question
g+ and the human anchor distribution via cosine similarity in embedding space. This term encour-
ages the Challenger to explore in the vicinity of real human data, preventing semantic drift while
maintaining autonomous difficulty progression.

The Challenger parameters are updated via GRPO as:

0«6+ UGV@IE%NQG [RE{I{EIEW(%)]- (6)

Besides, there is another trick we used during challenger training. Because the base model sometimes
struggles to follow instructions when the prompt gets longer, we added a quick warm-up stage via
supervised fine-tuning (SFT) to help it reliably adhere to the required format.

3.3 Online Curriculum Solver
To ensure efficient learning and avoid collapse, the Solver S, employs an online curriculum mech-

anism that dynamically ranks problems by difficulty and filters the training set to the “zone of
proximal learning”. At iteration ¢, the Challenger produces a batch of K questions { qu) }K . For
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Algorithm 1: R-FEwW

Require: Pretrained base LLM My; human anchor data Dy; batch size B; group size G;
iterations T; anchor sampling range k € [0, 5; curriculum quantiles [Tiow, Thigh]-

Return: Trained Challenger Qp and Solver S,

fort < 1to T do

// Challenger Role: Few-Shot Grounded Generation
forb <~ 1to Bdo

Sample k anchor examples: C; <— Sample, (Dg);

Generate G question candidates via few-shot learning: {qi}le ~ Qg(- | Ct, Hy);

Evaluate Solver’s success probabilities: psucc(qi) < 1 Loees J(4i, al(m) )
if g; is valid then
Compute Challenger reward:

re(qi) <= (1 —2|Psucc(qi) — 0.5]) — Arep RepPenalty(g;).

else
Update Challenger:

0 < 0+ n9VeE, ~,[rc(q:)] via GRPO.

// Solver Role: Online Curriculum Learning
Aggregate question—answer pairs {(g;,4;) } from Challenger and human anchors Dy;
Compute success rates psucc(q) forall g € {q;} U Dy;
Select mid-difficulty subset: Deur = {(4,4) : Tiow < Psucc(9) < Thigh}s
Set Dix < Deur;
for (q,a) € Dpix do
Compute Solver reward:

r5(9,a) < Weur(7)1[a = §(9)] + Mum Whum(9)1[(q,a) € Dy]

Update Solver:

P~ ¢+ ’7¢V<P]E(q,a)~Dmix [rs(g,a)] via GRPO.
return Trained Challenger Qp and Solver Sy

(i)

each q,”, the Solver performs M rollouts and records the success rate ﬁsucc(qgi) ):

N s ~, ~
Psucc(qlE )) = M Z ](qgl), ﬂgl n)) , ﬂglm) ~ S¢(' ‘ qu)) (7)
m=1

We then sort all questions (both synthetic and human) by success rate and select mid-range items
according to the quantile interval [Tjoy, Thigh|, empirically we set it as [0.3,0.7]:

Deur = {(q, ﬂ) I Tow < ﬁsucc(‘?) < Thigh}' 8)
This ensures the Solver focuses on problems that are challenging yet solvable, consistent with

optimal learning theory (Shi et al., 2025; Bae et al., 2025). The Solver reward incorporate both
synthetic and human data, weighted by curriculum difficulty:

Reot = (,0) = weur (9) - 1{a = 7(4)} + M Whum (9) - 1{(4,4) € D}, ©)
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where wcur () is a normalized curriculum weight, and wy,m (7) upweights the scarce human anchors
to prevent forgetting. In practice, we set A as 2.0. Solver parameters are optimized as:

¢ ¢+ 1V E(ga)no Rl (4,0)]. (10)

3.4 Iterative Co-Evolution

R-FEW maintains the same self-evolving loop as R-ZERO, but now with a grounded and curriculum-
aware data pipeline: Challenger generates synthetic tasks with few-shot demonstrations from
human anchors. Solver attempts to solve tasks and estimates success rates. An online curriculum
filter selects mid-difficulty tasks from both synthetic and human pools.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiments Setting
4.1.1 Baseline Methods

We employ Qwen3-4B-Base (Yang et al., 2025b) and Qwen3-8B-Base as our backbone models. For
comparison, we evaluate against several baselines:

(1) Base Model — the pretrained checkpoint without any post-training, and the model checkpoint
can be downloaded at https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen3-4B-Base (Quen3-8B-Base);

(2) R-Zero (Huang et al., 2025) — the first ungrounded self-play approach where the model generates
its own questions and answers, enabling self-improvement through autonomous reasoning;

(3) Absolute Zero (Zhao et al., 2025a) — a self-play framework constrained to code generation tasks
with Python execution as verification, exemplifying domain-specific grounded self-play;

(4) SPICE (Liu et al., 2025a) — a grounded self-play framework that retrieves contexts from a large
document corpus to create diverse reasoning tasks with document-grounded answers.

We reproduce baselines (1)-(2) using publicly available implementations under identical training
infrastructure, while results for (3)—(4) are taken from the corresponding reports in Liu et al. (2025a).

We evaluate two variants of our method—R-FEW (1%) and R-FEW (5%)—corresponding to using
1% or 5% of examples randomly sampled from the WeblInstruct dataset (232k) (Ma et al., 2025).

4.1.2 Evaluation Benchmark

We assess our framework on a comprehensive suite of benchmarks under two main categories.

Mathematical Reasoning. We use five benchmarks: AMC, Minerva (Lewkowycz et al., 2022), MATH-
500 (Hendrycks et al., 2021), GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021) and Olympiad-Bench (He et al., 2024). For
evaluation, we follow Zhao et al. (2025¢c); Ma et al. (2025) to employ GPT-40 as a programmatic
judge to semantically verify the correctness of the final answer against the ground truth.

General Domain Reasoning. To test for the generalization of reasoning ability, we evaluate on
the following benchmarks: MMLU-Pro (Wang et al., 2024), SuperGPQA (Du et al., 2025), GPQA-
Diamond (Rein et al.), and BBEH (shoaa kazemi et al., 2025). These benchmarks collectively cover a
wide range of disciplines (e.g., physics, biology, business, economic, law) with challenging tasks,
offering a stricter evaluation of complex reasoning abilities. For evaluation, we follow Ma et al.
(2025) to report Exact Match (EM) accuracy obtained via greedy decoding.

4.2 Experimental Results
421 Comparison with Baseline Methods

Table 1 demonstrates that R-FEW enables strong and efficient self-evolution across both mathematical
and general reasoning tasks. For Qwen3-4B-Base, the Base Model achieves an average score of 41.9,
and unguided self-play via R-Zero improves performance to 48.2. However, these gains remain
limited, illustrating the difficulty of stable self-evolution without human grounding. In contrast,
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Table 1: Comprehensive results on reasoning benchmarks. We compare our R-Few against several
self-evolving baselines, including R-Zero, Absolute Zero, SPICE. R-Few consistently improves
performance over baselines, and approaching General-Reasoner (trained with 232k WeblInstruct
data) while using substantially less human supervision (1% and 5%).

Mathmetical Reasoning General Reasoning
Models |

AMC Minerva MATH GSMBK Olympiad | MMV g‘;%eg GPQA-D BBEH | Avg.

Quwen3-4B-Base
Base Model 47.5 423 68.2 72.6 34.8 51.6 254 26.3 81 | 419
+ R-Zero 48.2 51.2 74.8 90.6 40.6 54.2 27.8 36.4 104 | 48.2
+ Absolute Zero  50.0 419 76.2 89.3 41.5 52.6 27.1 35.3 83 | 469
+ SPICE 57.5 51.9 78.0 92.7 42.7 58.1 30.2 39.4 12.3 | 514
+ R-Few (1%) 52.7 52.1 77.8 92.3 42.4 55.9 29.4 354 112 | 499
+ R-Few (5%) 524 53.2 78.0 92.6 42.8 56.2 29.4 39.9 11.8 | 50.7
General-Reasoner  60.0 57.7 80.6 92.2 47.7 62.8 32.5 429 122 | 54.3

Quwen3-8B-Base
Base Model 61.5 49.3 74.4 90.9 40.4 58.0 30.4 33.3 105 | 499
+ R-Zero 62.8 58.8 80.6 924 43.4 61.6 31.8 40.5 113 | 53.7
+ Absolute Zero 62.5 52.9 76.6 92.0 47.8 62.5 33.5 36.8 10.8 | 52.8
+ SPICE 70.0 59.2 794 92.7 42.5 65.0 35.7 39.4 149 | 554
+ R-Few (1%) 69.3 59.6 81.6 94.0 44.0 62.8 32.7 40.4 11.8 | 55.1
+ R-Few (5%) 72.3 60.3 82.6 93.5 46.4 63.2 33.5 46.5 12.3 | 56.7
General-Reasoner  64.8 62.6 83.4 92.7 46.3 65.1 35.3 42.9 10.8 | 56.0

R-FEW produces significantly larger improvements: with only 1% human data, performance rises to
49.9, and with 5% data it reaches 50.7, narrowing the gap to General-Reasoner (54.3), which relies
on roughly 20x more human-labeled data. This demonstrates that minimal human grounding can
unlock meaningful self-evolution while retaining data efficiency.

A notable trend emerges when comparing model scales. The 8B variants exhibit stronger self-
evolving capability than their 4B counterparts. While R-Zero provides modest improvements for
both, R-FEW on Qwen3-8B-Base reaches 55.1 with 1% data and 56.7 with 5%, surpassing General-
Reasoner (56.0). This indicates that larger models not only benefit more from guided self-evolution
but can also nearly replicate or exceed the performance of heavily supervised pipelines with minimal
human input. These observations suggest that as model capacity increases, the model becomes more
capable of interpreting human grounding signals, generating higher-quality synthetic data, and
improving its reasoning abilities through iterative self-play.

4.2.2 Ablation Studies

To isolate the contribution of each key component based on our R-FEW (5%) experiments, we
conduct a comprehensive ablation study on the Qwen3-8B-Base model. We evaluate the importance
of three critical modules by disabling each one individually and measuring its impact on math and
general reasoning tasks. The results are summarized in Table 2.

Among the ablations, disabling challenger train- Table 2: Ablation study on the Qwen3-8B-Base
ing causes the largest degradation, reducing model. Results highlight the impact of challenger
Math and General averages by 1.9 and 1.0 training, challenger warm-up, and curriculum
points, respectively. Removing challenger learning on downstream reasoning tasks.
warm-up and curriculum learning yields sim-
ilar trends, indicating both components are =~ Method Math  General
critical for stronger performance. Math per-  R-Fgw (from Table 1) 71.0 38.9
formance is more sensitive than general do- -

- ¢ . PP . Ablations
main performance. This sensitivity is consis- -
tent with the trend ob d in Table 1. wh F w/o Challenger Training 68.0 374
ent wi € trend observed 1n lable 1, where - w/o Challenger Warm-up 69.1 37.9
math benchmarks exhibit larger performance
variance across different methods.

F w/o Curriculum Learning ~ 69.1 38.1
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4.2.3 Domain Corelation with Human Data

10

MMLU-Pro Sub-category Performance

Figure 3 presents the cross-domain performance
matrix, showing how human-generated data
from each training category influences perfor-
mance across MMLU-Pro subcategories. We
sample domain-specific data from Weblnstruct
(already labeled) to train the self-evolving mod-
els, and then evaluate them on MMLU-Pro. A
clear pattern emerges: data from each domain
tends to yield the greatest improvements within
its own category. Notably, math stands out as
the most useful category, suggesting that math-

Business

Economics

Math

Column-normalized (0-1)

Physic

Trained Human Data Category

ematical reasoning contributes broadly to com- Random 655
plex reasoning capabilities. The cross-domain ‘ ‘ ‘
relationships also highlight two strongly con- & & & Lo
. . . oF &
nected pairs: math—physics, reflecting shared &
quantitative structure, and business—economics, Tested MMLU-Pro Category
likely because of their overlapping analytical Figure 3: Impact of domain-sampled human data
and decision-making frameworks. on performance across MMLU-Pro categories.

Opverall, the figure indicates that while heterogeneous human data provides general improvements,
domain-specific sampling is particularly effective at strengthening the domain it represents. This
observation is valuable because it makes the self-evolving system more controllable: by selecting
or emphasizing particular data domains, developers can steer how the model grows, prevent
unintended concept drift, and maintain clearer alignment between training inputs and emergent
skills, rather than drifting unpredictably into unrelated areas.

424 Improved Stability and Reduced Reward Hacking
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Figure 4: Training curves of synthetic question diversity (measured by 2-gram lexical diversity),
length (measured by word count), and difficulty (evaluated by Qwen3-8B-Base, with ground-truth
labeled by Gemini-2.5-Pro) over training. R-Zero collapses in diversity and exhibits length inflation
via verbosity, whereas R-FEW maintains stable length and diversity during self-evolution.

As discussed in the introduction, unguided self-evolving systems tend to plateau quickly and exhibit
instability, often leading to diversity collapse and reward hacking. Our empirical results clearly
reflect these phenomena. In the left panel, R-Zero shows a sharp decline in question diversity as
training progresses, dropping from 35 to below 20 in the first 50 training steps. Although the 2-gram
diversity score increases after 50 steps, this increase coincides with a dramatic explosion in question
length, as shown in the middle panel, indicating that is largely a length-induced artifact rather than
genuine semantic diversification. This is because longer outputs naturally introduce more unique
n-gram combinations, inflating the diversity metric without reflecting meaningful exploration. A
similar pattern emerges in question length itself. R-Zero progressively inflates question length,
eventually producing excessively long questions. This suggests reward hacking, where the model
exploits superficial features, such as verbosity, to increase perceived diversity or difficulty signals.
In contrast, R-FEW maintains a stable diversity throughout training while keeping question length
consistent, suggesting that lightweight human grounding prevents diversity collapse.

Finally, the right panel shows that both methods increase question difficulty over time, but this
similarity masks important qualitative differences. To measure difficulty, we relabel questions
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generated at different training stages using Gemini-2.5-Pro, then evaluate them by having the
same model (Qwen3-8B-Base) attempt to answer them. Difficulty is defined as the percentage of
questions the model answers incorrectly (the inverse of accuracy). We observe that both curves
exhibit an overall upward trend, indicating increasing difficulty; however, the source of this increase
differs substantially. R-Zero produces questions that are harder to solve primarily because they are
longer, rather than because they require deeper reasoning. This reflects another form of reward
hacking, where verbosity inflates perceived difficulty without meaningful improvement in reasoning
complexity. In contrast, R-FEW maintains consistent question length, allowing the model to self-
evolve toward genuinely more challenging questions without sacrificing diversity or structure.

5 Related Work

5.1 Self-Evolving LLMs and Self-Play

Early demonstrations of self-play-based learning came from AlphaZero, which learns without
external supervision by playing against itself and progressively strengthening its policy through
these matches (Silver et al., 2017a;b; Sukhbaatar et al., 2017). Recent research extended this principle
to language leads naturally to self-evolving LLMs that refine their own reasoning capabilities over
time (Tao et al., 2024). Several systems instantiate language self-play at scale. Self-play fine-tuning
improves relatively weak LLMs by repeatedly generating and solving tasks without large labeled
corpora (Chen et al., 2024). This approach has been particularly fruitful in verifiable domains like
code generation, where a “Coder” agent’s program is verified by a “Tester” agent’s unit tests (Lin
et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2025; Pourcel et al., 2025; Zhao et al., 2025a). Fully data-free methods such as
R-Zero push this further: the model proposes questions, produces candidate solutions, and learns
purely from internal verification signals (Huang et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025; Kuba et al., 2025).
Other approaches introduce limited seeds or structure, where the model starts from a small set of
examples and learns to synthesize increasingly challenging problems around them (Fang et al., 2025;
He et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025a). R-FEW builds on this line of work but targets a different point on
the supervision spectrum. This guided self-play design aims to preserve the open-ended exploration
benefits of self-evolving LLMs while explicitly mitigating concept drift and diversity collapse.

5.2 Reinforcement Learning for LLM Reasoning

Reinforcement learning (RL) has become a central mechanism for improving LLM reasoning beyond
supervised fine-tuning and instruction tuning, most prominently through reinforcement learning
from human feedback (RLHF) and its variants (Kaufmann et al., 2024). Early RLHF pipelines such
as InstructGPT (Ouyang et al., 2022) demonstrated that sequence-level preference optimization can
substantially improve helpfulness, safety, and, in many cases, reasoning quality compared to pure
supervised fine-tuning. Building on these foundations, recent reasoning-centric systems such as
DeepSeek-R1 (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025; Shao et al., 2024) show that RL-style optimization with
carefully designed reasoning rewards can significantly enhance multi-step problem solving. Similar
R1-style pipelines in both commercial and open-source models further corroborate that tailoring RL
objectives to long-form chain-of-thought and verifiable tasks yields substantial gains in reasoning
ability (Yang et al., 2025a; Team et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025b; Yu et al., 2025).

Within this landscape, RL with verifiable rewards (RLVR) uses externally defined verifiers or
environments to provide scalar feedback (Ma et al., 2025; Su et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2025). For instance,
Search-R1 teaches LLMs to reason while leveraging search engines (Jin et al., 2025), and semantically-
aware R1 variants extend RLVR to open-ended free-form generation (Li et al., 2025b). These works
illustrate how verifiable environments — logical constraints, executable code, structured prediction
targets, or retrieval-enhanced setups — can provide dense, automatically computable rewards beyond
human labels. Another trend in recent research is label-free reinforcement learning, which aims to
improve LLM reasoning without human-annotated data or explicit external verifiers. Many such
methods use self-generated outputs as a reward signal. This includes leveraging sequence-level
confidence (Li et al., 2025a; Prabhudesai et al., 2025), the consistency of answers derived from varied
reasoning paths (Zhang et al., 2025; Zuo et al., 2025), or minimizing the output entropy (Agarwal
et al., 2025; Cheng et al., 2025). These signals are often used within self-training loops where models
fine-tune on their own most plausible solutions (Shafayat et al., 2025; Zhao et al., 2025b).
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6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we introduced R-FEW, a guided self-evolving framework that enables LLMs to
improve autonomously with minimal human supervision. By combining few-shot-grounded
question generation with an online curriculum for solver training, R-FEW produces stable, scalable
co-evolution and achieves strong gains across mathematical and general reasoning tasks. Despite
using only 1-5% human data, it approaches or surpasses systems trained with far larger labeled
datasets, demonstrating the power of lightweight anchoring in preventing drift and enhancing
learning dynamics. Future work includes improving efficiency, exploring richer verification methods,
and extending self-evolution to open-ended domains lacking objective correctness signals.
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A  Appendix

A1l Training Details

Our implementation is based on the EasyR1 (Zheng et al.,
2025) and R-Zero (Huang et al., 2025) codebases. Figure 5
shows the solver training curve. The solver is trained for
100 steps, while the challenger is trained for 50 steps. For
both models, we use a batch size of 512, a rollout number
of 8, and a learning rate of 5e-7. The challenger and solver
are trained iteratively, with the challenger updated for 5
steps followed by 10 steps of solver training. We do not al-
ternate on every step because a single solver update does
not significantly change its ability; performing several
solver updates per iteration improves training efficiency.
At the beginning of each cycle (steps 11, 21, 31, ...), the
solver is trained on newly generated questions from the
challenger. As the challenger generates harder questions,
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Figure 5: Training curve of the solver
(Qwen3-8B-Base), trained for 100 steps
while alternating with the challenger.

the solver’s accuracy reward drops sharply at each refresh cycle. For solver training, the reward
weights are set to 0.1 for format correctness and 0.9 for accuracy. For challenger training, the
uncertainty reward is computed by sampling eight responses from the current solver.

A.2 Training Hyperparameter

This section summarizes the hyperparameters for the Solver and Challenger training stages. All
experiments were conducted using BFloat16 (BF16) mixed precision and FlashAttention 2.

A.21 Solver Training
¢ Global Batch Size: 512

e Learning Rate: 5 x 10~/

¢ KL Penalty Coefficient (Agr): 1 X 102
¢ Max Steps: 100

¢ Number of Rollouts: 8

¢ Rollout Temperature: 1.0

* Rollout Top-p: 0.99

A.22 Challenger Training
¢ Global Batch Size: 512

e Learning Rate: 5 x 107

¢ KL Penalty Coefficient (Axr): 1 102
¢ Max Steps: 50

* Number of Rollouts: 8

¢ Rollout Temperature: 1.0

¢ Rollout Top-p: 0.99
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A.3 Prompt Templates

This section presents the exact prompt templates used for the solver and challenger models.

All highlighted items marked as “<xxx>" will be replaced with the actual input.

Solver Prompt Template

System Message:

Please reason step by step, and put your final answer within \boxed{}.
User Message:

<problem_statement>

Challenger Prompt Template

System Message:

You are an expert problem setter. First, in your private scratchpad, carefully design a brand-
new, non-trivial reasoning problem. The subject may be drawn from any high-school or
university discipline (mathematics, science, history, literature, social studies, etc.). The
problem must be challenging enough that fewer than 30% of college students would be
able to solve it correctly. You will be provided with some example questions, but you are
encouraged to brainstorm freely and not be limited by those examples. Finally, output exactly
in the following format:

{question}
{The complete problem statement on one or more lines}

{/question}

User Message:

<Example 1>

<Example 2>

<Example 3>

<Example 4>

<Example 5>

Generate a brand-new, challenging reasoning questions now. Each must follow the required
format within {question} {/question}.

A4 GPT-4o0 Judge Prompt

To programmatically evaluate the correctness of answers on mathematical benchmarks where the
final answer can be complex (e.g., simplified expressions), we use GPT-40 as a judge. The exact
prompt and configuration used for this evaluation are detailed below.
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Configuration for GPT-40 as Judge

* Model: gpt-4o
¢ Temperature: 0.0
System Message:
You are a helpful assistant.

User Message Template:

Examples:
Expression 1: 2x + 3
Expression 2: 3 + 2x
Yes
Expression 1: 3/2
Expression 2: 1.5
Yes
Expression 1: x? +2x + 1
Expression 2: y? +2y + 1
No
Expression 1: x? +2x + 1
Expression 2: (x + 1)?
Yes
Expression 1: 3245/5
Expression 2: 649
No

nontrivial simplifications)
Expression 1: 2/(-3)
Expression 2: -2/3

Yes

(trivial simplifications are allowed)
Expression 1: 72 degrees
Expression 2: 72

Yes

(give benefit of the doubt to units)
Expression 1: 64
Expression 2: 64 square feet

Yes

(give benefit of the doubt to units)

Look at the following two expressions (answers to a math problem) and
judge whether they are equivalent. Only perform trivial simplifications

(these are actually equal, don’t mark them equivalent if you need to do
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YOUR TASK

Respond with only “Yes” or "No” (without quotes). Do not include a ratio-
nale.

Expression 1: <Expression 1>

Expression 2: <Expression 2>
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