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Abstract

Conducting reinforcement learning (RL) in sim-
ulated environments offers a cost-effective and
highly scalable way to enhance language-based
agents. However, previous work has been lim-
ited to semi-automated environment synthesis
or tasks lacking sufficient difficulty, offering lit-
tle breadth or depth. In addition, the instability
of simulated users integrated into these environ-
ments, along with the heterogeneity across sim-
ulated environments, poses further challenges
for agentic RL. In this work, we propose: (1)
a unified pipeline for automated and scalable
synthesis of simulated environments associated
with high-difficulty but easily verifiable tasks;
and (2) an environment level RL algorithm
that not only effectively mitigates user instabil-
ity but also performs advantage estimation at
the environment level, thereby improving train-
ing efficiency and stability. Comprehensive
evaluations on agentic benchmarks, including
7-bench, 72-Bench, and VitaBench, validate the
effectiveness of our proposed method. Further
in-depth analyses underscore its out-of-domain
generalization.

1 Introduction

As large language models (LLMs) have demon-
strated powerful tool-use capabilities (Shen, 2024;
Team et al., 2025b; Wang et al., 2025) and robust
multi-turn conversational skills (Yi et al., 2024), the
research community has increasingly been build-
ing language-based agents to automate task solv-
ing (Wang et al., 2024; Su et al., 2025). However,
current LLM-based agents still struggle with com-
plex real-world tasks that require extensive interac-
tion with environments and users (He et al., 2025).
Reinforcement learning (RL) in real-world environ-
ments appears to be an effective way to enhance
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agent capabilities, but it suffers from high costs
and poor scalability (Zhao et al., 2025). Therefore,
synthesizing simulated environments for agentic
RL has emerged as a popular approach (Qian et al.,
2025b).

While some recent efforts have explored train-
ing agents with mock environments and simulated
users (Xi et al., 2025; Ye et al., 2025; Du et al.,
2025), they fall short in three key aspects: (1) Prior
work (Fang et al., 2025; Qian et al., 2025b) has been
limited to semi-automated environment synthesis
or tasks that are not sufficiently challenging, falling
short in both the breadth and depth required for
effective agent training; (2) Some studies (Zhao
et al., 2025) introduce simulated LLM-based users
to interact with agents, yet neglect the instabil-
ity of such users; (3) Existing approaches (Qian
et al., 2025b) view multi-environment RL training
from a single-environment perspective, leading to
suboptimal efficiency and stability.

We thus argue that a unified pipeline capable
of automatically generating mock environments
and complex tasks is better suited to simultane-
ously broadening the scope of agent training and
deepening its complexity. In addition, during the
interaction between the agent and the simulated
user, we emphasize the importance of real-time
monitoring of the simulated user’s accuracy, so as
to ensure that the feedback received by the agent
is reasonable. Furthermore, we highlight treat-
ing agentic RL at the multi-environment level to
improve training efficiency and stability.

To this end, we introduce AutoForge, a novel
framework that integrates an automated pipeline for
synthesizing environments and challenging tasks,
together with an Environment-level Relative Policy
Optimization (ERPO) algorithm. Specifically, our
synthesis pipeline starts from tool description doc-
umentation, enabling the automated construction
of a database to store environment states and the
generation of tool implementations in Python. A
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dependency graph of the tools is then constructed,
upon which random walks yield diverse tool se-
quences. These sequences are merged and aug-
mented with reasoning nodes and edges to form a
complex directed acyclic graph (DAG), which in
turn serves as the blueprint for producing tasks. To
address instability in the simulated user, we employ
an LLM-as-judge mechanism during the RL rollout
phase to identify and mask trajectories where task
failures are due to simulated user errors, thereby
promoting fairness and reducing bias in advantage
estimation. Furthermore, we extend the native
GRPO’s group-level advantage estimation (Shao
et al., 2024) to an environment-level formulation,
which effectively mitigates the impact of outlier
samples on the standard deviation. This enhance-
ment improves the accuracy of advantage estimation
and contributes to greater training stability.

To validate the effectiveness of the proposed
framework, we conduct comprehensive experiments
on three popular agentic benchmarks: 7-bench, 72-
Bench and VitaBench. Experimental findings indi-
cate that AutoForge markedly enhances the agentic
capacity to solve tasks after engaging in extended
multi-turn interactions with the environment and
the user. Further in-depth analysis reveals that Auto-
Forge exhibits strong out-of-domain generalization
capability as well as robust training stability. In
conclusion, our main contributions are summarized
as follows:

* We present a unified pipeline capable of automati-
cally building mock environments and producing
high-difficulty tasks, requiring only a textual de-
scription of the tool.

* We introduce ERPO, an agentic RL algorithm
that effectively mitigates the instability caused
by simulated users while enabling more robust
environment-level advantage estimation.

* Comprehensive experimental results confirm both
the effectiveness and strong generalization of Aut-
oForge, underscoring the promise and importance
of leveraging mock environments in agentic rein-
forcement learning.

2 Related Work

Agentic Reinforcement Learning. For an agent
learning within a given environment, the optimiza-
tion objective is to maximize cumulative reward
through a sequence of interactions with the envi-
ronment. A growing body of recent work stud-
ies agents that extend LL.Ms with external tools.

Search agents (Li et al., 2025b; Wu et al., 2025;
Li et al., 2025a; Tao et al., 2025) interleave rea-
soning with real-time evidence retrieval to solve
challenging open-domain questions. In the code-
generation arena, CodeRL (Le et al., 2022) and
DataMind (Qiao et al., 2025) treat the interpreter
as an executable action space and optimize code-
writing policies via reward signals received from
execution feedback. For general tool manipulation,
ToolRL (Qian et al., 2025a) and ToolN1 (Chen et al.,
2025b) dispense with dense instruction tuning and
instead train LLMs to select and invoke APIs by
directly maximizing task success. Empirical results
show that environment-grounded optimization ex-
tends the reasoning horizon of language models
but raises challenges in sample efficiency, credit
assignment, and training stability. In our paper, we
accelerate RL training by synthesizing a sandbox
environment to get efficient feedback. Furthermore,
we improve credit assignment and training stability
by masking user-induced hallucination errors and
estimating advantages at the environment level.

Environment Emulation. In contrast to tradi-
tional reinforcement learning, agentic reinforce-
ment learning requires the agent to interact with
the environment. When agents interact with search
engines (Wu et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025a), MCP
services (Xu et al., 2025; Ren et al., 2025), or other
real-world tools, they spend most of their wall-clock
time waiting. Idle bubble minutes account for most
of the experimental time. To address this latency
issue, numerous works have explored environment
simulation to get efficient feedback. On one hand,
approaches such as Toolbench(Qin et al., 2023),
ToolSandbox(Guo et al., 2024), ZeroSearch(Sun
et al., 2025), train a model-based environment sim-
ulator. However, due to inherent hallucinations
in LLMs, the same agent action may yield incon-
sistent feedback, and the diversity of the trained
model’s outputs introduces instability, limiting the
reliability of such model-based simulators. On the
other hand, works like 7-bench(Yao et al., 2024,
Barres et al., 2025), construct local, executable
environments, e.g., by converting tasks into locally
runnable code or databases. Yet these approaches
heavily rely on manual annotation, and automat-
ing the construction(Shi et al., 2025) of complex,
diverse tasks remains highly challenging. In this
paper, we propose a method for automatically con-
structing RL training environments and tasks for
agents.
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Figure 1: The AutoForge framework consists of a unified pipeline for scalable synthesis of simulated environments
and high-difficulty, easily verifiable tasks, and ERPO algorithm for multi-environment agentic RL.

3 Method

In this section, we first introduce the verifiable
interactive-environment synthesis pipeline, which
consists of three key steps: (1) environment syn-
thesis (Section §3.1), (2) tool-sequence genera-
tion (Section §3.2), and (3) task generation (Sec-
tion §3.3). We then present our environment-level
agentic RL algorithm (Section §3.4).

3.1 Environment Synthesis

Formally, we define a synthetic environment & as
a tuple comprising the state S and an operation
function set ¥, such that & = (S, ¥). For scal-
able and automated synthesis of environments, we
leverage the gathered tool-description documen-
tation to automatically construct the state S and
the corresponding function set # applicable to the
state.

State Structure Generation. To ensure both
the determinism and the flexible extensibility of
the state, we record it in a database, which can
be formally represented as a list of key—value
pairs: S = [(Ki,V1), (K2, V2), ..., (Kn, Vi)l
where K; denotes the i-th attribute name (e.g.,
"project_id"), and V; denotes its corresponding
value (e.g., "P@0@1"). In this stage, we begin by

prompting a LLM to produce the state structure,
namely all attribute names K;, while leaving the
generation of specific attribute values V; to Sec-
tion §3.3 in order to better ensure the consistency
between tasks and environments.

Function Set Generation. It is important to
note that a function executable on a given state
requires the state structure rather than the specific
state values. Therefore, once the state structure
is obtained, we leverage the tool-description doc-
uments together with the state structure to prompt
an LLM for generating the corresponding Python
code. The Python code not only conforms to the
state structure but also offers extremely low exe-
cution cost, high concurrency, and strong stability,
which fully satisfy the requirements of RL training.

3.2 Tool-Sequence Generation

After building the synthetic simulation environment,
we further construct challenging tasks that align
with the environment to facilitate RL training for
the agent. We posit that the difficulty of a task
is determined by the specific sequence of tools
needed to accomplish it. Therefore, our first step is
to design tool sequences of high complexity.
Sequence Sampling. Motivated by



AgentScaler (Fang et al, 2025), we begin
by representing all available tools as nodes in a
directed graph, derived from their description
documents. A directed edge between two tools is
established when an LLM judges that the output
of one tool is likely to be a valid input for another.
Subsequently, we perform random walks on the
graph to obtain thousands of tool sequences.
However, tool sequences obtained through simple
sampling may not reflect complex tasks, such as
those involving multiple requirements or intricate
reasoning. We therefore enhance their complexity
to enable the generation of more sophisticated
tasks in later stages.

Tool Sequence Merging. Formally, the i-th tool
sequence can be denoted as 7; = [t;,,;,, . . ., til,m].
To obtain a tool sequence that encompasses mul-
tiple requirements, we can merge two existing se-
quences 7; and 7; to produce a new sequence 7,
However, directly concatenating 7; and 7; may
introduce redundant tools. For instance, 7; may
contain the tool find_id_by_name, while 7; in-
cludes find_id_by_email, resulting in a merged
tool sequence that repeatedly retrieves the same id
information. To address this, we prompt an LLM to
remove redundant tools, yielding a more coherent
merged sequence.

Reasoning Node Integration. Subsequently,
to ensure that a tool sequence captures complex
reasoning, we employ an LLM to insert reason-
ing nodes into the sequence. A reasoning node is
defined as a node that performs inference on the
outputs of preceding nodes to derive higher-level
information. For example, if a preceding node
outputs the prices of all items, a reasoning node
may compute the total price of these items. Af-
ter this step, we obtain tool sequences enriched
with higher-order reasoning, formally denoted as
77{" = [tkl, cees Fhys e e ,tk,.,l‘kj, .. ,tlek{,‘], where
rk; denotes the j-th reasoning node in 7,”.

Reasoning Edge Integration. Finally, to in-
corporate explicit dependency information among
tools, we utilize an LLM to augment the tool se-
quence 7" with a set of directed edges, referred
to as reasoning edges Ej. This results in a di-
rected acyclic graph (DAG) formally represented
as G = (7", Er). A reasoning edge is defined
as a directed connection where the output of the
parent node is used, through a reasoning process,
to generate the input parameters for the child node.

3.3 Task Generation

Using Gy as a blueprint, we generate tasks that
guide the agent’s interaction with the synthetic
environment.

Environment Initialization. As discussed in
Section §3.1, we have already synthesized the en-
vironment structure. Therefore, we first instantiate
the environment structure, which means generating
a corresponding value V; for each attribute name
K;. Similar to previous work (Barres et al., 2025),
we simulate users in the environment and use the
user intent to represent the task. Given the instanti-
ated environment Sy and the graph G, we prompt
an LLM to generate the corresponding initial task
question (intent) Ok.

Tool Sequence Execution. A key question is
how to verify whether the agent has successfully
completed the task. Although we have the gold tool
sequence 7,”’, we choose to evaluate task comple-
tion based on the final environment state rather than
the tool sequence. This is because a single task may
be solvable through multiple valid sequences of
tool calls. To obtain the final environment state, we
use the initial task Oy to fill in the tool arguments
for each tool name in G following its topological
order, and then execute these tools on the initial
environment state Sy, resulting in the final state S, .

Task Refinement. Finally, we use the initial and
final environment states, S and S7, to refine the
task Q. A well-crafted task description should
contain only the minimal information necessary
to solve the task, while remaining linguistically
natural. This process yields an RL training sample
Dy = (Qk, Sk, Sy, F), where Qy is the refined
version of the task.

3.4 ERPO

In this section, we leverage the constructed dataset
D to train the agent to continuously interact with
the environment and ultimately solve the task. To
better simulate real-world scenarios where the user
continuously issues requests and the agent inter-
acts with both the user and the environment, we
introduce a simulated user agent into the synthetic
environment during the RL stage. The user agent,
given the task Q, continuously provides relevant
information. Formally, at step ¢, the agent’s action
a; can be one of two options: (1) call a tool, or
(2) request information from the user agent. The
corresponding observation o; is: (1) the result
returned after tool execution, or (2) a textual re-



ply from the user agent. We extend the vanilla
GRPO algorithm (Shao et al., 2024) in the follow-
ing four aspects towards environment-level agentic
reinforcement learning.

User-Centered Rollout. The rollout phase be-
gins with the user agent generating the first re-
quest text og based on Q. The agent then au-
tonomously decides whether to call a tool or re-
quest information from the user agent. The rollout
terminates when the user agent determines that
all requirements in Q have been satisfied. For-
mally, a rollout trajectory can be represented as:
7 = (09,a1,01,a2,07,...,4,,0,), Where a, de-
notes the action at step ¢t and o, the corresponding
response. After the rollout, we obtain an environ-
ment state S, which is compared with the golden
environment state S* to compute the reward R.
Therefore, the function for R is as follows:

1, ifs*==8§
R = A (1)
0, ifs*1=8

Interleaved Thinking. We use Qwen3 (Team,
2025c¢) as the training backbone, which discards
previous reasoning content when a new user query
is received. However, we emphasize that for agent
tasks requiring multiple rounds of interaction with
the user, it is important to retain previous reasoning
content, which often includes task analysis and
planning. To this end, we modify both the training
and inference procedures to preserve all thinking
content, thereby enabling Interleaved Thinking, as
similarly explored in Tongyi DeepResearch (Team
et al., 2025b), GPT-OSS (Agarwal et al., 2025) and
Minimax-M2 (Team, 2025b).

Masking Out Erroneous User Behaviors. It is
worth noting if during the rollout, the user agent
make mistakes, such as returning hallucinated in-
formation or omitting information contained in Q,
which can prevent the agent from completing the
task. To address this, we employ an LLM to identify
trajectories in which the user agent has erred and
mask them out so that they do not contribute to
advantage or loss computation, thereby ensuring
the accuracy of advantage estimation. The detailed
prompt is provided in Appendix A.1.

For each input D, GRPO (Shao et al., 2024)
samples a group of trajectories {7i,1,...,Tm}
from the old policy model mqq. After applying
masking of erroneous user behaviors (MEU), the

RL objective can be expressed as:

1
Tereo(0) =Ep_p (r3M <n, (1D) [

M veu(ti)
M
. ( mg(7;|D) . mo(7i|D)
1 7;) X min | —————A;, clip(—————, (2
,Zl‘ mey () (ﬂ'old(Ti|D) ' p(ﬂ'old(Ti|D) @

-1+ e)Ai) — BDk(7g || mo1a)

s

where € and § are hyperparameters, A; is the ad-
vantage function, and 1ypy(7;) is an indicator that
equals O if the user agent makes an error in trajectory
7;, and 1 otherwise.

Environment-Level Advantage Estimation.
Formally, a training batch contains multiple en-
vironments. Suppose each environment includes P
questions {Q; } li ,- For each question Q;, we sample
M trajectories, and after MEU filtering, obtain M;
valid trajectories {7;; }?/Izil with the corresponding

rewards {R;; }?/[:"l. The original GRPO computes
the group-level advantage using all trajectories from
the same question, as follows:

group _ Rij - mean({Rij}inil)

v std({Rij} 1)

3)

We define an environment-level advantage by
replacing the group-level normalization with per-
forming normalization within each environment.
Concretely, the advantage is computed as:

M;
o Rij — mean({Ri_,'}jzl)

Yo std({Righ Sy

“)

This formulation replaces the group-level nor-
malization with an environment-level one, ensuring
that advantages are computed separately for each
environment. The motivation behind this design is
that group-level standard deviation estimates can
be unstable and overly sensitive to outliers, partic-
ularly when the group size is small or the return
distribution is heavy-tailed. By normalizing returns
within each environment, the resulting advantage
estimates are more stable and better reflect relative
performance among trajectories collected under the
same environment dynamics.

4 Experiments

In this section, we aim to answer the following

research questions (RQ):

* RQ1: How well does AutoForge perform on
in-domain agent tasks?



‘ 7-bench ‘ 72-Bench ‘ VitaBench
Model | Retail Airline | Retail Airline Telecom | Delivery In-store OTA  Cross Domain
Closed-Source Large Language Models
Gemini-2.5-pro 68.7 44.0 67.5 56.0 27.2 49.0 43.8 26.5 23.5
Claude-Sonnet-4 73.9 40.0 67.5 54.0 474 46.0 51.5 29.0 23.0
GPT-03 70.4 52.0 80.2 64.8 58.2 53.5 53.5 37.8 30.0
GPT-04-mini 70.4 46.0 70.2 56.0 46.5 44.5 46.5 235 19.5
GPT-5-thinking 78.3 44.0 81.1 62.6 96.7 54.0 52.5 375 22.8
Open-Source Large Language Models
GPT-OSS-120B-A5B 67.8 49.2 57.0 38.0 45.6 37.0 42.0 12.0 15.0
Deepseek-V3.1-671B-A37B 66.1 40.0 64.9 46.0 38.5 34.0 42.5 18.3 16.3
Kimi-K2-1T-A32B 73.9 51.2 70.6 56.5 65.8 353 42.5 22.0 15.5
Qwen3-Thinking-235B-A22B 67.8 46.0 71.9 58.0 45.6 44.0 46.0 17.5 18.8
xLAM-2-32B-fc-r 64.3 45.0 55.3 52.0 16.7 26.0 17.0 10.0 4.0
xLAM-2-70B-fc-r 67.1 45.2 61.4 56.0 14.0 14.0 11.0 2.0 2.0
Seed-OSS-36B 70.4 46.0 68.4 52.0 41.2 26.0 39.0 7.0 6.1
Qwen3-Thinking-30B-A3B 67.8 48.0 58.8 58.0 26.3 35.0 40.0 20.5 16.0
Qwen-Coder-30B-A3B 68.7 48.0 60.5 42.0 353 23.0 21.0 12.0 4.0
AgentScaler-30B-A3B 70.4 54.0 70.2 60.0 553 25.0 33.0 16.0 8.0
MUA-RL-32B 72.6 46.5 67.3 454 28.3 30.0 325 11.5 10.5
AutoForge-30B-A3B | 731 565 | 74.8 62.0 763 | 460 54.5 24.0 17.5

Table 1: Main results on 7-bench, 72-Bench, and VitaBench.

* RQ2: How well does AutoForge generalize to
out-of-domain agent tasks?

* RQ3: Do the simulated users in the benchmark
affect the agent’s performance evaluation?

* RQ4: What are the effects of the key components
of AutoForge?

4.1 Experimental Setup

Benchmarks. We evaluate the in-domain agent
performance of our model using three widely
adopted benchmarks, 7-bench (Yao et al., 2024),
72-Bench (Barres et al., 2025), and VitaBench (He
etal., 2025), all of which feature standardized multi-
turn conversations and standardized tool invocation
formats. To further assess the generalization capa-
bility of AutoForge, we employ ACEBench (Chen
et al., 2025a), which records multi-turn conversa-
tions via prompts and adopts a customized tool
invocation format. The detailed information of
these benchmarks is as follows:

* 7-bench introduces simulated users to evaluate
how agents and users interact over multiple rounds
to complete tasks in retail and airline scenarios.
Notably, 7-bench is limited to sequential tool
invocation.

+ 72-Bench expands the evaluation by adding a
telecom scenario, enabling tool usage by users.
Moreover, it supports parallel tool invocation by
agents.

* VitaBench focuses on scenarios such as food
delivery and hospitality, further increasing task

complexity, which requires agents to perform mul-
tiple rounds of reasoning and interact repeatedly
with simulated users.

* ACEBench covers a broader range of domains
and adopts a customized tool invocation for-
mat, making it well-suited for evaluating an
agent’s generalization capability. We chose
ACEBench-zh for evaluation to further increase
the degree of out-of-domain testing.

Baselines. We compare AutoForge against the
following types: closed-sourced LLMs, including
Gemini-2.5-pro (Comanici et al., 2025), Claude-
Sonnet-4 (Anthropic, 2025), GPT-03, GPT-04-
mini (OpenAl, 2025b), and GPT-5 (with think-
ing) (OpenAl, 2025a); open-sourced LLMs: GPT-
OSS-120B-A5B (Agarwal et al., 2025), Deepseek-
V3.1-671B-A37B (DeepSeek-Al, 2024), Kimi-K2-
1T-A32B (Team et al., 2025a), Qwen3-Thinking-
235B-A22B (Team, 2025¢), Seed-OSS-36B (Team,
2025a), Qwen-Coder-30B-A3B (Hui et al., 2024),
AgentScaler-30B-A3B (Fang et al., 2025), MUA-
RL-32B (Zhao et al., 2025) and xLAM-2 model
series (Prabhakar et al., 2025).

Implementation Details. Our experiments are
conducted on 64 GPUs. To ensure the qual-
ity of the synthesized environments, we employ
Qwen3-Thinking-235B-A22B (Team, 2025c¢) for
environment synthesis.  Specifically, we syn-
thesize 10 virtual environments containing a
total of 1078 high-difficulty tasks. We use



Qwen3-Thinking-30B-A3B as the backbone model,
and have the model interact with multiple simu-
lated environments to obtain correct trajectories for
cold-start SFT. During the reinforcement learning
stage, we use GPT-4.1 to simulate users in order to
meet high-concurrency demands. The batch size is
set to 32, with 8 trajectories rolled out for each sam-
ple. Furthermore, we leverage DAPO’s dynamic
sampling mechanism (Yu et al., 2025) to exclude
any samples where all trajectories are either fully
correct or fully incorrect. During the evaluation
stage, we strictly follow the official evaluation set-
tings of each benchmark, including using GPT-4.1
to simulate users.

4.2 Performance Comparison (RQ1 & RQ2)

In-domain Performance. In this section, to
demonstrate the effectiveness of AutoForge, we
compare it with state-of-the-art closed-source and
open-source models. Based on the experimen-
tal results in Table 1, we can observe that: (1)
AutoForge markedly outperforms its backbone,
Qwen3-Thinking-30B-A3B, achieving the best re-
sults among open-source models below 200B pa-
rameters, all while operating with merely 30B
total parameters and just 3B active parameters.
(2) AutoForge achieves performance comparable
to that of advanced closed-source LLMs, signifi-
cantly narrowing the gap between open-source and
closed-source systems. This further validates the
effectiveness of conducting agentic reinforcement
learning across multiple synthesized environments.

Out-of-Domain Performance. As emphasized
in Section §4.1, AutoForge is trained using
the standard multi-turn format and the offi-
cial Hermes tool-invocation format defined by
Qwen (Team, 2025c). We select ACEBench-zh
as the out-of-domain benchmark because it ex-
hibits four key characteristics: (1) Customized
multi-turn format: ACEBench-zh provides his-
torical messages as raw prompt strings, which dif-
fers from the configuration adopted by conven-
tional models. (2) Customized tool-invocation
format: ACEBench-zh defines a tool-invocation
format that does not follow the Hermes format.
(3) Unseen tools: we have verified that none of
the tools appearing in ACEBench-zh are present
in our training data. (4) Different language: all
training data is in English, whereas ACEBench-zh
is entirely in Chinese. To further examine the
generalization capability acquired through train-

I Qwen3-30B-A3B
75 @@ AutoForge-SFT
[ AutoForge-RL

) f
50

Agent

Overall

Figure 2: Out-of-Domain performance on the
ACEBench-zh. We reported both the Agent and
Overall subset scores.

ing in synthesized environments, we evaluated the
performance of both the SFT and RL versions of
AutoForge and compared them with the backbone
model, Qwen3-Thinking-30B-A3B. As shown in
Figure 2, we observe that both the SFT and RL
variants of AutoForge improve the model’s per-
formance. The RL version achieves larger gains,
demonstrating AutoForge’s strong generalization
capability and underscoring the potential of scaling
synthesized environments to enhance a model’s
general agent abilities.

User ‘ Retail  Airline Telecom
Base 74.8 62.0 76.3
Optimized Prompt (OP) | 75.4 62.5 76.3
Optimized Model (OM) 76.3 63.5 90.4

Table 2: Comparison of different simulated users.

4.3 In-depth Analysis (RQ3 & RQ4)

In this section, we conduct an in-depth analysis
of the agent’s task-solving capabilities. We first
investigate the impact of simulated users in the
benchmark on evaluation. Subsequently, we con-
duct ablation studies, including environment-level
advantage estimation, masking out erroneous user
behaviors, and interleaved thinking.

Impact of the User Agent. Notably, across all ex-
periments, GPT-4.1 was used as the simulated user
in benchmark evaluations. This section explores
whether a more capable simulated user could enable
the agent to perform tasks more successfully — in
other words, whether AutoForge’s true performance
might have been underestimated because of mis-
takes made by the simulated user. Specifically, we
configure three types of simulated users: (1) Base:
directly using GPT-4.1 with the official prompt pro-
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Figure 3: (a) Reward curve comparison with and
without environment-level advantage estimation. (b)
Reward curve comparison with and without MEU.

vided by 72-Bench; (2) Optimized Prompt (OP): us-
ing GPT-4.1 with a manually optimized prompt, the
full details of which are presented in Appendix A.2;
(3) Optimized Model (OM): employing a more ca-
pable model, GPT-5-thinking (OpenAl, 2025a), to
simulate the user following the official prompt.
Based on the results in Table 2, we can observe
that: (1) Both OP and OM improve the evaluation
scores on 72-Bench, with OM achieving a greater
gain, indicating that a stronger simulated user can
unlock the full potential of AutoForge. This is
because a weaker simulated user may supply in-
correct information or perform erroneous actions,
which can render tasks impossible to complete. (2)
The gains from a more capable user in the telecom
domain are notably larger than those in the retail
and airline domains. In telecom tasks, the user
can invoke tools, placing greater demands on user
competence. This further highlights that the relia-
bility of the simulated user is critical to the fair and
accurate assessment of an agent’s performance.

Environment-Level Advantage Estimation. To
validate the effectiveness of environment-level ad-
vantage estimation, we compare its training reward
curve with that of the standard group-level advan-
tage estimation. As shown in Figure 3a, the reward
curve obtained using environment-level advantage
estimation is more stable and achieves higher reward
values. This demonstrates that environment-level
estimation provides more accurate standard devia-
tion estimates than group-level estimation, enabling
better advantage comparisons among different tra-
jectories within the same environment.

Masking Out Erroneous User Behaviors. Sim-
ilar to Section §4.3, Figure 3b also illustrates the
training curves with and without masking out trajec-
tories from erroneous simulated users. We clearly
observe that masking out trajectories from erro-

neous simulated users results in a more stable
training curve. In particular, the training curve
without masking out exhibits a downward trend in
the later stages. This is because task failures caused
by errors made by the simulated user result in the
agent’s correct actions being penalized, leading to
confusion for the agent. In contrast, applying the
masking-out mechanism effectively mitigates the
unfairness introduced by user errors.

80
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75 [ With Interleaved Thinking
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Retail

Airline Telecom

Figure 4: Effectiveness of interleaved thinking.

Effectiveness of Interleaved Thinking. To eval-
uate the effectiveness of interleaved thinking, we
present a performance comparison with and with-
out this mechanism during training and inference in
Figure 4. The results demonstrate that incorporat-
ing interleaved thinking significantly enhances the
model’s agent capabilities. Specifically, by allow-
ing the model to access and integrate its prior-turn
thinking content, it can revisit and reflect on previ-
ous analyses and plans regarding the task, thereby
improving the accuracy of subsequent decision-
making.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we present a unified pipeline for
automatically generating simulated environments
and high-difficulty, verifiable tasks, enabling the
expansion of agentic RL along both breadth and
depth dimensions. In addition, we introduce MEU,
which effectively mitigates the unfairness in advan-
tage estimation caused by simulated user instability.
Furthermore, we treat advantage estimation at the
environment level, which effectively improves train-
ing stability. Extensive experiments demonstrate
not only AgentScaler’s strong agent capabilities but
also its out-of-domain generalization, highlighting
the great potential of simulated environments for
agentic reinforcement learning.



Limitations

In this work, our synthetic pipeline relies on tool
description documents to generate mock environ-
ments, and still places certain constraints on the
input. As future work, we aim to relax these input
requirements, enabling the automatic construction
of high-quality environments from task topics or
general text. Besides, we currently train agentic RL
using only a few environments. Investigating how
scaling up the number of synthetic environments
affects RL training and out-of-domain generaliza-
tion would be beneficial. Moreover, our ERPO is
limited to outcome-based reward supervision. We
will further explore turn-level value supervision to
improve the agent’s step-by-step decision-making.
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A Detailed Prompts

A.1 Masking Out Erroneous User Behaviors

During the RL rollout phase, we use an LLM-
as-judge to determine whether the simulated user
agent makes mistakes that lead to task failure. The
detailed prompt is as follows:

Prompt for Masking Out Erroneous User Behav-
iors

Act as a judge model.

You will receive two inputs:

1. A description of the user’s
overall intent.

2. The conversation history between
the user and the assistant.

Your task is to determine whether the
user’s actions align with their
overall intent.

Key instructions:

1. Focus on the information in the
user’s overall intent. Check whether
the user has returned any incorrect
information.

2. The user should only provide
information that falls within the
scope of their overall intent. Check
whether the user returned any false
or out-of-scope information.

3. When the assistant asks the user
for information, check whether the
user correctly provided information
within the overall intent—or promptly
indicated they did not know the
answer.

4. Your judgment output should be
either "True"” or "False”:

"True”: the user made one or more of
the above mistakes.

"False": the user’s performance was
perfect.

\. J

A.2 Optimized User Prompt

We modified the optimized user prompt imple-
mented in GLM-4.5 (Zeng et al., 2025), with the
detailed prompt as follows:
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Prompt for Optimized User

You are a user interacting with an
agent.{instruction_display}

# Rules:

- Just generate one line at a time to
simulate the user’s message.

- Do not give away all the instruction
at once. Only provide the information
that is necessary for the current
step.

- Do not hallucinate information that
is not provided in the instruction.
Follow these guidelines:

1. If the agent asks for information
NOT in the instruction:

- Say you don’t remember or don’t have
it

- Offer alternative information that
IS mentioned in the instruction

# Constraint Handling: - Provide
requests strictly based on what is
explicitly stated in the instruction.
- Do not assume, extend, substitute,
or generalize in any form.

- Do not modify or relax constraints
on:

- Time / Date

- Budget

- Specific terms (e.g., “same” must
not be replaced with “similar”)

- Core Rule: Any attribute NOT
mentioned in the instruction can be
either changed or kept the same

# When NOT to finish the conversation:
- Do not end until you have clearly
and completely expressed all your
requirements and constraints.

- Do not end until the agent has
completed all tasks mentioned in the
instruction and verified no
operations were missed.

- Do not end if the agent’s execution
results do not match your expectations
or are incorrect/incomplete.

# When you CAN finish the
conversation:

- Only when all above conditions are
satisfied AND all tasks are completed
correctly.

~




e 1

- OR when you have clearly expressed
complete requirements but the system
explicitly states it cannot complete
them due to technical limitations - in
this case, accept transfer to human.
# How to finish the conversation:
- If the agent has completed all
tasks, generate “###STOP###” as a
standalone message without anything
else to end the conversation.
# Note:
- You should carefully check if the
agent has completed all tasks
mentioned in the instruction before
generating “###STOP###” .

| Environment LLM  Total
Average Time | 1 6.04  7.04

Table 3: Comparison of Time Consumption, using the
environment’s average execution time as the unit.

B Time Consumption Analysis

To further demonstrate the time efficiency of the
simulation environment, we conduct an in-depth
comparison of the RL phase, examining the exe-
cution time of the simulation environment and the
LLM-related time costs, including both rollout and
parameter updates.

Based on the experimental results in Table 3,
we observe that the environment’s execution time
is significantly lower than the LLM-related time,
demonstrating the time efficiency of the synthetic
environment. Crucially, the wall-clock bottleneck
in environmental feedback is the wait for the LLM-
based user simulator’s reply; executing the function
call and receiving its return is virtually free.

12



	Introduction
	Related Work
	Method
	Environment Synthesis
	Tool‑Sequence Generation
	Task Generation
	ERPO

	Experiments
	Experimental Setup
	Performance Comparison (RQ1 & RQ2)
	In-depth Analysis (RQ3 & RQ4)

	Conclusion
	Detailed Prompts
	Masking Out Erroneous User Behaviors
	Optimized User Prompt

	Time Consumption Analysis

