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ABSTRACT

Despite impressive advances in agent systems, multi-turn tool-use scenarios re-
main challenging. It is mainly because intent is clarified progressively and the
environment evolves with each tool call. While reusing past experience is nat-
ural, current LLM agents either treat entire trajectories or pre-defined subtasks
as indivisible units, or solely exploit tool-to-tool dependencies, hindering adap-
tation as states and information evolve across turns. In this paper, we propose a
State Integrated Tool Graph (SIT-Graph), which enhances multi-turn tool use by
exploiting partially overlapping experience. Inspired by human decision-making
that integrates episodic and procedural memory, SIT-Graph captures both com-
pact state representations (episodic-like fragments) and tool-to-tool dependencies
(procedural-like routines) from historical trajectories. Specifically, we first build
a tool graph from accumulated tool-use sequences, and then augment each edge
with a compact state summary of the dialog and tool history that may shape the
next action. At inference time, SIT-Graph enables a human-like balance between
episodic recall and procedural execution: when the next decision requires recall-
ing prior context, the agent retrieves the state summaries stored on relevant edges
and uses them to guide its next action; when the step is routine, it follows high-
confidence tool dependencies without explicit recall. Experiments across multiple
stateful multi-turn tool-use benchmarks show that SIT-Graph consistently outper-
forms strong memory- and graph-based baselines, delivering more robust tool se-
lection and more effective experience transfer.

1 INSTRUCTION

Large language models (LLMs) demonstrate strong reasoning and decision-making capabilities,
making them promising for complex problem solving. However, many real-world tasks cannot be
addressed by reasoning alone but require external tools, such as querying databases for up-to-date
facts or invoking a code interpreter for computation (Patil & Jadon, 2025; Huang et al., 2025). To
bridge this gap, typical agent architectures augment an LLM with planning, memory, and tool-use
modules, with the LLM serving as a central controller that coordinates these components. While
such systems perform well in single-turn settings with fully specified queries (Yuan et al., 2024), real
applications are inherently multi-turn, where user intent is iteratively clarified, and intermediate tool
calls change the environment. Decision quality therefore depends not only on the current prompt
but also on the dialogue history and the sequence of prior tool invocations (Guan et al., 2025).
The multi-turn scenario introduces partial observability and delayed information, making early tool
selection error-prone; effective agents must track and update state, reason under uncertainty, and
adapt plans as new evidence arrives.

When humans tackle complex tasks, they recognize recurring situations and selectively reuse ele-
ments of past successes to guide future decisions. In neurobiology, these forms of reuse are often

*Work done during internship at Microsoft.
†Corresponding authors.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

07
28

7v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 8

 D
ec

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.07287v1


Hi, my mobile data isn’t working
properly. It’s either slow or stops
completely. Can you help fix this? Step 2: Return previous solution: data insufficiency requiring data refueling

User
Please provide your phone number.

Agent
My name is Emma and my phone
number is 123-456-789. I’m abroad
in France.

Insert previous experience

(a) Trajectory-Level Memory Retrieval Method

Step 1: Find experience about: Mobile data connectivity problem abroad

(b) Tool Graph Method

0.62

0.25

0.13

(c) SIT-Graph (Ours)

Step 1: Deciding which type of
memory to recall

Previous Tool

Candidate Tool

Other Tool

Step 1: Find previous tool in
the graph

Step 2: Return the connected
tool that has the largest
weight as the next tool.

Step 2: Retrieve the corresponding
memory 

Episodic memory
Procedural memory

0.62

0.25

0.13

Current state: The user’s mobile data isn’t
working and the phone is on a 2G network
and data roaming is turned off.

Similarity: 0.78                    0.45

Step 3: Return Top-k tools as suggestion

get_customer_by_phone(123456789)

line_id: L1001, status: Active

check_network_status() Return: get_data_usages()

Return: get_customer_by_phone         get_data_usages        refuel_data

toggle_roaming(on)

set_network_mode_preference(5G)

choose tool follow the graph

My mobile data speed is now exactly
what I needed. Thank you for your help!

0.62

0.25

0.13

Signal: poor; Network Type: 2G; 
Roaming Enabled: No

Suggest top-2 next tools:
toggle_roaming, get_data_usages

State 1 : The 
user...

State 2 : The 
user...

status:
nonActive

Figure 1: Comparison with episodic memory and tool graph based methods in multi-turn
tool-use tasks. (a) In memory-based methods, memories are stored as discrete items, but these
approaches typically incorporate only episodic event memories and retrieve trajectory-level expe-
rience. Before the task objective becomes sufficiently clear, this retrieval process may return mis-
matched or inappropriate experiences, which can lead to task failure. (b) Tool graphs typically en-
code dependency relationships between agents, relying solely on tool dependencies extracted from
previous experience. However, they lack consideration of task-specific states. (c) Our method repre-
sents both episodic and procedural memory within a unified structure and adaptively leverages these
different types of memory at the state level. In this case, the actual issue lies in the mobile phone
settings, and the agent can only confirm the underlying problem after invoking the information tool,
which updates the state. However, (a) would retrieve a solution based solely on the observed symp-
toms before the agent has accurately identified the true cause, resulting in an incorrect response. (b),
on the other hand, tends to select the tool that has been most frequently used in past trajectories or is
highly connected in the tool-dependency graph. Because it ignores the current state and task-specific
information, it also often leads to the selection of an incorrect tool.

distinguished as episodic memory and procedural memory (Atallah et al., 2004). Episodic mem-
ory, supported by hippocampal–midbrain interactions, integrates overlapping episodes into linked
mnemonic structures that extend beyond single events and enable flexible generalization (Shohamy
& Wagner, 2008). Procedural memory is supported by the basal ganglia and allows people to acquire
skills through repeated practice and reinforcement of prior actions (Wise, 1996). Recent experience-
based LLM agents echo these two forms of memory in different ways. Methods that store and re-
trieve prior task-solving trajectories (Ouyang et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2024) behave episodically.
Given a new query, they recall whole trajectories or predefined subtasks. Other works construct tool
graphs to repeat successful tool-use patterns (Liu et al., 2024a), emphasizing procedural regulari-
ties. However, both coarse-grained episodes and tool-only dependencies are ill-suited to multi-turn
scenarios. Coarse episodes treat each trajectory or predefined subtask as an indivisible unit, pre-
venting reuse and adaptation under partially overlapping experiences, while tool-only links ignore
how dialogue history and earlier tool calls shape the next action. As the example illustrated in Fig.
1, in realistic multi-turn settings, decisions instead should be conditioned on an evolving dialogue
state, progressively clarified goals, and a continually updated environment state. Inspired by human
decision-making arising from the interaction between episodic and procedural memory rather than
either in isolation, our framework couples episodic-like fragments with procedural-like routines: it
retrieves and recombines partially overlapping trajectory segments while abstracting stable tool-use
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dependencies from repeated sequences of tool invocations, yielding context-consistent reuse of past
experience in continually evolving multi-turn tool-use scenarios.

In this paper, we propose a State-Integrated Tool Graph (SIT-Graph), which enhances multi-turn
tool-use agents by enabling them to adaptively leverage past trajectories in partially overlapping
situations. Specifically, we first induce a tool graph from accumulated tool-use trajectories, linking
tools that repeatedly appear in a consistent call order. However, tool-only links are insufficient to
fully capture the historical experiences in multi-turn scenario, since the dialogue history and the prior
tool invocations will also largely affect the decision. We therefore augment tool-to-tool edges with
compact state descriptors, which summarize all historically relevant information (i.e., dialogue and
tool history) that may affect subsequent decisions as current state. This state augmentation supports
retrieval and adaptation from partially overlapping situations. At inference time, SIT-Graph enables
a human-like balance between episodic and procedural memory. For each decision step, the agent
first assesses whether selecting the next tool requires recalling prior context. When recall is needed,
it activates episodic memory by retrieving state summaries associated with relevant edges, using
condensed dialogue and tool history to guide the decision. When the step is routine, it relies on
procedural memory, selecting tools directly from high-confidence dependency weights in the graph
without explicit recall. Essentially, the agent makes decisions by jointly considering (i) transferable
tool-to-tool dependency patterns and (ii) situation-specific guidance distilled from similar past states,
yielding more robust, flexible, and efficient tool selection in open-ended multi-turn interactions.

Specifically, we summarize the contributions of our work as follows:

1. We propose a State-Integrated Tool Graph (SIT-Graph) that jointly encodes (i) com-
pact summaries of historically relevant states and (ii) recurring tool-to-tool dependencies
mined from past trajectories. SIT-Graph supports retrieval and adaptation from partially
overlapping situations, allowing the agent to select the next tool in a context-aware and
experience-driven manner.

2. We further formulate state summarization itself as an invocable tool. This design enables
on-demand state consolidation, so the agent can dynamically choose between episodic re-
call when context matters and procedural execution when patterns are routine. The resulting
hybrid control improves effectiveness while reducing unnecessary computation.

3. We conduct extensive evaluations against both memory-based and tool graph based base-
lines, which show significant and consistent gains on three stateful multi-turn tool-use
benchmarks.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 MULTI-TURN TOOL USE

Multi-turn tool use presents distinctive challenges as agents should not only select the appropriate
tool to invoke but also manage the intricate interaction in dialogue and tool outputs across successive
turns. To enable such capabilities, prior work has explored both supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and
reinforcement learning (RL) approaches. For SFT, Magnet (Yin et al., 2025) synthesizes multi-turn
tool-use data via graph translation, while APIGen-MT (Prabhakar et al., 2025) generates training
data through simulated agent–human interactions. RL methods focus on optimizing tool-use poli-
cies through interactive feedback. For example, MUA-RL (Zhao et al., 2025) and RAGEN (Wang
et al., 2025b) study multi-turn tool use with user interactions and self-evolution in text-based envi-
ronments, respectively, while verl-agent (Feng et al., 2025), RL-Factory (Chai et al., 2025), and
Tool-Star (Dong et al., 2025) extend the RL post-training paradigm to more complex reasoning
and multi-tool settings. Complementary to these algorithmic advances, recent benchmarks such as
DialogTool (Wang et al., 2025a) and ToolSandbox (Lu et al., 2024) highlight the difficulties of
maintaining state across turns and call for systematic evaluation of tool-use agents. Nevertheless,
SFT approaches require large-scale data collection, and RL methods need substantial computational
costs. Our method leverages prior experiences to achieve superior performance without additional
training costs.
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2.2 TOOL GRAPH

Recent studies have explored tool graphs as a means of structuring and reasoning over large tool
spaces. Depending on how the graph is constructed, existing methods can be categorized into four
groups. First, approaches based on input–output relationships include ControlLLM (Liu et al.,
2024b), Magnet (Yin et al., 2025), and NaviAgent (Jiang et al., 2025b), where nodes represent
tools or resources and edges capture data dependencies. Second, methods leveraging historical
trajectories, such as GTool (Chen et al., 2025b), ToolFlow (Wang et al., 2024), and NaviAgent,
infer connections from past tool-use sequences, with ToolFlow further modeling parameter-level
semantic similarities to generate coherent tool combinations. Third, manually constructed graphs
exemplified by SciToolAgent (Ding et al., 2025) encode expert knowledge to guide LLMs in exe-
cuting multi-step toolchains in scientific domains. Finally, approaches supporting dynamic updates,
such as ToolNet (Liu et al., 2024a) and SGC (Wu et al., 2024), organize massive tool collections
into weighted directed graphs and update them adaptively based on usage, enabling more efficient
navigation and planning. By contrast, our method integrates state information with the tool graph
during dynamic modeling, enabling the execution of tool graph following in a task-specific and
stateful way.

2.3 AGENT MEMORY

Agent memory has been explored in two primary ways: internal and external. Internal memory
is generated and maintained within the agent’s reasoning or planning modules, often serving as
intermediate representations to guide decision-making (Lee et al., 2024; Agashe et al., 2024; Jiang
et al., 2024; Song et al., 2024). In contrast, external memory stores distilled information outside
the agent’s core reasoning loop, enabling modular retrieval and reuse across different tasks and time
steps (Zhang et al., 2025b; Xu et al., 2025; Rezazadeh et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2023; Tang et al.,
2025). Recent studies increasingly emphasize this external approach for its flexibility and scalability
in long-horizon interactions, as it can retain a larger amount of past experience to support continual
learning and adaptive behavior.

Besides, memory systems exhibit diverse forms, including pure experiential records (Xiong et al.,
2025), summarized textual content (Ouyang et al., 2025), latent embedding representations (Zhang
et al., 2025a), and structured graph-based memory architectures (Chhikara et al., 2025; Liu et al.,
2025; Anokhin et al., 2024). Accordingly, the retrieval mechanisms are also adapted to align with
the specific forms of memory representation, such as similarity-based retrieval (Hou et al., 2024),
episodic search (Anokhin et al., 2024), and implicit retrieval (Zhang et al., 2024). However, pre-
vious approaches primarily provided insights at the trajectory level, which limits their suitability
and flexibility in multi-turn tool-use tasks. In multi-turn scenarios, similar states should be inte-
grated to enable experience transfer at the state level rather than at the level of individual events.
Our method models the task at the state level, retrieving prior experiences based on current state
similarity through an external stateful tool graph augmented with summarized state information.

2.4 GRAPH-BASED MEMORY

Graph structures can organize memory and knowledge in a coherent, interconnected manner. They
encode episodic or semantic information as nodes linked through relational edges, thereby enabling
efficient retrieval of contextually relevant information (Liu et al., 2025). Graph-based methods
continuously update the memory graph by adding new episodic events or semantic knowledge, dy-
namically creating nodes and relational links that refine the agent’s understanding as it interacts
with the environment (Xu et al., 2025; Anokhin et al., 2024; Jiang et al., 2025a). However, these
approaches primarily focus on episodic memory. In tool-use tasks, tool dependencies can be deter-
mined by the inherent sequencing of tool invocations. In contrast to these graph-based methods, our
approach encodes episodic state information on the edges and leverages these meaningful connec-
tions to jointly capture episodic relationships and tool dependency structures. The agent can rely on
both episodic and procedural memory when making decisions.
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3 TASK FORMULATION

3.1 MULTI-TURN TOOL USE

We formulate the multi-turn tool-use process as a partially observable Markov decision process
(POMDP):

(S,A,O, T,R, πθ),

where S denotes the dialogue states and the underlying database states, A denotes the action space
consisting of textual responses and tool invocations, O the observable dialogue history, and T the
transition dynamics driven by user inputs and tool feedback.

At step t, the agent observes a dialogue history ht ⊆ O, selects an action at ∼ πθ(at | ht), receives
an observation ot, and updates the history ht+1 = ht ∪ {at, ot}. Tool actions may modify the
underlying world state (e.g., updating retrieved data or executing API calls), while textual response
actions contribute to the message history exchanged between the agent and the user.

This formulation captures the interactive and partially observable nature of multi-turn tool use,
where the agent must coordinate decision-making and acting under uncertainty while continuously
updating its internal dialogue state.

3.2 TOOL GRAPH

We formulate tool-use planning as a decision-making problem on a summary integrated tool graph,
defined as

G = (V,E,D,W, I),

where each node τv ∈ V corresponds to a tool in the pool. Each node is associated with a textual
description dv ∈ D, specifying its functionality. Each edge (τu, τv) ∈ E denotes a dependency or
sequential relationship, indicating that the output of tool τu serves as the input to tool τv , or that the
two tools exhibit a temporal ordering in the historical interaction sequence. In addition, each edge
is associated with a weight wuv ∈ W , representing factors such as accuracy and efficiency. Some
of the edges are associated with a stateful summary iuv ∈ I , which encodes contextual information
from previous interactions. The task planning objective is to suggest the next tool within G that
adaptively optimize over the edge weights or state summaries similarity.

4 METHODOLOGY

In this section, we first explain how the historical experience is obtained (Section 4.1). We then use
this experience to construct the SIT-Graph, which integrates weighted and summary information
on the edges to store both the procedural memory and episodic memory (Section 4.2). Finally, we
employ the SIT-Graph to adaptively guide the agent’s tool-selection decisions (Section 4.3).

4.1 HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE

In multi-turn tool-use scenarios, the interaction context is composed of information originating from
multiple sources, including user interactions, agent responses, and feedback provided by external
tools from the environment. When making decisions, the current state is embedded within the
dialogue context, making it difficult for the agent to distinguish state-relevant information from the
long multi-turn context. To manage this complexity, we formulate the multi-turn tool-use task as a
POMDP and employ a summary-based approach to capture the information of the agent’s current
state, capturing essential task-relevant stateful information while abstracting away redundant or low-
level details.

Instead of summarizing at each turn, which would incur substantial cost, we introduce a dedicated
state-summarization tool that allows the agent to autonomously decide when to summarize its cur-
rent state and extract historical information relevant to future decisions. Rather than forcing sum-
maries at predefined steps, the agent can invoke this tool on demand. This design offers more
structured guidance while preserving flexibility in when and how the tool is used, leading to more
adaptive and context-aware decision-making in multi-turn interactions.

5



We first perform rollouts using the base model to generate trajectories in the training set, during
which the summarization tool is automatically invoked. These tool-augmented rollout trajectories
serve as the historical experience for State-Integrated Tool Graph construction. In some scenarios, a
training set may not be available. In such cases, the trajectories collected during testing can be used
instead, enabling the State-Integrated Tool Graph to be updated in real time. In the next section, we
describe how we construct the graph with the collected historical experience.

4.2 BUILDING THE GRAPH

Trajectories Tool Pairs Tool Graph

Conversation History

More Turns ...

Tool i Calling

Tool j Calling

Turn N:

User Message

Agent Message

Agent Message

Summarization 
Tool Calling 

Tool i Tool j

(Tool i, Tool j)

State 1
 State 2

(Tool 1, Tool 2)

Tool 1 Tool 2

State 1
 State 2

......

Weight 

Weight

  New State

+

State information: Customer is abroad in France and unable to use mobile data
on line 555-123-2002 (L1002). The line is active. Roaming has now been
enabled and 2GB of data refueled. The line is not suspended.

Tool 1

Tool 2

Tool i

Tool j

{State Summary}
Edge Weight

Figure 2: Building the graph. We build the graph based on previous successful trajectories. Except
for the summarization tool, all tools invoked in the historical trajectory are treated as nodes, and
edges are constructed to connect them according to their calling sequential relationships. The state
information summarized by the summarization tool is treated as edge information. Each edge must
contain a weight and may additionally include the corresponding state information, depending on
whether the agent chooses to invoke the summarization tool between the two tool nodes.

To capture both tool selection dependencies and stateful information, we employ a state-
summarized, graph-based structure, which the agent subsequently leverages for informed decision-
making. As shown in Fig.2, we construct the graph based on historical experiences, which contain
the entire conversation and the tool-invocation trajectories of previous completed tasks. The tool
graph is constructed based on the invocation order of tools in the historical trajectory, with nodes
representing individual tools and edges capturing their sequential relationships. Each edge is as-
signed a weight that reflects the frequency or strength of the corresponding tool transition. When
a summarization tool is invoked between two tools, the resulting summary information is attached
to the edge as an additional attribute. Whether an edge includes such summary information is de-
termined by the historical interaction data, and the state produced by the summarization tool is
stored on the edge connecting the corresponding tool pair. For example, given a historical trajectory
represented as:

(muser, magent, muser, τ1, τsummary, τ2, magent, muser),

where muser and magent denote messages from the user and the agent respectively. We construct two
nodes, τ1 and τ2, where each τi represents a normal tool provided by the environment, and τsummary
denotes the summarization tool we designed. An edge is then established between these nodes,
represented as:

(τ1, τ2, w12, {content of τsummary})
where w12 represents the weight of the edge, while the content of τsummary serves as the edge infor-
mation, which may later include stateful summary information.

The weight represents both the success rate of the corresponding tasks and the efficiency of success-
ful trajectories. The efficiency is measured by the number of rollout steps required to complete the
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task. Previous work typically relies solely on the probability of successful transformation between
tools to define edge weights (Liu et al., 2024a). However, this approach may lead to the tool overuse
trap. To mitigate this issue, we incorporate efficiency as an additional weighting factor, enriching
the information encoded in the graph. By leveraging the Accuracy–Efficiency tradeoff, the agent
can develop resource-bounded strategies that avoid repeatedly invoking tools that are harmless but
task-irrelevant, such as simple information retrieval tools.

To be specific, we define the weight as:

w′
ij = Nij + c

∑ 1

nij
, (1)

where w′
ij denotes the raw weight of the edge eij connecting tool τi and tool τj , Nij represents the

number of successful invocations of this tool pair in successful trajectories, nij denotes the number
of turns in the successful trajectories where the two tool invocations occur and c is the weight used
to control the relative importance of the two terms. The reciprocal of nij emphasizes more efficient
successful trajectories.

To ensure local comparability for each node, the weights of all outgoing edges are normalized as
follows:

wij =
w′

ij∑
k∈N (i) w

′
ik

(2)

where N (i) denotes the set of nodes that can be reached from node i, which is all the next tool
selection candidates of τi. This normalization ensures that the sum of all outgoing edge weights
from each node equals one, allowing the weights to represent the relative importance of different
tool dependencies conditioned on the current tool.

4.3 LEVERAGING THE GRAPH

Current 
State

Hi, my mobile data isn’t
working properly. It’s either
slow or stops completely.

Can you help fix this?

I can help! Please provide
your phone number or

account details so I can
check your settings.

Sure, my name is Emma and
my phone number is 123-456-

789. How should I proceed?

You’ve exceeded your limit. You
can add up to 2GB for $2 per GB
or switch to a higher plan. What

would you prefer?

More Turns ...

User

Agent

get_customer_
by_phone (...)

Customer Details

Should I summarize
 the current state?

Last Tool Calling

YES

NO

Tool 1: 
W=0.62

Weight Comparison between candidate

Tool 2: 
W=0.25

get_details_
by_id (...)

Plan_Details

Next Tool Calling

Step1: Locate Tool in the 

Previous Calling

Candidate Tool

Other Tool

get_customer_
by_phone (...)

get_details_by_id (...)

get_data_usage (...)
0.62

0.25

{State Summaries}

Candidate Tool 1

Locate Tool in the Graph

{State Summaries}

Candidate Tool 2

Compare state
with similarity 

0.13

Tool 3: 
W=0.13

Agent

User

{State Summaries}

Candidate Tool 3

check_sim_status(...)

Suggestion: Tool 1, Tool 2

Suggestion: Tool 1, Tool 3

0.61 0.78 0.64 0.44 0.54 0.58

0.73 0.69 0.54

Figure 3: Adaptively leveraging the graph. First, we locate the last tool call in the graph and
identify the candidate node it is connected to. Then, the agent decides whether it should summarize
the current state. If the decision is yes, the agent calls the summary tool and abstracts the current state
as a summary. It then compares the similarity between this summarized state and the stored states
in the connected edges, selecting the two with the highest similarities as the next tool candidates.
If the decision is no, the agent directly selects the next two tools by comparing the edge weights.
Both the similarity comparison and the weight comparison methods return two candidate tools for
suggestion.

During inference, we leverage the SIT-Graph to provide tool-selection guidance for the agent, as
shown in Fig.3. Specifically, after the agent invokes a tool, we locate the corresponding tool node
in the graph and find all connected edges. The tools connected to these edges are regarded as
candidate tools for the next invocation. Before making its next decision, the agent autonomously
determines whether it is necessary to invoke the summary tool. If the agent determines that it
need to summarize the current state, the summary tool is called to obtain a stateful summary of
the current situation. This summary is then compared with the summary information stored on the
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connected edges. Finally, the two tools associated with the edges exhibiting the highest similarity
scores to the current summarized state information are selected and provided as suggestions for
the next tool invocation. If the agent decides that summarization is not necessary, we select only
the weight information for comparison and identify the two tools connected by the edges with the
highest weights as suggestions for the next tool invocation. It is worth noting that we provide top-k
candidate tools as suggestions to the agent, rather than directly selecting the tool with the highest
score. This design choice offers greater generality and flexibility.

In conclusion, when summary information is required, the agent selects tools based on the summa-
rized state; otherwise, it relies on the edge weights. This mechanism enables the agent to adaptively
determine whether to draw on episodic memory or procedural memory when selecting tools. By
dynamically switching between these two sources of memory, the agent can leverage high-level con-
textual cues when needed, while maintaining efficient decision-making through frequently observed
transition patterns between tools. This adaptive selection process enhances the agent’s robustness
and overall performance in complex or evolving environments.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS

Benchmarks. To verify the effectiveness of our method, we conduct evaluations on four multi-turn
tool-use benchmarks to demonstrate the superiority of our approach. We select Telecom tasks in τ -
Bench (Yao et al., 2024), Retail tasks in τ2-Bench (Barres et al., 2025), ToolSandbox (Lu et al.,
2024) and agent multi-turn task in ACEBench (Chen et al., 2025a), which offer diverse stateful,
conversational, and interactive real-world scenarios, in which an LLM-simulated user interacts with
the LLM agent. Among these benchmarks, both τ -Bench‘s Telecom tasks and τ2-Bench’s Retail
tasks have separate training and test sets, and the training set can be used to construct the tool graph.
In ToolSandbox only a test set of approximately 1,000 tasks is available. We divide this set into a
training set and a test set, containing about 800 and 200 tasks respectively. The training set can then
be used to construct the tool graph as prior experience.

Evaluation. To ensure a fair comparison, we follow the evaluation protocols defined in the origi-
nal benchmark settings. Specifically, τ2-Bench uses assertion functions to evaluate task success, τ -
Bench evaluates performance by comparing the final database state of each episode with the ground-
truth expected state, and ToolSandbox adopts a milestone-based evaluation strategy that defines key
events which must occur within a trajectory. Although these benchmarks adopt different evalua-
tion criteria, we use the test-set accuracy as a unified metric to assess the performance of different
methods.

Baselines. We compare our method with a basic retrieval approach, where the top three past expe-
riences most similar to the current task are retrieved. In addition, we include comparisons with the
memory-based method ReasoningBank (Ouyang et al., 2025), where the agent retrieves summaries
of previous similar trajectories, and the tool graph–based method ToolNet (Liu et al., 2024a) 1,
which organizes tools into a directed graph, allowing the agent to navigate it by iteratively selecting
the next tool from its successor nodes until the task is fully resolved.

5.2 MAIN RESULT

As shown in Table 1, SIT-Graph achieves state-of-the-art performance across benchmarks with dif-
ferent base models when compared with both episodic memory and tool graph based method. No-
tably, the performance improvement is more pronounced for base models with lower reasoning
ability. For instance, GPT-4.1-mini benefits more from our method compared with GPT-4.1 and
GPT-4o in most of the cases. This suggests that our approach is particularly effective at compen-
sating for the reasoning limitations of smaller or less capable models with adaptive memory. Fur-
thermore, while τ2-bench and τ -bench contain similar tasks within a single domain, Toolsandbox
includes tasks spanning multiple domains. Our method consistently outperforms all baselines across
these benchmarks, highlighting its generalizability to tasks with varying complexity and diverse

1Since the original implementation is not open-sourced, we re-implemented it ourselves.
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Table 1: Performance comparison of different models across three benchmarks, showing the average
task reward (1 for completed tasks, 0 for incomplete tasks) and relative improvement over the Base
Model.

Benchmark Model Base Model Reasoning Bank ToolNet Retrieval Top-3 SIT-Graph

τ -bench GPT-4.1-mini 0.541 0.567 (+4.8%) 0.572 (+5.7%) 0.575 (+6.3%) 0.661 (+22.2%)
GPT-4.1 0.658 0.645 (-2.0%) 0.652 (-0.9%) 0.672 (+2.1%) 0.710 (+7.9%)
GPT-4o 0.609 0.624 (+2.5%) 0.634 (+4.1%) 0.644 (+5.7%) 0.670 (+10.0%)

τ 2-bench GPT-4.1-mini 0.396 0.441 (+11.4%) 0.452 (+14.1%) 0.422 (+6.6%) 0.526 (+32.8%)
GPT-4.1 0.358 0.413 (+15.4%) 0.425 (+18.7%) 0.439 (+22.6%) 0.512 (+43.0%)
GPT-4o 0.287 0.309 (+7.7%) 0.333 (+16.0%) 0.298 (+3.8%) 0.362 (+26.1%)

Toolsandbox GPT-4.1-mini 0.584 0.628 (+7.5%) 0.624 (+6.8%) 0.582 (-0.3%) 0.658 (+12.7%)
GPT-4.1 0.633 0.605 (-4.4%) 0.643 (+1.6%) 0.526 (-16.9%) 0.704 (+11.2%)
GPT-4o 0.619 0.632 (+2.1%) 0.652 (+5.3%) 0.598 (-3.4%) 0.673 (+8.7%)

tool requirements. Notably, among the baselines, step-level methods such as ToolNet outperform
trajectory-level retrieval approaches like Reasoning Bank. This performance gap can be attributed
to the nature of multi-turn settings, where the relevant trajectory information becomes progressively
clarified over the course of the interaction rather than being fully specified at the outset. As a result,
trajectory-level retrieval may introduce incomplete or even inaccurate contextual signals during early
reasoning stages, limiting its effectiveness. While both the trajectory-based retrieval methods and
tool graph method provide moderate improvements, our approach consistently achieves superior re-
sults. This suggests that the proposed mechanism for integrating segment-level episodic knowledge
and repeated pattern offers a more reliable and adaptive form of guidance in multi-turn scenarios.

5.3 SCENARIOS WITHOUT AN AVAILABLE TRAINING SET

In some scenarios, a dedicated training set for graph construction may not be available. In such
cases, the graph must be updated online using test-time data. We employ an LLM-as-a-judge to
determine whether each task is successfully completed, and the successful trajectories are then used
to construct the graph in real time following the procedure described in Section 4.2. To evaluate
our method under this setting, we conduct experiments on the ACEBench multi-turn agent tasks,
and report both end-to-end and process accuracy in Table 2. End-to-end accuracy is evaluated by
comparing the instance attributes of the corresponding class with the target. If all attributes match
exactly, Accuracy = 1; otherwise = 0. Process accuracy is determined by the consistency between
the actual function call process and the ideal process. It is expressed as n/m, where m is the length of
the ideal function call sequence, and n is the number of correctly matched steps. ACEBench contains
multi-turn tasks with partially overlapping scenarios, so our dynamic graph construction approach
yields notable performance improvements by enabling the agent to adaptively retrieve state-specific
memories or tool dependencies. Notably, in this setting, we replace the original Retrieve-Top-3 re-
lated experience baseline with a Retrieve-Top-1 scheme. When the total number of tasks is relatively
small, forcing the agent to retrieve three similar experiences often introduces irrelevant or weakly
related trajectories, which can mislead decision-making and ultimately degrade performance. Our
method also achieves performance gains even when the SIT-Graph is constructed using only a small
amount of data during the online update stage. In contrast, ToolNet, which relies solely on tool-
dependency information, exhibits a significant performance drop. This observation further supports
that relevant prior experiences can effectively guide the agent toward correct decisions, whereas
irrelevant memories may introduce noise and hinder reasoning.

5.4 MORE ADVANCED MODEL

The performance of GPT-5.1 on the τ2-Bench benchmark is notably strong. We further evaluated
the GPT-5.1 across a wider range of benchmarks, and the results are demonstrated in Table 3, where
GPT-5.1 corresponds to the reasoning-high mode. Due to the high computational and monetary
costs associated with running GPT-5.1, we restrict our primary experiments to GPT-4.1. Notably,
our SIT-Graph framework built upon GPT-4.1 already surpasses the performance of GPT-5.1 on half

9



Table 2: Performance comparison across two evaluation metrics (process accuracy and end-to-end
accuracy).

Metric Model Base Reasoning Bank ToolNet Retrieval Top-1 SIT-Graph

Process Acc GPT-4.1-mini 0.633 0.701 0.627 0.641 0.719
GPT-4.1 0.653 0.703 0.664 0.601 0.765
GPT-4o 0.664 0.684 0.659 0.628 0.720

End-to-End Acc GPT-4.1-mini 0.400 0.483 0.436 0.473 0.533
GPT-4.1 0.503 0.498 0.481 0.432 0.567
GPT-4o 0.484 0.477 0.473 0.467 0.503

Table 3: Performance comparison of different models across five benchmarks.

Model τ 2-Bench τ -Bench ToolSandbox ACEBench end-to-end ACEBench process

GPT-5.1 with high reasoning 0.842 0.739 0.647 0.433 0.674

GPT-4.1 with SIT-Graph 0.512 0.710 0.704 0.567 0.765

of the evaluated datasets. A comprehensive evaluation of SIT-Graph instantiated with GPT-5.1 is
left for future work.

5.5 ABLATION STUDY

Table 4: Ablation results on SIT-Graph: component ab-
lations (top), weight design ablations (middle) and graph-
leveraging methods (bottom).

Method τ2-Bench τ -Bench Toolsandbox
Base model 0.358 0.658 0.633
SIT-Graph 0.512 0.710 0.704

(A) Component ablations
(i) w/o graph 0.430 0.667 0.647
(ii) w/o weight 0.472 0.684 0.663
(iii) w/o state 0.465 0.678 0.674

(B) Weight design ablations
(i) only weight 0.465 0.678 0.674
(ii) only weight w/o efficiency 0.456 0.660 0.655

(C) Graph-leveraging methods
(i) w/o adapt 0.477 0.652 0.678
(ii) with GNN4plan 0.427 0.669 0.602

The components of SIT-Graph
We conduct a series of ablation
studies to analyze the contribution
of each component within the SIT-
Graph framework. Specifically, we
design three variants: (i) Without
the SIT-Graph. In this setting, the
base model is equipped only with our
Summarization Tool, which the agent
can autonomously decide to invoke.
(ii) Graph traversal using state infor-
mation only. Here, the agent main-
tains the ability to decide when to
recall past information. However,
tool retrieval from the graph is condi-
tioned solely on the current state rep-
resentation, without considering edge
weights or tool-dependency signals.
This design evaluates whether state-
conditioned retrieval alone is suffi-
cient for effective guidance and how much performance relies on fine-grained dependency mod-
eling. (iii) Graph traversal using edge weights only. In this configuration, the agent follows the
SIT-Graph deterministically at every step. We rank tools based on learned edge weights and retrieve
the top-k candidate tools as suggestions. The agent no longer leverages explicit state information
during retrieval.

The results reported in Table 4 show that, even without the graph structure, the agent’s adaptive
use of the Summarization Tool consistently yields performance improvements across different mod-
els and benchmarks. This variant isolates the contribution of memory summarization from that of
graph-based retrieval. Moreover, the results indicate that both state information and edge-weight
information within the SIT-Graph contribute significantly to the final performance.
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The design of weight in the graph To assess the effectiveness of our weight design, we conduct
two controlled experiments: (i) Weight-only traversal. In this setting, the agent makes action selec-
tions solely based on the learned weights, retrieving tools according to their top-k weight values. (ii)
Accuracy-only weighting. In this variant, the agent retrieves tools using only the accuracy-related
signal adopted as in prior work Liu et al. (2024a), excluding the efficiency term introduced by our
method. This allows us to isolate the contribution of the newly proposed efficiency component.

As shown in Table 4, all ablated variants exhibit performance degradation compared to the full
SIT-Graph model. The deterioration is particularly pronounced in tasks that rely on weight informa-
tion incorporating both tool-dependency structure and efficiency signals. Notably, the results also
demonstrate that the efficiency term contributes additional gains even when the agent relies solely
on weight-based retrieval.

Ablation study on different graph-leveraging methods We conduct experiments to examine the
impact of adaptive memory retrieval during traversal of the SIT-Graph. Specifically, we consider
two variants: (i) In the w/o adapt variant, the agent is required to recall episodic memory whenever
a previously invoked tool connected by an edge contains relevant state information. If none of the
connected edges provide state information, the agent defaults to weight-based retrieval. (ii) with
GNN4Plan (Wu et al., 2024) traverses the SIT-Graph according to the original GNN4Plan strategy.
Each variant is tested under identical conditions to isolate the effect of the ablated component.

As shown in Table 4, both alternative graph-leveraging methods exhibit performance drops relative
to the full SIT-Graph. These results underscore the importance of our approach in dynamically
invoking different types of memory and incorporating state-level information. The findings indicate
that the ability to selectively retrieve episodic and procedural memory according to task-specific
states is critical for effective multi-turn reasoning and tool selection. The observed performance
degradation in the ablated variants highlights that both memory adaptation and fine-grained state
awareness jointly contribute to the robustness and efficiency of the SIT-Graph framework.

6 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a unified graph structure for multi-turn tool use, SIT-Graph, which stores
both state information and tool dependencies. The agent adaptively decides how to traverse the
graph, using either state information or tool dependencies, which is analogous to how humans re-
call episodic or procedural memory. Experimental results demonstrate that our method consistently
outperforms strong memory- and graph-based baselines, indicating that adaptively recalling differ-
ent types of memory in realistic multi-turn tool-use scenarios enables more robust decisions. This
adaptive memory control also steers the agent toward more human-like decision-making behavior.
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