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During RL training At evaluation
Teacher LLM
frozen

Finds why the student fails:
“it never brings the object to the lamp”

Training prompt
Task: look at the bowl under the desklamp

Scaffold (from the teacher)
Take the object to the desk lamp, use the
lamp, then examine the object.

Student LLM
trained with RL

Rollouts
✗
✓
✗
✗

reward

periodically reads training experience
writes and revises scaffolds

Test prompt
Task: look at the bowl
under the desklamp

no scaffold

Student LLM

✓ solves it on its own

Figure 1: A teacher LLM helps a student LLM learn in AutoScaffold. During RL training, the frozen teacher reads
the student’s training experience and writes scaffolds into its training prompts. Scaffolds are removed at evaluation.

ABSTRACT

Reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) produces rich training experience: the
model’s reasoning, its actions, and the feedback it receives. Both successful and failed attempts
can reveal useful strategies, recurring mistakes, and inefficient behavior, yet outcome rewards re-
duce each attempt to a single number and leave most of this information unused. Training-time
scaffolds, such as strategies or hints added to the prompt during training, offer a natural way to turn
this information into guidance for the model. In practice, however, their design and adaptation are
largely left to humans and tailored to specific domains, rather than derived from the model’s own
training experience.
We introduce AutoScaffold, a unified AI-for-AI framework that turns a student’s training experience
into adaptive scaffolds, with minimal domain-specific information and no human intervention during
training. The goal is to help the student learn more effectively with scaffolds during RL training, so
that it performs better on its own when the scaffolds are removed at evaluation. A frozen teacher
periodically examines this experience, diagnoses bottlenecks, and designs scaffolds in two forms: (i)
strategies shared across a class of tasks and (ii) hints for individual hard tasks. The teacher adjusts the
content and amount of support as the student learns, and the resulting training experience informs
the next round of diagnosis and revision. We apply the same framework to ALFWorld, search-
based QA, mathematical reasoning, and GPU kernel generation. When evaluated without scaffolds,
students trained with AutoScaffold outperform those trained with the corresponding RL baselines
in all four domains. Gains include 7.2 points in ALFWorld success and 4.0 points in average QA
exact match. On GPU kernel generation, AutoScaffold improves both correctness and execution
efficiency, increasing the fraction of tasks with a correct kernel that runs faster than the PyTorch
reference by up to 5.0 points. On math, our student surpasses QuestA’s reported accuracy using
approximately one-third as many student training steps, starting from the same partial solutions as
QuestA but without its fixed curriculum. Analyses show that the teacher identifies a different failure
in each task class from the student’s trajectories and shifts its scaffolds from step-by-step workflows
to targeted fixes as the student improves, and that its revised scaffolds help the student learn more
than keeping the previous scaffold or using no scaffold. These results suggest that a teacher can turn
training experience into temporary guidance that improves the student’s independent capabilities.
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(a) Who designs the scaffold?
Human-designed AutoScaffold

math hints agent skills QA hints ALFWorld Search QA Math KernelBench

hand-crafted for each domain one teacher for every domain

automatic✗designed by hand ✓designed by the teacher

adaptive✗scheduled before training ✓revised as the student learns

unified✗one design per domain ✓same procedure everywhere

(c) Evaluation results without scaffold
RL baseline prior scaffolding methods AutoScaffold

(b) Evaluation curves during training

(d) How the teacher adjusts solution hints (Math)
AutoScaffold (set by teacher) QuestA (hand-designed schedule)
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Figure 2: AutoScaffold: a teacher LLM designs and adapts scaffolds during RL training. (a) Unlike hand-
designed scaffolding, AutoScaffold is automatic, adaptive, and unified. (b) Evaluation curves during training (success
rate on ALFWorld, exact match on search-based QA), compared with GiGPO. (c) Gains over the RL baseline of
each experiment, evaluated without scaffolds: success rate on ALFWorld, average exact match on search-based QA,
average accuracy on math, and KernelBench correctness pass@3 averaged over Levels 1 to 3. Gray dots are prior
scaffolding methods. All methods use the same student size as AutoScaffold, except Skill0, SkillRL and SkillC in
ALFWorld using 7B models. (d) The teacher sets each problem’s solution-prefix ratio as instance-level scaffold: it
first reveals more of the reference solutions and then withdraws support, whereas QuestA switches from 50% to 25%
at a fixed step.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) has become a standard approach to post-training language
models for reasoning and agentic tasks (Shao et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2025; Feng et al., 2025). Every training step
produces rich experience: the model’s reasoning, its actions, and the feedback it receives. Yet RL learns from this
experience only through outcome rewards, which reduce each rollout to a single number. Much of what the rollouts
reveal is lost: a failed attempt may contain useful reasoning or actions, a successful one may rely on an inefficient
strategy, and on tasks that are too hard for the model, nearly every attempt fails and the reward provides no signal at all
(Appendix A). Making better use of training experience is therefore an opportunity to improve post-training beyond
what rewards alone can teach.

One promising way to turn such experience into guidance is training-time scaffolding, which refers to the procedure of
adding auxiliary text (a scaffold), such as a strategy, hint, or partial solution, to the prompt of the model being trained
(the student) (Zhang et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026a; Lu et al., 2026). A scaffold conveys what the reward alone cannot:
on tasks the student cannot yet solve, it helps the student succeed so that these tasks produce learning signal, and more
generally it shows the student better ways to reason and act. Scaffolds serve only to help the student learn during
training and are removed at evaluation, where the student must solve tasks on its own.

Existing scaffolding methods, however, fall short in three respects. First, most are not automatic and do not draw
on the student’s training experience: their scaffolds are prepared before training, as hand-designed hint tiers, partial
solutions, or predefined skills (Zhang et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026a; Lu et al., 2026). A few methods derive support from
the student’s training experience, distilling trajectories into skills or generating guidance from failed attempts (Xia
et al., 2026; He et al., 2026), but they do so through fixed pipelines. Second, they are not fully adaptive. As the student
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learns, its abilities change: the failures a scaffold was designed for may disappear, and new failures appear that it does
not address, so a scaffold that helped early in training may no longer help the student learn. Yet support either stays
fixed or changes through predefined procedures: SAGE tunes hint strength with fixed rollout-based rules (Liao et al.,
2026), Skill0 withdraws skills through a predefined staged curriculum (Lu et al., 2026), and SkillRL revises skills from
a prescribed sample of failures without measuring their effect on the current student (Xia et al., 2026). Third, they are
not unified: each is built around one task structure, such as hints or solution prefixes for mathematical reasoning or
skill libraries for agentic tasks. A mathematical solution prefix, for example, does not provide the action sequencing
or object-interaction strategies needed for an agentic task, so each new domain requires a new design. Deciding what
support a domain needs, and how it should change over training, is therefore left to human researchers, who design
scaffolds from their understanding of the domain and the model’s failures, often refining them across repeated training
runs.

These limitations motivate the central question of our work:

How can an LLM teacher turn a student’s training experience into scaffolds, designing and adapting them
throughout RL post-training, across domains, without human intervention?

The difficulty is that the teacher’s ability to solve a task does not by itself tell it how to help a weaker, evolving student
learn. Making scaffolding automatic, adaptive, and unified (Figure 2a) poses three challenges.

• Diagnosing the student’s bottlenecks. Aggregate rewards reveal whether the student succeeds, but not why
it fails, while a few trajectories may not represent a whole task class; the teacher must decide which evidence
to inspect and which failure patterns warrant intervention.

• Choosing the right scaffold. The teacher must turn each diagnosis into a scaffold that suits the domain and
targets either a weakness shared by a task class or a single hard task. The scaffold must also be of the right
strength, because if it is too weak, every attempt may fail, and if it is too strong, every attempt may succeed.
In particular, under binary outcome rewards, both cases yield identical rewards within a rollout group and
no reward-based policy-gradient signal. A scaffold that is too strong can also let the student succeed without
learning to solve the task on its own.

• Validating and adapting scaffolds. A scaffold tailored to a few observed failures may not help the student
solve other tasks in the same class, and a scaffold that helps at the current point can become unnecessary
as the student improves. The teacher must assess proposed changes and decide when to revise or withdraw
scaffolds, with the goal of improving the student’s performance without scaffolds.

Together, these challenges make obtaining effective scaffolds non-trivial, even with access to a strong teacher. They
motivate a carefully designed framework that connects diagnosis, scaffold construction, and validation throughout
training, so that the scaffold remains matched to the student’s evolving needs.

In this paper, we introduce AUTOSCAFFOLD, a unified AI-for-AI framework in which a frozen teacher LLM ob-
serves an ongoing RL training run and automatically turns the student’s training experience into scaffolds injected
into its training prompts (Figure 1). The approach draws on the educational principle of scaffolding: temporary,
learner-contingent support that enables a learner to accomplish tasks beyond their current independent ability, and that
is withdrawn as competence develops (Wood et al., 1976; Vygotsky, 1978). AutoScaffold automatically identifies
the student’s bottlenecks and proposes new scaffolds. Every K training steps the teacher investigates the student’s
experience, using query tools to choose among training statistics, individual trajectories, groups of attempts on the
same task, and its own past decisions (Figure 3). To choose the right scaffold, it diagnoses why the student fails and
writes two levels of scaffold: class-level strategies shared across a task class, and instance-level hints for tasks the
student cannot yet solve, which play complementary roles in our analysis (Appendix A). Further, AutoScaffold also
adaptively changes the content and strength of the scaffold based on the student’s current capability. The teacher
revises the scaffolds every K steps, and before deployment each class-level edit is validated on held-out tasks against
no scaffold and the current scaffold, and the teacher uses these results to decide which edits to keep. It also revises
how often class-level scaffolds are injected, and training with the updated scaffolds produces new experience for the
next update. Finally, AutoScaffold unifies the design of the scaffold mechanism across a wide spectrum of application
domains, requiring minimal domain-specific input such as the task description and the task classes at the beginning of
the training.

We evaluate AutoScaffold on four domains with distinct task structures and RL algorithms: ALFWorld (embodied
household tasks, GiGPO), search-based question answering (GiGPO), mathematical reasoning (GRPO and DAPO),
and KernelBench (GPU kernel generation, rubric-based GRPO). Under scaffold-free evaluation, AutoScaffold im-
proves over the corresponding RL baselines in every domain (Figure 2b,c), by 7.2 points in success rate on ALF-
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World, 4.0 points in average exact match on search-based QA, up to 2.0 points in average accuracy on mathematical
reasoning, and 3.0 points in correctness on KernelBench, and is competitive with or surpasses methods that rely on
human-designed scaffolding. On KernelBench, it also raises the fraction of tasks with a correct kernel that runs faster
than the PyTorch reference by up to 5.0 points (Table 7). On mathematical reasoning, it surpasses QuestA with ap-
proximately one-third as many student training steps. Ablations show the value of interactive queries and scaffold
validation, and analyses of scaffold evolution show that, given only the general principles of scaffolding, the teacher
decides on its own what scaffold to give, to which tasks, and how much, and revises these decisions as the student
learns (Figure 2d).

Our main contributions are as follows:

• Automatic, adaptive scaffolding across domains. We introduce AUTOSCAFFOLD, a unified AI-for-AI
framework that turns a student’s training experience into evolving scaffolds through a frozen teacher LLM.
The same procedure operates across domains with minimal domain-specific information and no human inter-
vention during training.

• A design that makes the teacher’s scaffolds effective. We design a framework that consists of a number of
key components, such as adaptive scaffolding based on interactive queries and decision memory, controlled
injection, and held-out validation of class-level revisions. Ablation studies show that each of these compo-
nents is critical for the entire system; for example, removing scaffold validation reduces ALFWorld success
by 14.1 points.

• Principles for effective scaffolding. Under binary rewards, we characterize conditions under which class-
and instance-level scaffolds strengthen group-relative learning signals, and show how overly strong scaffolds
can eliminate these signals (Appendix A). The analysis motivates combining strategies for shared weaknesses
in a task class with hints for persistently unsolved tasks, and adapting support as the student learns.

• Stronger performance without scaffolds. Across embodied tasks, search-based QA, mathematical rea-
soning, and GPU kernel generation, AUTOSCAFFOLD improves over the corresponding RL baselines under
scaffold-free evaluation and is competitive with or surpasses scaffolding methods that rely heavily on human
design, without hand-written scaffolds or hand-designed schedules.

2 Related Work

AI for automating model development. LLMs increasingly improve AI systems themselves, optimizing har-
nesses (Lee et al., 2026), writing GPU kernels (Ouyang et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025b), and conducting parts of
research (Lu et al., 2024; Yamada et al., 2025; Karpathy, 2026). For model training, LLMs have designed rewards (Ma
et al., 2024), generated environments (Chen et al., 2026a), and tuned hyperparameters (Liu et al., 2025a), and Post-
TrainBench (Rank et al., 2026) evaluates end-to-end automated post-training. Closest to our setting, LLMZero (Fang
et al., 2026) diagnoses training signals at each checkpoint and searches over hyperparameter transitions for GRPO,
and EvoTrainer (Chen et al., 2026b) co-evolves the policy with a training-side harness by diagnosing rollouts and
backtesting interventions. These methods operate on the training configuration or harness; AutoScaffold instead inter-
venes within a run at the level of task classes and instances, turning the student’s rollouts into guidance attached to its
training prompts and removed at evaluation.

Scaffolding in RL for LLMs. To address tasks on which nearly every rollout fails, known as the learning cliff (Zhang
et al., 2026), prior work supplies task-specific hints, such as tiered hints in Scaf-GRPO (Zhang et al., 2026), partial
solutions in QuestA (Li et al., 2026a) and POPE (Qu et al., 2026), stepwise hints in StepHint (Zhang et al., 2025a), and
self-generated hints in SAGE (Liao et al., 2026), or reusable skills for agentic tasks (Xia et al., 2026; Lu et al., 2026;
Lin et al., 2026a; He et al., 2026; Shen et al., 2026). In most methods, the form of guidance is designed by hand for
one domain, and any adaptation follows predefined rules. The closest methods are SAGE, which adjusts hint strength
with rollout-based rules; SkillRL, whose teacher revises skills from a fixed sample of failures without measuring their
effect; and SLIM (Shen et al., 2026), which retains, retires, or adds skills by leave-one-skill-out validation but keeps
some skills at inference. In contrast, AutoScaffold lets a frozen teacher choose which evidence to inspect, applies
one procedure across domains, including math and GPU kernel generation, and validates class-level proposals on the
current student before deployment. Table 1 positions AutoScaffold relative to both lines of work.

3 AutoScaffold

As mentioned in the introduction, an ideal scaffolding framework should be automatic, adaptive, and unified. Each
requirement places demands on AutoScaffold. Being automatic means that no human designs or reviews the scaffolds,
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Table 1: Positioning of AutoScaffold. Stage: whether the method changes how a model behaves at inference time or
how it is trained. What it changes: the object that is designed or edited. Granularity: whether guidance is shared by
a class of tasks, specific to one task, or both. Automatic: an AI system decides the changes, without hand-designed
content or schedules (◦: content is generated by a model, but its use follows hand-designed rules). Adapts to student
progress: whether guidance or training settings are revised in response to the student’s current performance and
observed failures (◦: changes follow predefined rules or schedules). No extra runs: changes are decided and tested
within a single training run, without training separate runs or branches (◦: branches are trained from checkpoints).
Scaffold-free eval.: the learner is evaluated without the guidance it received during training (◦: some guidance is kept).
Domains: the task types on which the method is evaluated (A = agentic, S = search QA, M = math, K = GPU kernels).
–: not applicable.

Method Stage What it
changes Granularity Automatic Adapts to

student progress
No extra

runs
Scaffold-free

eval. Domains

AI for automating model development
AHE (Lin et al., 2026b) inference agent harness – ✓ – – – coding
autoresearch (Karpathy, 2026) training training code – ✓ ✗ ✗ – pretraining
Eureka (Ma et al., 2024) training reward function – ✓ ✗ ✗ – robotics
Trainee-to-Trainer (Chen et al., 2026a) training environment – ✓ ✓ ✓ – multi-agent
LLMZero (Fang et al., 2026) training hyperparameters – ✓ ✓ ◦ – sci. QA, chem., music
EvoTrainer (Chen et al., 2026b) training recipe, diagnostics – ✓ ✓ ✗ – M, code, SWE

Scaffolding in RL for LLMs
Scaf-GRPO (Zhang et al., 2026) training hints instance ✗ ◦ ✓ ✓ M
QuestA (Li et al., 2026a) training partial solutions instance ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ M
SAGE (Liao et al., 2026) training hints instance ◦ ◦ ✓ ✓ M
SkillRL (Xia et al., 2026) training skills class ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ A, S
Skill0 (Lu et al., 2026) training skills class ✗ ◦ ✓ ✓ A, S
SLIM (Shen et al., 2026) training skills class ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ A, S

AUTOSCAFFOLD (ours) training text scaffolds:
skills, hints, partial solutions class + instance ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ A, S, M, K

so the teacher must find out on its own why the student fails, write the scaffolds itself, and check its own proposals
before using them. Being adaptive means that the scaffold must follow the current student, so it is revised throughout
training, its effect is tracked across updates, and support is withdrawn once the student no longer needs it. Being unified
means that the same procedure must apply to any domain, so it relies only on minimal domain-specific information,
allows different forms of textual scaffold across domains, leaves the RL algorithm unchanged, and guides the teacher
with principles from our analysis rather than domain-specific rules. Figure 3 gives an overview of AutoScaffold. We
describe how the student is trained with scaffolds (Section 3.1) and how a frozen teacher LLM designs them every K
training steps (Section 3.2), noting which requirement each design serves.

3.1 Scaffold-Augmented RL Training

This subsection explains why scaffolds help group-relative learning and why they must adapt to the student, defines
scaffolds at two levels, and describes how they are injected into training prompts.

Why scaffolds help group-relative RL and why they must adapt. Group-relative methods such as GRPO (Shao
et al., 2024) sample G rollouts for a task x and standardize each rollout’s reward by the mean and standard deviation
of its group. Under binary rewards, a group that contains both successes and failures yields advantages of roughly unit
scale, whereas a group in which all rollouts fail, or all succeed, yields zero advantage and no gradient. Whether the
model learns from a given task therefore depends on whether its rollout group contains mixed outcomes (Liao et al.,
2026). If each rollout succeeds independently with probability p, then a mixed-outcome group occurs with probability

u(p) = 1− (1− p)G − pG, (1)

which increases as p approaches 1
2 from either side and is approximately Gp when p is small (Proposition 1). Tasks

with Gp ≪ 1 thus rarely contribute to training.1 On a task the student rarely solves, a scaffold makes some rollouts
succeed, so the group contains both outcomes and the task can generate training signal. Which scaffold achieves this,
however, depends on the current student (Liao et al., 2026). As training proceeds, the student’s abilities change, so
the failures a scaffold was written for may disappear, and new failures appear that it does not address. Therefore, a
scaffold that helped earlier may no longer help the student learn. Our ablation study further illustrates the limitations
of fixed guidance: using Skill0’s published skill bank as a fixed scaffold yields an ALFWorld success rate 15.3 points
below AutoScaffold and 8.1 points below the RL baseline (Section 4.3).

1With mean-centered advantages that are not standardized (Liu et al., 2025b), the size of each update also scales with the within-
group reward variance, whose expectation G−1

G
p(1 − p) peaks at the same point (Proposition 2). The analysis applies with minor

modifications to bounded rewards such as rubric scores (Appendix A).
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a Scaffold-augmented RL training

Training prompt
Task x  (class C: Look)
look at the bowl under the desklamp

Sclass[C], injected w.p. q[C]
“Take the object, bring it to the desk
lamp, use the lamp, then examine
the object.”

Sinst[x] e.g., solution prefix

Student πθ
RL algorithm
unchanged

Rollout group (G samples)
without scaffold
✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

all fail → no gradient

with scaffold
✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗

mixed → training signal

all scaffolds removed at evaluation

Why it helps

b Teacher update at the end of each block of K steps

1 Gather evidence

Qstat success stats

Qtraj trajectories

Qgroup a task's G tries

M past decisions

2 Propose edits

ΔSclass add, edit, remove

Δq injection prob.

ΔSinst task-specific

focus on all-fail classes;
withdraw above 50%

3 Validate
class-level scaffolds on
held-out tasks VC

none current proposed

4 Deploy
block k block k+1

Sk Sk + 1

student trains with
the updated scaffold
decisions saved to M

Example (ALFWorld, step 40)
Evidence
Look has several
all-fail groups

Diagnosis
the student finds the object or turns on
the lamp, but never brings the object to it

Edit
Look: add the workflow in (a), q = 0.35
Clean: already strong, lower q to 0.15

0 ½ 1
success rate p

P(
m

ixe
d 

ou
tc

om
es

) u(p)

scaffold

Figure 3: Overview of AUTOSCAFFOLD. (a) A class-level scaffold, injected with probability q[C], and an instance-
level scaffold are added to the student’s training prompt. On a hard task this turns all-failure groups into mixed groups
that produce training signal; the RL algorithm is unchanged, and all scaffolds are removed at evaluation. (b) At the
end of each block of K steps, a frozen teacher gathers evidence from the training log, proposes edits, validates class-
level scaffolds on held-out tasks, and deploys the updated scaffold for the next block. Bottom: an actual update on
ALFWorld.

Two levels of scaffold: class-level strategies and instance-level hints. A student may fail for two reasons: it may
lack a strategy that a whole class of tasks requires, or a particular task may remain too hard for it even with such a
strategy. Following the principle that support should match the capability that the learner currently lacks (Wood et al.,
1976), AutoScaffold provides scaffolds at two corresponding levels. To define the first level, we group training tasks
into classes using the categories that each training dataset already provides, such as the six task types of ALFWorld or
the training sources of search-based QA, in the same way that SkillRL and Skill0 organize skills by task category (Xia
et al., 2026; Lu et al., 2026); when a dataset has no such categories, all its tasks form a single class. We write C(x) for
the class of task x, and Section 4.1 lists the classes of each domain.

• Class-level scaffolds Sclass[C] capture strategies shared by the tasks in class C, such as workflows (e.g., the
order of steps that a type of household task requires), mistakes to avoid (e.g., moving an object again after
it has been placed), and checks before finishing (e.g., confirming that the final answer is the quantity the
problem asks for). Like the category-specific skills of SkillRL and Skill0, they transfer across tasks of the
same class. By raising the success rate of a class, they increase the learning signal that the class provides, as
long as they do not push its success rate far above one half (Proposition 3).

• Instance-level scaffolds Sinst[x] give support specific to a single task x, such as a hint about its key step, an
intermediate result, or part of its reference solution. One example is the solution prefix used by QuestA (Li
et al., 2026a), which reveals the first rx fraction of the reference solution; our math experiments use this form.
Such scaffolds mainly help tasks that the student cannot solve even with a class-level strategy: they let these
tasks produce successful rollouts and thus contribute to training at all (Proposition 4).

The two levels are complementary: class-level scaffolds move tasks that the student can already partially solve toward
a success rate near one half, where they give the most learning signal, while instance-level scaffolds bring tasks with
zero success into training (Appendix A).
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Algorithm 1 Scaffold-augmented RL training
Require: student πθ; training tasks D with classes C(·); group size G; initial scaffold S0; update interval K; training steps N
1: Hold out VC from each class C and set D ← D \

⋃
C VC ▷ held-out tasks for validation (Section 3.2)

2: S = (Sclass, q, Sinst)← S0 ▷ class-level scaffolds, injection probabilities, instance-level scaffolds
3: M ← ∅ ▷ teacher’s memory of its past diagnoses and decisions
4: L ← ∅ ▷ training log since the last scaffold update
5: for t = 1, . . . , N do
6: θold ← θ; sample a batch of tasks B ⊂ D
7: for each task x ∈ B do ▷ one rollout group per task
8: zx ∼ Bernoulli

(
q[C(x)]

)
▷ zx = 1: inject Sclass[C(x)]

9: x̃← augment
(
x, S

(zx)
class [C(x)], Sinst[x]

)
▷ Eq. (2)

10: Sample {τi}Gi=1 ∼ πθold(· | x̃) and score each with the task reward R(x, τi)

11: Append
(
x,C(x), zx, {τi, R(x, τi)}Gi=1

)
to L

12: end for
13: Update θ by maximizing J (θ) on the rollout groups of B ▷ Eq. (3)
14: if t mod K = 0 and t < N then ▷ end of block k = t/K
15: (S,M)← UPDATESCAFFOLD(k, πθ, S,L,M, {VC}) ▷ Algorithm 2
16: L ← ∅
17: end if
18: end for
19: return πθ ▷ evaluated without any scaffold

Injecting scaffolds into the student’s training prompts. To apply to any domain and any group-relative method,
every scaffold is plain text placed in the prompt, and the RL algorithm is left unchanged. A class-level scaffold is not
shown to every rollout group of its class. Instead, each class C has an injection probability q[C], the fraction of its
rollout groups that receive Sclass[C], so support for a class can be reduced gradually by lowering q[C]. The complete
scaffold is thus S = (Sclass, q, Sinst). For each rollout group of task x, we draw zx ∼ Bernoulli(q[C(x)]) and build the
prompt:

x̃ = augment
(
x, S

(zx)
class [C(x)], Sinst[x]

)
, (2)

where S(1)
class[C] = Sclass[C], S(0)

class[C] is empty, and Sinst[x] is empty for tasks without an instance-level scaffold. All G
rollouts in the group share the prompt x̃, so their rewards are compared under the same scaffold. Taking GRPO as an
example, the student is trained to maximize

J (θ) = E

[
1

G

G∑
i=1

1

|τi|

|τi|∑
t=1

min
(
ρi,tAi, clip

(
ρi,t, 1− εclip, 1 + εclip

)
Ai

)]
, (3)

where the expectation is over scaffolded tasks x̃ built by Eq. (2) and rollouts {τi}Gi=1 ∼ πθold(· | x̃), and

ρi,t =
πθ(τi,t | x̃, τi,<t)

πθold(τi,t | x̃, τi,<t)
, Ai =

R(x, τi)−mean
(
{R(x, τj)}Gj=1

)
std

(
{R(x, τj)}Gj=1

)
+ ϵ

(4)

are the importance ratio and the group-standardized advantage, εclip is the clipping range, and ϵ ≥ 0 is a small constant
for numerical stability; the KL penalty is omitted for brevity. Compared with standard GRPO, only the prompt
changes: rollouts are sampled and their likelihoods computed conditioned on the scaffolded prompt x̃, while each
rollout is scored by the original task reward R(x, τi). The scaffold is part of the prompt, so its tokens receive no
gradient. Other group-relative methods used in our experiments, such as DAPO and GiGPO, are modified in the same
way. Because all scaffolds are removed at evaluation, the student must also practice without help during training,
so that it learns to solve tasks on its own rather than depend on the scaffold; these unscaffolded rollouts also let the
teacher see when a scaffold is no longer needed. We therefore cap q[C] ≤ qmax < 1, so each group has probability at
least 1 − qmax of being trained without the class-level scaffold, following privileged information dropout (Kamienny
et al., 2020); in our ablation, injecting the class-level scaffold into every task (qmax = 1) lowers success below the
RL baseline (Section 4.3). Each rollout is logged with its task, class, reward, and whether the class-level scaffold
was injected, which lets the teacher compare the student’s success with and without it. Algorithm 1 summarizes the
training procedure.

3.2 Automatic Scaffold Design and Adaptation

AutoScaffold updates the scaffold every K RL training steps. We call each such period a block: the scaffold stays
fixed within a block, and at the end of block k a frozen teacher LLM updates it for block k+1 (Figure 3(b)). Training
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Algorithm 2 UPDATESCAFFOLD: one teacher update at the end of block k

Require: block k; student πθk ; scaffold S; block log L; memory M ; held-out tasks {VC}; teacher T ; query budget B; cap qmax

1: E ← {(vnone
C , vcur

C )}C : success rates of πθk on each VC without and with Sclass[C]; b← 0 ▷ gathering evidence
2: while T requests more evidence and b < B do ▷ b: number of queries so far
3: E ← E ∪ {response to one query chosen by T : Qstat, Qtraj, or Qgroup on L, or a read of M}; b← b+ 1
4: end while
5: (D,∆S)← T (E,S), with ∆S = (∆Sclass,∆q,∆Sinst) and q[C] ∈ [0, qmax] ▷ proposing edits; D: diagnosis
6: for each class C for which ∆Sclass proposes new text S′

C do ▷ validating class-level scaffolds
7: vnew

C ← success rate of πθk on VC with S′
C

8: T revises ∆Sclass[C] based on vnone
C , vcur

C , and vnew
C

9: end for
10: Apply ∆S to S ▷ deploying the update
11: M ←M ∪ {(k,D,∆S)} ▷ record the diagnosis and decisions
12: return S,M

starts with no class-level scaffold, so every class-level scaffold the student sees is written by the teacher. The teacher
makes all scaffold decisions; its instructions contain no domain-specific rules and differ across domains only in a short
description of the task domain and the list of classes. The teacher may see reference answers of training tasks but
never sees evaluation tasks. Each update takes four steps: gathering evidence, proposing edits, validating class-level
scaffolds, and deploying the update. Algorithm 2 summarizes one update.

Gathering evidence. Since no human diagnoses the student, the teacher must find out on its own why the student
fails, and which evidence answers this is not known in advance. A low success rate in a class may come from
one shared mistake or from several unrelated ones; telling them apart requires reading trajectories, comparing failed
attempts with successful ones on the same task, and checking whether a pattern seen in one trajectory recurs across
the class. Unlike prior methods, which give the teacher a fixed sample of failures, AutoScaffold lets the teacher decide
what to read. The teacher accesses the training log of the current block through three query tools, each returning a
view of the log at a different level of detail:

• Class statistics. Qstat returns each class’s success rates with and without its class-level scaffold, and the
numbers of tasks whose rollouts all failed or all succeeded.

• Individual trajectories. Qtraj returns trajectories filtered by class and outcome.

• Rollout groups. Qgroup returns all G attempts on one task, showing how successful and failed attempts on
the same task differ.

The teacher gathers evidence in a multi-turn loop. At each turn, it either calls one tool, whose response is appended to
its context, or stops and proposes edits. Starting from initial evidence, such as each class’s success rate on its held-out
tasks VC (described below) with and without the current scaffold, it chooses which trajectories or groups to read next
based on what it has already seen; each response is kept within its context, and the teacher must stop after B calls.
The log of one block, however, shows only how the student behaves now, not how it responded to the teacher’s earlier
edits. The teacher therefore keeps a memory M of its past diagnoses and decisions, and can query M for its latest
three decisions to judge whether those edits helped. For example, at step 40 on ALFWorld, the teacher first calls Qstat,
finds that Pick2, Look, and Heat are the weakest classes, then calls Qtraj to read four all-failure trajectories from each
of them, and finally reads its last three decisions from memory (Figure 4, top). Replacing the query tools and memory
with a fixed sample of failed trajectories, as in SkillRL, lowers ALFWorld success by 8.6 points (Section 4.3).

Proposing edits. From this evidence, the teacher diagnoses why the student fails in each class and proposes an edit
∆S = (∆Sclass,∆q,∆Sinst), which covers three decisions:

• Class-level strategies. The teacher adds, revises, or removes Sclass[C] to address a weakness shared across
class C. It writes these scaffolds as general strategies rather than answers to specific tasks. For example,
after observing that the student in ALFWorld’s Pick2 class (two-object placement tasks) often places only
one object, the teacher adds a strategy for finding and placing the second object (Section 4.4).

• Injection frequency. The teacher sets q[C] ∈ [0, qmax] for each class, for example lowering q[C] as the
student succeeds in class C without the scaffold.

• Instance-level hints. The teacher writes or revises Sinst[x], or adjusts the fraction rx of a verified reference
solution shown to the student, giving more support to tasks the student keeps failing and less to tasks it can
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already solve. As a simple illustration, a hint for x4−3x2+1 = 0 could suggest substituting t = x2, leaving
the student to solve the resulting quadratic and recover x.

Instead of domain-specific rules, the teacher’s instructions state two principles from the analysis in Section 3.1, which
hold in every domain. First, focus on classes with low success rates or many all-failure groups, where scaffolds
add the most learning signal (Propositions 3 and 4). Second, reduce support as the student improves; for class-level
scaffolds, start withdrawing once success without the scaffold exceeds 50%, a heuristic threshold motivated by our
analysis (Propositions 1 and 3). The teacher may also leave the scaffold unchanged. Appendix B gives examples of
its diagnoses and edits.

Validating class-level scaffolds. A class-level scaffold is inferred from a few trajectories, so it may fix the failures
the teacher has read without helping other tasks in the same class. Because it is shown to the whole class for an
entire block, a harmful scaffold affects many training steps. AutoScaffold therefore checks each proposed class-level
scaffold on the current student before deploying it:

• Held-out tasks. Before training, we reserve a set of tasks VC from the training data of each class and exclude
them from training. At the start of each update, the current student is evaluated on VC without a class-level
scaffold and with the current one, and these success rates are part of the initial evidence.

• Three conditions. The success rates on VC without a class-level scaffold and with the current scaffold come
from the evaluation at the start of the update. For each proposed scaffold, we additionally run the current
student πθk , the checkpoint at the end of block k, on VC with the proposed scaffold, using n rollouts per task
and matched seeds.

• Comparisons. The teacher receives the three success rates (vnone
C , vcur

C , and vnew
C in Algorithm 2). Comparing

the proposed scaffold with the current one shows whether the edit improves on existing guidance; comparing
either with no scaffold shows whether the student still benefits from support in this class.

• Decision. Using these results and its diagnosis, the teacher adopts the proposed scaffold, keeps the current
one, combines the two, or removes the scaffold of the class.

A higher success rate under the scaffold is not by itself the goal: the teacher prefers scaffolds that help the student
succeed while leaving meaningful work for it, and how often the student sees a scaffold is set separately by q[C].
Without validation, ALFWorld success drops from 93.9% to 79.8%, below the RL baseline (Section 4.3). Instance-
level scaffolds are not validated, since in our experiments they are prefixes of verified reference solutions rather than
text written by the teacher.

Deploying the update. The accepted edits are applied to S automatically in a fixed format and form the scaffold for
block k + 1. The teacher’s diagnosis and decisions are added to M , and training under the new scaffold produces the
evidence for the next update. Repeating this process lets the scaffold follow the student: at representative ALFWorld
updates, continuing training with the revised scaffold outperforms both keeping the previous scaffold and using none
(Section 4.4).

4 Experiments

Our experiments test whether AutoScaffold delivers the three properties argued for in Section 1. Automatic: without
hand-written scaffolds or hand-designed schedules, does it improve the student’s performance without scaffolds over
RL baselines, and is it competitive with methods built on human-designed scaffolds? Unified: does the same procedure
work across domains with different task structures and RL algorithms? Section 4.2 answers both. Adaptive: does
revising scaffolds during training matter, and how does the teacher design and adjust them as the student learns?
Sections 4.3 and 4.4 answer this.

4.1 Experimental Setup

Domains and tasks. We evaluate four domains with distinct task structures: ALFWorld, with six household task
types (Pick, Look, Clean, Heat, Cool, Pick2) requiring planning and object interaction (Shridhar et al., 2021); search-
based QA, covering single-hop (NQ, TriviaQA, PopQA) and multi-hop questions (HotpotQA, 2Wiki, MuSiQue,
Bamboogle) (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019; Joshi et al., 2017; Mallen et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2018; Ho et al., 2020;
Trivedi et al., 2022; Press et al., 2023); KernelBench, with GPU kernel tasks ranging from single operators to full
networks (Ouyang et al., 2025); and math reasoning, covering eight competition-level benchmarks (Mathematical
Association of America, 2024; 2025; Harvard-MIT Mathematics Tournament, 2025; Brown University Mathematical
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Olympiad, 2025; Mathematical Association of America, 2023; Lightman et al., 2023; Lewkowycz et al., 2022; He
et al., 2024). Task classes follow each training dataset: the six task types in ALFWorld, the two training sources
(NQ and HotpotQA) in search-based QA, six kernel types in KernelBench, and a single class for math (Table 2).
Appendix C provides details.

Table 2: Task classes used for class-level scaffolds in each domain. Classes follow the categories provided by each
training dataset; math has no such categories and forms a single class.

Domain Source of classes Classes

ALFWorld task type Pick, Look, Clean, Heat, Cool, Pick2
Search-based QA training source NQ, HotpotQA
KernelBench kernel type Conv, Elementwise, Loss, Matmul, Norm/Softmax, Reduce
Math reasoning none a single class

Baselines. We compare with three types of baselines: (i) training-free methods, which prompt the base model without
any training; (ii) training without scaffolds, which train the student with the same task reward but no scaffold; and
(iii) training with scaffolds, which add human-designed scaffolds, such as skills, hints, or partial solutions, to the
student’s prompts during training.

For ALFWorld, we compare with (i) ReAct (Yao et al., 2023) and Reflexion (Shinn et al., 2023); (ii) PPO (Schulman
et al., 2017), RLOO (Ahmadian et al., 2024), GRPO (Shao et al., 2024), and GiGPO (Feng et al., 2025); and (iii)
SkillRL (Xia et al., 2026), Skill0 (Lu et al., 2026), and SkillC (Lin et al., 2026a), which are reported only with
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct and serve as references. For search-based QA, we compare with (ii) R1-Instruct, Search-R1 (Jin
et al., 2025), ZeroSearch (Sun et al., 2026), StepSearch (Wang et al., 2025), and GiGPO; and (iii) SkillRL and Skill0,
at both the same scale as our student and 7B. For KernelBench, we compare with (ii) StitchCUDA (Li et al., 2026b),
the rubric-based RL method whose training setting we follow. For math reasoning, we follow two settings. With
Qwen3-4B-Instruct, we compare with (ii) SFT and GRPO, and (iii) LUFFY (Yan et al., 2025), Scaf-GRPO (Zhang
et al., 2026), and SAGE (Liao et al., 2026). With Nemotron-1.5B, we compare with (ii) DAPO (Yu et al., 2025) and
(iii) QuestA (Li et al., 2026a). Baseline results are taken from the original papers or from the work whose training
settings we follow, as noted in each table. Among them, SkillRL keeps its skills in the prompt at evaluation, whereas
AutoScaffold is always evaluated without scaffolds.

Implementation. In all domains, the teacher is GPT-5.5 with default reasoning effort and uses the same instructions
apart from the domain description and class list. Scaffold updates occur every K = 10 steps with qmax = 0.5, and each
update allows at most B = 15 teacher queries. The teacher writes class-level scaffolds in all domains, while instance-
level scaffolds are used only for math. Students and RL algorithms follow prior work in each domain: GiGPO’s
settings for ALFWorld and QA, with Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct and Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct; StitchCUDA’s rubric-based
RL for KernelBench, with a Qwen3-8B student cold-started as in Dr. Kernel (Liu et al., 2026) and 600 training tasks;
and SAGE (Qwen3-4B-Instruct with GRPO) and QuestA (Nemotron-1.5B with DAPO) for math, using their official
training data. Experiments use 4–8 H200 GPUs, and results are averaged over 3 independent runs. The teacher’s API
cost is a few dollars per run (Appendix D). We evaluate AutoScaffold without scaffolds, so the results measure the
student’s own capability.

4.2 Main Results

Across the four domains, the same framework, with teacher instructions that differ only in the domain description
and class list, improves over the corresponding RL baseline under four RL algorithms (GiGPO, rubric-based GRPO,
GRPO, and DAPO) and five students. In every domain where scaffolding methods exist, it also matches or surpasses
them, although it starts from no class-level scaffold and uses no hand-written scaffold or hand-designed schedule.

ALFWorld. AutoScaffold reaches 93.9% success, 7.2 points above GiGPO, and is best on five of the six task classes
(Table 3). The largest gains are on Look (+19.7), Cool (+16.2), and Pick2 (+15.3), the three classes where GiGPO is
weakest and successful rollouts are rarest. The 1.5B student also exceeds SkillRL (89.9%) and SkillC (90.6%), which
use the larger Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, and SkillRL additionally keeps its skills at evaluation.

Search-based QA. AutoScaffold achieves 46.1% average exact match, 4.0 points above GiGPO, and is best among 3B
models on six of seven benchmarks (Table 4). At the same scale, it exceeds SkillRL and Skill0 by 7.2 and 5.3 points,
and it also surpasses 7B Skill0 (44.4%). Although training uses only NQ and HotpotQA, the gain over GiGPO on
the five out-of-domain benchmarks (+4.1 on average) is as large as on the two in-domain ones (+3.8), so the scaffolds
improve skills that transfer beyond the training data.
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Mathematical reasoning. With Qwen3-4B-Instruct, AutoScaffold reaches 70.1% average accuracy, 1.4 points above
GRPO, and is on par with SAGE (70.0%), the strongest scaffolding method, without SAGE’s hand-designed hint levels
and scheduling rules (Table 5). Guidance does not help by default: LUFFY, which trains on off-policy reference traces,
falls 5.2 points below the base model. With Nemotron-1.5B, AutoScaffold reaches 62.4%, 2.0 points above DAPO
and 1.3 points above QuestA, using 350 training steps compared with QuestA’s 1,100, roughly one-third (Table 6).
The 1.5B student also surpasses DeepSeek-R1-Distill-32B (58.1%).

GPU kernel generation. AutoScaffold improves all six KernelBench metrics over StitchCUDA (Table 7), raising
correctness from 59% to 63% on Level 1 and from 50% to 54% on Level 2, and Level 2 Fast1 from 20% to 25%.
Gains on the full-network tasks of Level 3 are smaller (+1 point on both metrics). Since this domain uses rubric-based
rather than binary rewards, these results also show that AutoScaffold is not limited to the binary-reward setting of our
analysis.
Table 3: Success rates (%) on ALFWorld with Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct. Overall for AutoScaffold is the unweighted
mean over the six task types. Prompting and RL baseline results are from Feng et al. (2025); ours are mean ± standard
deviation over 3 seeds. Gray rows are from Lin et al. (2026a) and use the larger Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (reference only).
Bold: best among 1.5B models.

Method Pick Look Clean Heat Cool Pick2 Overall

Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct 5.9 5.5 3.3 9.7 4.2 0.0 4.1

Training-free methods
ReAct 17.4 20.5 15.7 6.2 7.7 2.0 12.8
Reflexion 35.3 22.2 21.7 13.6 19.4 3.7 21.8

RL baselines without scaffold
PPO 64.8 40.5 57.1 60.6 46.4 47.4 54.4
RLOO 88.3 52.8 71.0 62.8 66.4 56.9 69.7
GRPO 85.3 53.7 84.5 78.2 59.7 53.5 72.8
GiGPO 94.4 67.5 94.8 94.4 79.8 76.4 86.7

RL baselines with scaffold (Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, reference only)
SkillRL 97.9 71.4 90.0 90.0 95.5 87.5 89.9
Skill0 100.0 84.6 91.1 84.2 88.9 55.5 85.9
SkillC 88.5 78.6 91.2 94.7 100.0 88.9 90.6

AUTOSCAFFOLD (ours) 100.0±0.0 87.2±4.4 95.1±2.1 93.8±0.0 96.0±0.0 91.7±4.2 93.9±0.3

Table 4: Exact match (%) on search-based QA with Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct, trained on NQ and HotpotQA (†: in-
domain; ⋆: out-of-domain). RL baseline results are from Feng et al. (2025); SkillRL and Skill0 are from their original
papers (Xia et al., 2026; Lu et al., 2026); ours are mean ± standard deviation over 3 seeds. Gray rows use the larger
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (reference only). Bold: best among 3B models.

Method Single-Hop QA Multi-Hop QA Avg.
NQ† TriviaQA⋆ PopQA⋆ HotpotQA† 2Wiki⋆ MuSiQue⋆ Bamboogle⋆

RL baselines without scaffold
R1-Instruct 27.0 53.7 19.9 23.7 29.2 7.2 29.3 27.1
Search-R1 34.1 54.5 37.8 32.4 31.9 10.3 26.4 32.5
ZeroSearch 41.4 57.4 44.8 27.4 30.0 9.8 11.1 31.7
StepSearch – – – 34.5 32.0 17.4 34.4 –
GiGPO 42.0 59.5 42.4 36.9 37.0 12.6 64.1 42.1

RL baselines with scaffold
SkillRL 38.6 57.6 40.3 33.6 31.1 13.3 58.1 38.9
Skill0 39.8 57.5 42.3 35.1 33.7 13.3 63.7 40.8

RL baselines with scaffold (Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, reference only)
SkillRL 45.9 63.3 45.9 43.2 40.3 20.2 73.8 47.1
Skill0 42.7 61.1 45.3 40.0 38.3 16.4 66.9 44.4

AUTOSCAFFOLD (ours) 46.3±1.3 62.3±2.0 49.6±1.2 40.2±0.4 39.7±0.6 16.6±0.5 67.7±0.5 46.1±0.6

4.3 Ablation Study

We evaluate the contribution of AutoScaffold’s main design choices through ablations on ALFWorld with Qwen2.5-
1.5B-Instruct (Table 8). Each of the four main designs matters: removing the query tools and memory, removing
validation, fixing the scaffold, or always injecting it drops the student below the RL baseline, so the gains come from
how scaffolds are designed and used rather than from extra guidance alone.
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Table 5: Accuracy (%) on math benchmarks with Qwen3-4B-Instruct. RL baseline results are from Liao et al. (2026);
ours are mean ± standard deviation over 3 seeds. Avg.: mean over the six benchmarks. Bold / underline: best / second
best.

Method AIME24 AIME25 AMC23 MATH-500 Minerva Olympiad Avg.

Qwen3-4B-Instruct 52.1 43.1 92.2 93.6 46.1 67.7 65.8

RL baselines without scaffold
SFT 14.4 22.1 55.2 78.9 38.1 40.2 41.5
GRPO 55.8 45.0 95.0 96.0 50.1 70.4 68.7

RL baselines with scaffold
LUFFY 42.3 36.0 86.4 91.1 48.2 59.4 60.6
Scaf-GRPO 59.8 45.2 92.2 95.1 48.9 69.8 68.5
SAGE-LIGHT 59.2 47.1 92.2 95.1 49.5 70.5 68.9
SAGE 58.1 52.1 94.2 95.4 49.2 71.2 70.0

AUTOSCAFFOLD (ours) 59.3±0.4 51.4±0.4 93.9±0.5 95.5±0.1 49.4±0.2 71.0±0.5 70.1±0.3

Table 6: Accuracy (%) on math benchmarks with Nemotron-1.5B. DAPO and QuestA results are from Li et al. (2026a).
Gray: larger models (reference only). Bold: best among small models.

Method AIME24 AIME25 HMMT Feb 25 OlympiadBench BRUMO25 Avg.

Training-free base models
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-1.5B 28.7 22.3 12.0 52.4 31.8 29.4
Qwen3-1.7B 48.3 36.8 22.2 56.1 44.1 41.5
Nemotron-1.5B 61.8 49.5 31.6 64.6 58.2 53.1

Larger models (reference only)
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-32B 72.6 51.8 33.0 65.0 68.0 58.1
Qwen3-8B 76.0 67.3 44.8 68.6 68.3 65.0

RL baselines without scaffold
DAPO (2K steps) 69.5 59.8 38.9 68.1 66.0 60.4

RL baselines with scaffold
QuestA (1.1K steps) 69.3 60.0 37.9 69.7 68.3 61.1

AUTOSCAFFOLD (ours, 350 steps) 72.6 58.1 42.1 70.2 69.2 62.4

Table 7: Pass@3 of Correctness and Fast1 on the KernelBench test set. Fast1: the generated kernel is correct and faster
than the PyTorch reference (Ouyang et al., 2025). Bold / underline: best / second best.

Method Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Correctness Fast1 Correctness Fast1 Correctness Fast1
Qwen3-8B-Cold-Start 51 14 43 16 32 8
StitchCUDA 59 17 50 20 32 13

AUTOSCAFFOLD (ours) 63 19 54 25 33 14

Table 8: Ablations on ALFWorld (Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct), success rate (%) evaluated without scaffold. Static:
Skill0’s published ALFWorld skill bank used as a fixed class-level scaffold. ∆: gap to full AUTOSCAFFOLD.

AUTOSCAFFOLD GiGPO Teacher decision Scaffold adaptation & injection

w/o tools & memory w/o validation Static K=5 K=20 qmax=1

Success 93.9 86.7 85.3 79.8 78.6 90.1 90.4 86.0
∆ – −7.2 −8.6 −14.1 −15.3 −3.8 −3.5 −7.9

Query tools and memory. Replacing the query tools and memory with a fixed sample of failed trajectories and a
single teacher call, as in SkillRL (Xia et al., 2026), lowers success to 85.3%. With a fixed sample of failures only,
the teacher cannot compare failures with successes, look further when the sample is inconclusive, or check how the
student responded to its earlier edits.

Scaffold validation. Deploying every proposal without validation causes the largest drop among teacher components,
to 79.8%, 6.9 points below GiGPO. Because a class-level scaffold is shown to a whole class for an entire block, an
unhelpful edit affects many updates before the teacher can revise it.

Static scaffolds. Using Skill0’s published ALFWorld skill bank (Lu et al., 2026) as a fixed class-level scaffold lowers
success to 78.6%, 15.3 points below AutoScaffold and 8.1 points below GiGPO. The bank was not built for this student
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Gathering evidence

1 Qstat: class statistics
Returns: success of each class with and

without its scaffold, and the
number of all-fail groups

Finds: Pick2 lowest (11 all-fail groups);
Look and Heat also low; Clean
high, and its scaffold helps little

2 Qtraj: failed trajectories
Returns: rollouts from groups in which

every attempt failed
Finds: 4 each for Pick2, Look, and

Heat, the three weakest classes,
to see what goes wrong in each
(diagnoses below)

3 Memory M: past decisions
Returns: its last 3 diagnoses and edits
Finds: Heat and Clean already have

scaffolds, so it revises them
instead of starting over

Diagnosis and edits
Class Diagnosis from the student's trajectories Edit

Pick2 picks up the placed object again, or never looks for the second + add: find and place the second object;  q = 0.4

Look finds the object or the lamp, but never brings the object to the lamp + add: take the object to the desk lamp, use it, examine;  q = 0.35

Heat scaffolded rollouts reheat or retrieve the object after placing it ~ rewrite: place the object once, then stop;  q = 0.3

Clean high success; the scaffold helps little ↓ keep the text, lower q to 0.15

Cool, Pick no failure that needs text − no text;  q = 0

Figure 4: One teacher update on ALFWorld (step 40). Top: the teacher queries tools and memory, then gathers
evidence from class statistics, failed trajectories, and its own past decisions. It reads them and finds meaningful
information for further diagnosis and edits. Bottom: it diagnoses a different failure in each class and responds with a
matching edit: adding, rewriting, reducing, or omitting a scaffold.

and cannot change as the student’s failures change; Section 4.4 shows how much the teacher’s own scaffold changes
over training.

Update interval K. Updating every 5 or 20 steps gives 90.1% and 90.4%, both above GiGPO but below the default
K = 10. Shorter blocks give the teacher less evidence per update, while longer blocks let the scaffold lag behind the
student; K = 10 also needs half as many teacher calls as K = 5.

Injection probability. Injecting the class-level scaffold into every rollout group (qmax = 1) lowers success to 86.0%,
slightly below GiGPO, although the scaffold content is produced in the same way. The student then never practices
without help, which it must do at evaluation (Section 3.1).

4.4 Analysis

The ablations show that each design is needed. This section looks at what the teacher actually does with them. We
first follow a single update in detail, then trace how the scaffold changes over a full run, test whether revisions help
the student at the time they are made, compare the scaffolds the teacher writes in different domains, and finally follow
how the teacher adjusts instance-level scaffolds in math.

How the teacher decides at one update (ALFWorld, step 40). Figure 4 follows this update. The teacher checks
class statistics with Qstat, inspects four all-failure trajectories per weak class (Pick2, Look, and Heat) using Qtraj, and
reviews its last three decisions in memory M . Its decisions depend on the needs of each class.

• Pick2. The student picks up the first object after placing it or never searches for the second. The teacher adds
a strategy for finding and placing the second object.

• Look. The student finds the object or lamp but fails to bring the object to the lamp. The teacher specifies
taking the object to the desk lamp, using the lamp, and then examining the object.

• Heat. Even with the existing scaffold, the student reheats or retrieves the object after placing it. The teacher
rewrites the scaffold to emphasize placing the object once and stopping.

• Clean. The student already succeeds often and gains little from the scaffold, so the teacher keeps its text but
lowers its injection probability.

• Cool and Pick. The teacher identifies no failure requiring a scaffold and provides no text.

Before deployment, each proposed class-level scaffold is also validated on VC . Appendix B.1 gives another case, from
a separate run, that records the full process of one update: how the teacher gathers evidence, what it diagnoses and
proposes, and how validation decides which scaffolds are adopted.

Why these scaffolds help the student learn. These decisions show how the teacher turns observed failures into
useful guidance. For Look tasks, the scaffold adds the missing step of bringing the object to the lamp. By helping
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Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 1 (steps 0–50)
Most classes rarely succeed, so the teacher writes step-by-step workflows.
+ Pick2: place the first object, then search for and place the second

+ Look: take the object to the desk lamp, use the lamp, then
examine the object

+ Heat: after heating the object, put it in place once and stop

↓ Clean is already strong: show its scaffold less often

Stage 2 (steps 50–80)
Classes start to succeed, so the teacher removes the workflows.
~ Heat: keep only a reminder to heat the object named in the task,

not a similar one

− Remove the other Stage 1 scaffolds

Stage 3 (steps 80–150)
A few specific mistakes remain, so the teacher adds short rules.
+ Look: refer to the lamp by its exact name (e.g., desklamp 1)

+ Pick2: after placing the first object, do not pick it up again

↑ Pick2 is still the weakest class: show its scaffold more often
(q: 0.2 → 0.5)

+ add    ~ revise    − remove    ↑↓ raise / lower injection probability
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Figure 5: Scaffold changes over training on ALFWorld. Left: scaffold-free success (top) and mean class-level
injection probability (bottom), with training divided into three stages. Right: what the teacher changed in each stage
(+ add, ∼ revise, − remove, ↑↓ raise or lower injection probability).

some rollouts succeed, the scaffold can turn an all-failure group into a mixed group with a useful learning signal. The
scaffolds describe strategies that apply across tasks in a class, while leaving the student to select objects and carry out
the actions. The teacher also adjusts its guidance based on the student’s response. It clarifies the Heat scaffold when
the student repeats actions after placing the object and reduces support for Clean when the scaffold provides little
additional benefit.

How the scaffold changes over a full run. Across training, the teacher adjusts both the content of each class’s
scaffold and how often it is used. The ALFWorld run in Figure 5 illustrates three stages.

• Stage 1 (steps 0–50). When success is low across most classes, the teacher writes procedures for two-object,
examine-in-light, and heating tasks. The mean injection probability rises, giving the student more frequent
support.

• Stage 2 (steps 50–80). As success improves, the teacher removes the broad workflows and retains a targeted
reminder to heat the specified object. The mean injection probability falls close to zero.

• Stage 3 (steps 80–150). The teacher addresses remaining failures with specific reminders, such as using the
lamp’s exact name in Look and leaving the first object where it was placed in Pick2. It raises the injection
probability for the still-difficult Pick2 class.

The support thus evolves from broad procedures to targeted fixes, with changes guided by each class’s training evi-
dence. For comparison, Skill0 uses a withdrawal schedule fixed before training.

Do revisions help the student when they are made? We measure the effect of scaffold revisions while holding the
starting student checkpoint and number of subsequent training steps fixed. At representative ALFWorld checkpoints
between steps 20 and 80, we create three branches and train each for 20 additional steps using the updated scaffold
(AutoScaffold), the previous scaffold kept fixed, or no scaffold (vanilla RL). The updated scaffold yields the highest
success at every tested checkpoint (Figure 6). Its advantage over the previous scaffold shows that the revisions im-
prove learning over the following 20 steps. Its advantage over vanilla RL shows that support remains useful at these
checkpoints.

What scaffolds the teacher writes in different domains. The teacher adapts scaffold content to the failures observed
in each domain. In ALFWorld, its guidance describes action sequences for household tasks. In math, its class-level
notes target recurring errors in otherwise sound reasoning, such as stopping after an intermediate result or boxing a
quantity other than the one the problem asks for (Appendix B.2).

How the teacher adjusts solution hints in math. We also examine how the teacher adjusts instance-level hints during
math training, where each hint reveals a fraction rx of the problem’s reference solution (Figure 7). We initialize the
hints with QuestA’s data (Li et al., 2026a), in which each problem has a 50% or 25% solution prefix, mix both sets
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Figure 7: Solution-prefix ratios during math training (Nemotron-1.5B). Mean ratio across all training problems.
AutoScaffold (red) adjusts each problem’s ratio using training evidence. QuestA (gray) switches from 50% to 25% at
step 100.

from the start, and let the teacher adjust the prefix ratios alongside class-level guidance. During the first 100 steps, the
teacher reveals more of the reference solutions, raising the mean prefix ratio from 28.7% to 33.7%. The mean ratio then
declines to 26.7% by the end of training; at step 100, for example, the teacher raises the prefixes of all-fail problems
that still have room and lowers them for problems the student already solves (Appendix B.2). Our instructions ask the
teacher to reduce support for problems the student can already solve. The teacher determines the timing and amount
of each adjustment from training evidence. QuestA follows a fixed schedule, using 50% prefixes for the first 100 steps
and 25% thereafter. AutoScaffold begins withdrawing support near this scheduled switch and reaches a similar final
mean ratio through adjustments to individual problems. Together with the ALFWorld results, this illustrates how the
same framework adapts both class-level strategies and instance-level hints as the student learns.

5 Conclusion

We presented AUTOSCAFFOLD, an AI-for-AI framework that uses a frozen teacher to turn a student’s RL training
experience into adaptive guidance. The teacher gathers evidence through query tools and memory, designs class-level
strategies and instance-level hints, and validates class-level proposals before use. It adjusts both the guidance and
the amount of support as the student learns. Across four domains, the same procedure improves performance over
the corresponding RL baselines under scaffold-free evaluation and is competitive with or surpasses methods built
on human-designed scaffolds. The gains include both correctness and execution efficiency on GPU kernel generation.
Ablations and controlled comparisons support the value of evidence gathering, validation, and scaffold adaptation. Fu-
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ture work includes reducing the cost of teacher interventions and characterizing when learning with scaffolds improves
the student’s independent capabilities.

6 Disclaimer

This paper was prepared for informational purposes by the Artificial Intelligence Research group of JPMorgan Chase &
Co. and its affiliates (“JP Morgan”), and is not a product of the Research Department of JP Morgan. JP Morgan makes
no representation and warranty whatsoever and disclaims all liability, for the completeness, accuracy or reliability of
the information contained herein. This document is not intended as investment research or investment advice, or a
recommendation, offer or solicitation for the purchase or sale of any security, financial instrument, financial product or
service, or to be used in any way for evaluating the merits of participating in any transaction, and shall not constitute a
solicitation under any jurisdiction or to any person, if such solicitation under such jurisdiction or to such person would
be unlawful.
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A Theoretical Analysis

We analyze how injecting a scaffold changes the learning signal that GRPO receives, which motivates the design of
AutoScaffold. Following Liao et al. (2026), we consider binary rewards R(x, τ) ∈ {0, 1}.

Setup. For a prompt x, GRPO samples a group of G rollouts {τi}Gi=1 from the current policy πθ and computes
standardized advantages

Ai =
Ri − R̄

s+ ϵ
, R̄ =

1

G

G∑
i=1

Ri, s2 =
1

G

G∑
i=1

(Ri − R̄)2, (5)

where ϵ ≥ 0 is a numerical stabilizer. The policy gradient is weighted by these advantages: when Ai = 0 for all i, the
group contributes no gradient regardless of the rollout content.

Degenerate groups and the learning cliff. Under binary rewards, each rollout independently succeeds with proba-
bility p = pθ(x). A group is degenerate if all rollouts share the same outcome (R̄ ∈ {0, 1}), in which case s = 0 and
Ai = 0 for all i. This underlies the learning cliff (Zhang et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026a): when p is very small, nearly all
groups are all-failure and the task contributes almost no learning signal. The probability of obtaining a non-degenerate
group therefore determines whether a prompt contributes to learning at all.
Proposition 1 (Non-degenerate group probability (Liao et al., 2026)). For a prompt with success probability p ∈ [0, 1]
and group size G ≥ 2,

u(p) := Pr[s > 0] = 1− (1− p)G − pG. (6)
u is strictly concave on [0, 1] and symmetric about p = 1

2 , its unique maximizer, with u( 12 ) = 1 − 21−G. Hence u is
strictly increasing on [0, 1

2 ] and strictly decreasing on [ 12 , 1], and u(p) = Gp+O(p2) as p → 0.

Proof. A group is degenerate exactly when all G rollouts fail or all succeed, which occurs with probability (1−p)G+
pG. Moreover, u′′(p) = −G(G − 1)

[
pG−2 + (1 − p)G−2

]
< 0 for all p ∈ [0, 1], so u is strictly concave. Together

with the symmetry u(p) = u(1− p), this implies that u has a unique maximum at p = 1
2 .

When p ≪ 1, which is the common regime for hard tasks, u(p) ≈ Gp: the group is non-degenerate only when at least
one rollout succeeds, an event that becomes rare as p → 0. Conversely, when p ≈ 1, u(p) ≈ G(1 − p): almost all
groups are all-success, again yielding no gradient.
Proposition 2 (Expected within-group reward variance (Liao et al., 2026)). Define the within-group reward variance
V = 1

G

∑G
i=1(Ri − R̄)2. Under binary rewards with success probability p,

E[V | x] = G− 1

G
p(1− p), (7)

which is strictly concave in p and uniquely maximized at p = 1
2 .

Proof. For binary rewards, V = R̄(1− R̄). Since GR̄ ∼ Binomial(G, p), we have E[R̄] = p and E[R̄2] = p2+p(1−
p)/G. Hence E[V | x] = p− p2 − p(1− p)/G = G−1

G p(1− p).

Propositions 1 and 2 show that p = 1
2 maximizes both the probability of a non-degenerate group and its expected

reward variance. The two quantities play different roles under GRPO. Because advantages are standardized, any non-
degenerate group yields advantages of roughly unit scale ( 1

G

∑
i A

2
i = s2/(s + ϵ)2 ≈ 1), so the primary quantity is

u(p), i.e., whether a prompt contributes at all. The reward variance measures signal strength when advantages are not
normalized by s, and we use it below as a tractable proxy for class-level analysis. Both quantities are symmetric and
concave, vanish at p ∈ {0, 1}, and peak at p = 1

2 , supporting the same qualitative conclusions.
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Implications for scaffold design. Let pθ(x) denote the student’s success probability without scaffold and pθ(x, S)
the probability under scaffold S. A scaffold that raises pθ(x, S) from near zero toward 1

2 increases both the non-
degenerate group probability and the expected reward variance, enabling gradient updates on tasks that would oth-
erwise contribute almost nothing. A scaffold that is too strong instead overshoots: if pθ(x, S) ≈ 1, groups become
degenerate again (all-success), and the learning signal collapses despite a high success rate. An effective scaffold
should therefore make success reachable while leaving meaningful work for the student, for example by providing
strategies or partial hints rather than complete solutions.
Remark 1 (Scaffold should adapt to the student). The per-step signal is largest when pθ(x, S) ≈ 1

2 . Since pθ(x, S)
depends on θ, a scaffold that brings a task close to this point at one stage of training generally does not keep doing
so as the student changes: as the student improves, the same scaffold may push pθ(x, S) toward 1, and as its failures
shift, the scaffold may no longer address them. Hence no fixed scaffold keeps every task in the high-signal regime
throughout training (cf. Liao et al., 2026, Proposition 3.3). This statement concerns the per-step signal and does not
by itself characterize the long-term learning trajectory.

Class-level scaffold and aggregate learning signal. The preceding analysis concerns a single prompt with success
probability p. Per-task success rates can only be estimated from G rollouts and are therefore noisy, so we analyze
scaffolds at the class level, in terms of the class success rates without scaffold (sC) and with scaffold (σC).

Consider a task x drawn uniformly from class C. Its success probability px varies across tasks, reflecting the hetero-
geneous difficulty of the class. We write px = sC + δx, where δx is a zero-mean perturbation with Var(δx) = vC .
The class-average within-group reward variance is

V̄C :=
G− 1

G
Ex

[
px(1− px)

]
=

G− 1

G

[
sC(1− sC)− vC

]
, (8)

where the cross term vanishes because E[δx] = 0. The term sC(1 − sC) corresponds to a homogeneous class with
uniform difficulty sC , and the subtracted vC is the reduction due to task heterogeneity (consistent with Jensen’s
inequality, since p(1− p) is concave).

Assumption 1 (Uniform shift). A class-level scaffold shifts every task equally: pSx = px + (σC − sC) ∈ [0, 1] for
x ∈ C, preserving variance vC .

Assumption 1 is an idealization. In practice, a shared strategy may help some tasks more than others and may leave
the hardest tasks at zero success; we treat such tasks separately below.

Proposition 3 (Class-level scaffold benefit). For fixed vC and sC ∈ [0, 1
2 ), V̄C increases with sC:

∂V̄C

∂sC
=

G− 1

G
(1− 2sC) > 0. (9)

Under Assumption 1, if a class-level scaffold raises the class success rate from sC to σC , the change in class-average
reward variance is

V̄ S
C − V̄C =

G− 1

G
(σC − sC)(1− σC − sC), (10)

which is positive if and only if sC < σC < 1− sC .

Proof. The derivative follows from Eq. (8). Under Assumption 1, scaffolding gives mean σC and unchanged variance
vC , so V̄ S

C = G−1
G

[
σC(1− σC)− vC

]
. Subtracting gives

V̄ S
C − V̄C =

G− 1

G

[
σC(1− σC)− sC(1− sC)

]
=

G− 1

G
(σC − sC)(1− σC − sC).

The first factor is positive if and only if σC > sC , and the second if and only if σC < 1− sC .

The improvement depends only on the two class-level rates sC and σC . Writing ∆C = σC − sC for the scaffold
effect, the improvement G−1

G ∆C(1− 2sC −∆C) is larger for classes with lower sC at a fixed effect, and it is negative
for every ∆C > 0 once sC ≥ 1

2 : a scaffold that raises the success rate of a class already above one half reduces the
class-level signal. It is proportional to both the scaffold effect (σC − sC) and the factor (1−σC − sC), and for a given
sC it is largest at σC = 1

2 . If the scaffold is so strong that σC ≥ 1− sC , the class-level signal no longer increases and
can even decrease, although the success rate is higher. This formalizes why class-level scaffolds should raise success
rates toward, but not far beyond, 1

2 .
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Instance-level scaffold and zero-success tasks. Class-level scaffolds mainly benefit tasks that the student can al-
ready partially solve (px > 0), lifting their success rates toward the high-signal regime. For tasks where the student’s
success probability is zero, a shared strategy is often insufficient, and targeted support such as a partial solution or an
intermediate result is needed.

Let ZC = {x ∈ C : pθ(x) = 0} denote the set of zero-success tasks in class C, with αC = |ZC |/|C|. These tasks
produce only all-failure groups, contributing no reward-relative gradient or within-group reward variance:

V̄C =
G− 1

G
(1− αC)Ex/∈ZC

[
px(1− px)

]
. (11)

Proposition 4 (Instance-level scaffold for zero-success tasks). Suppose an instance-level scaffold Sinst[x] is applied
to each zero-success task x ∈ ZC , raising its success probability from 0 to pSx ∈ (0, 1), while the remaining tasks are
unchanged. The class-average variance increases by

V̄ S
C − V̄C =

G− 1

G
αC Ex∈ZC

[
pSx (1− pSx )

]
> 0. (12)

Proof. With instance-level scaffolds, the class-average reward variance becomes V̄ S
C = G−1

G

[
(1−αC)Ex/∈ZC

[px(1−
px)] + αC Ex∈ZC

[pSx (1 − pSx )]
]
. Subtracting Eq. (11) yields Eq. (12), which is positive because pSx (1 − pSx ) > 0 for

pSx ∈ (0, 1).

The improvement is proportional to αC : the more zero-success tasks there are, the greater the benefit, which is
particularly relevant early in training. The requirement pSx < 1 matters: a hint that reveals the complete solution
makes every rollout succeed, so the group is again degenerate and contributes nothing. Propositions 3 and 4 thus
formalize the complementary roles of the two scaffold levels: class-level scaffolds shift the difficulty of tasks the
student can already attempt toward the high-signal regime, while instance-level scaffolds expand the set of tasks that
contribute to training at all. This motivates using instance-level scaffolds mainly for tasks that remain at zero success
under class-level scaffold, with hints that are partial rather than complete.

Bounded rewards. The analysis extends to rewards in [0, 1], such as the rubric scores used for KernelBench. A
group yields zero advantage whenever all its rewards are equal, so for a reward taking values v with probabilities πv ,
the probability of a non-degenerate group is 1 −

∑
v π

G
v , which is small whenever one value dominates, as the zero

reward does on hard tasks. The expected within-group reward variance is E[V | x] = G−1
G Var(R | x), and for a

reward in [0, 1] with mean µ, Var(R | x) ≤ µ(1 − µ), with equality for binary rewards. Both quantities therefore
vanish when nearly every rollout receives the same reward, and a scaffold helps in the same way: by making rewards
within a group differ.

Scope of the analysis. The analysis above characterizes the learning signal available under the scaffolded prompt,
i.e., the signal for updating πθ(· | x, S). It does not model how improvements under scaffolds transfer to the unscaf-
folded policy πθ(· | x), which is what we evaluate. In particular, with injection probability q, the expected class-level
signal (1 − q) V̄C(sC) + q V̄C(σC) is linear in q and would favor q = 1 whenever the scaffold helps. In practice,
an always-on scaffold creates a mismatch between training and evaluation and encourages reliance on privileged in-
formation (cf. the qmax=1 ablation in Section 4.3), which motivates capping q at qmax < 1. Characterizing transfer
remains future work.

B Case Study: How the Teacher Gathers Evidence and Decides

B.1 ALFWorld

This section gives the full record of one teacher update on ALFWorld, at step 30 of a separate training run with the
same setting, taken from the teacher’s decision log. The tool returns are rebuilt from the logged training rollouts with
the same tool code, and their lengths match the logged lengths exactly.

Task classes. ALFWorld tasks are played by issuing text commands such as go to microwave 1, take mug
1 from countertop 1, or heat mug 1 with microwave 1. The classes involved in this update are Heat
(heat an object, which is possible only in the microwave, then put it somewhere), Look (examine an object under a
lamp, which requires turning the lamp on with use), Pick2 (put two objects of the same kind in one place), Clean
(clean an object at the sink, then put it somewhere), and Cool (cool an object in the fridge, then put it somewhere).
Each training game is attempted 8 times, and a game in which all 8 attempts fail gives no learning signal.
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Scaffold before the update. Heat, Look, and Clean each have a class-level scaffold, with injection probabilities
0.45, 0.4, and 0.4; the other classes have none.

Initial evidence. The update starts from two evaluations on the held-out tasks VC . Without a scaffold, the student
solves 27.3% of the tasks: 6.2% of Heat, 19.6% of Look, 21.6% of Clean, 26.5% of Cool, 24.2% of Pick2, and 47.5%
of Pick. On 20 games per class, evaluated with and without the current scaffold, success with the scaffold is 55%
versus 0% on Heat, 40% versus 10% on Clean, and 45% versus 35% on Look.

Gathering evidence. The teacher made six tool calls, in this order:

1. Qstat (training statistics of the current block). Heat attempts succeed 3% of the time without a scaffold and
27% with it, and seven of eight Heat games without a scaffold fail on every attempt. In five of eight Look
games that received the scaffold, every attempt still fails. In 30 of 39 Pick2 games, every attempt fails.

2. Memory M (records of past updates). In the previous update, attempts with a scaffold already did better than
those without on Look (23% versus 14%) and Heat (18% versus 4%).

3–6. Qtraj, four failed attempts from each of Pick2, Cool, Heat, and Look (the first 24 steps of each):

• Pick2: the student puts the first object down and picks it up again, and once tries to move both objects
with one command, put both spraybottles into garbagecan 1, which the environment
rejects.

• Cool: the student keeps putting the pot back on the stove and never goes to the fridge.
• Heat: 38 actions go to or use the coffee machine or the stove; none involve the microwave.
• Look: the student repeats examine cellphone 1 with desklamp, which the environment re-

jects, and never issues use, so the lamp is never turned on.

Diagnosis. The teacher’s diagnosis, which it wrote before proposing edits, makes five points:

• Heat is the weakest class without a scaffold (6.2% on VC ; seven of eight training games without a scaffold
fail on every attempt), while the current scaffold gives a large gain (55% versus 0%). The teacher therefore
keeps showing Heat a scaffold often, but replaces its text with one written specifically for heating.

• Clean still benefits from its scaffold (34% versus 14% in training, 40% versus 10% on VC), so the teacher
keeps it.

• Pick2 has the most games in which every attempt fails (30 of 39), and its failed attempts place only one object
or invent a command that moves both objects at once, so the teacher proposes a step-by-step procedure for
placing two objects.

• Look attempts repeat the invalid command examine <object> with desklamp and never use the
lamp, so the teacher proposes a scaffold about turning the lamp on.

• Cool is improving without a scaffold, so the teacher leaves it without one for now.

Proposed edits. The teacher proposed new class-level text for each of the three failures it found, rewriting the current
Heat and Look scaffolds and adding one for Pick2:

• Heat (q = 0.5): “For heat tasks, do not use the coffeemachine or stoveburner. Find and take the exact target
object, go to microwave 1, then run ‘heat <object> with microwave 1’. After it is heated, carry that same
object to the requested receptacle and put it in/on there once.”

• Look (q = 0.4): “For look-in-light tasks, first find and take the exact target object. Then go to a lamp such
as desklamp 1 or floorlamp 1 and use the lamp with ‘use <lamp>’. Do not keep trying ‘examine <object>
with desklamp’; the important final step is to be carrying the object at the lamp and use the lamp.”

• Pick2 (q = 0.45): “For two-object tasks, place two separate objects with the requested name in the same
receptacle. Do not use ‘both’ or a plural command. Take one target object, go to the receptacle, put it in/on
there; then find a different second target object, take it, and put it in/on that same receptacle.”

It kept the Clean scaffold and wrote nothing for Cool.
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Validation and decision. Each proposed scaffold was validated on 30 games per class from VC (Table 9). The Heat
scaffold improves on the current text (40.0% versus 30.0%), and the Look scaffold matches the current one, so both
are adopted. The Pick2 scaffold measures below the no-scaffold condition (10.0% versus 13.3%), so the teacher drops
it and leaves Pick2 without a scaffold. The final update replaces the Heat and Look scaffolds with the new text, keeps
the Clean scaffold, and sets q to 0.5 for Heat, 0.4 for Look, 0.45 for Clean, and 0 for the other classes.

Table 9: Validation of the scaffolds proposed in this update: success rate (%) on 30 held-out games per class. Pick2
has no current scaffold.

Class No scaffold Current scaffold Proposed scaffold Outcome

Heat 6.7 30.0 40.0 adopted
Look 26.7 30.0 30.0 adopted
Pick2 13.3 – 10.0 dropped

Outcome. In the next block, attempts with the new scaffolds succeed far more often than attempts without them on
Look (67% versus 4%) and Heat (51% versus 16%). At the next update, success without a scaffold on VC has risen
from 27.3% to 36.7% overall, from 6.2% to 16.7% on Heat, and from 19.6% to 34.7% on Look. Clean, whose scaffold
was not changed, also rises, from 21.6% to 47.4%, so part of these gains comes from RL training itself. The Look and
Heat scaffolds are removed three and four updates later, once they no longer help the student.

B.2 Mathematical Reasoning

This section gives the full record of one teacher update in math, at step 100 of the training run shown in Figure 7,
where the mean prefix ratio stops rising and begins to fall. The record is taken from the teacher’s decision log and the
run’s per-update statistics. The log stores which tools the teacher called and in what order, its written diagnosis, and
its proposed edits; it does not store the tool arguments or the returned contents, so we report the statistics the teacher
had access to at this update rather than the exact tool returns.

Setting. The student is Nemotron-1.5B (OpenMath-Nemotron-1.5B), trained on the 12,506 problems released with
QuestA. The instance-level scaffold follows QuestA (Li et al., 2026a): the first rx percent of a reference solution is
prepended to problem x, with rx ∈ [0, 50]. Each problem starts at the ratio its QuestA difficulty filter selected it for:
1,853 problems at rx = 50 and 10,653 at rx = 25, so no problem starts without a hint. Each update covers one block
of 10 training steps, in which 2,560 problems are each attempted 8 times. A problem whose 8 attempts all fail, or all
succeed, gives no learning signal. The teacher can change rx for groups of problems selected by their outcome in the
current block (all-fail, all-pass, or mixed), by their current rx, and by their success rate. Math has a single task class
(Table 2), so its class-level scaffold consists of short notes that are added to a training prompt with injection probability
q, with at most 8 notes in force at a time. A problem that is solved with rx = 0 is marked as graduated.

Scaffold before the update. Across the pool, the mean prefix ratio is 33.7. About 3,500 problems are at rx = 25
and about 4,200 at rx = 50, and the rest are at intermediate ratios; 130 problems have been reduced to rx = 0, and 46
have graduated. Eight class-level notes are in force with q = 0.2. They tell the student to check that the boxed answer
is the quantity the problem asks for; to box the option letter in multiple-choice problems; not to stop after finding an
intermediate result; to use a contingency table for two-attribute counts; to respect the order of indexed variables in
extremal problems; to use direction vectors when counting lines and planes; to read “sufficient” and “necessary” as
implications; and to follow inequality chains by index residue.

Initial evidence. In the current block, 575 of the 2,560 problems are all-fail, 1,829 are mixed, and 156 are all-pass, so
28.6% of the problems (the all-fail and all-pass ones) give no learning signal. Among problems that received the notes,
21.6% are all-fail, compared with 22.7% among problems that did not. The teacher also has the student’s hint-free
success on the held-out tasks VC (200 problems), which it uses to check that the student is not becoming dependent
on hints.

Gathering evidence. The teacher made five tool calls, in this order:

1. Qstat (training statistics of the current block): the number of all-fail, mixed, and all-pass problems at each
prefix ratio, and the outcomes of earlier ratio changes on problems seen again since (revisits).

2–4. Qstat three more times, to list individual problems (the selection arguments are not recorded).
5. Qtraj, to read failed attempts on all-fail problems.
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Diagnosis. The teacher’s diagnosis, written before it proposed edits (in its notes, r is the prefix ratio rx, “probes”
are the hint-free evaluations on VC , and “text probability” is q):

“Cycle 10 still has a large zero-gradient bottleneck: 575/2560 groups are all-fail. Most are already high-
dose, but the 119 all-fail problems at r ≤ 25 still have useful headroom; revisit evidence says raising prior
all_fail@25 to r45/r50 escaped about 55–60%, so those should be boosted. For all-fail problems at intermedi-
ate/high r with remaining headroom, raising toward 50 is still justified; prior all_fail@45→ r50 escaped about
39%. Problems already mixed have gradient, so follow the standing slow-wean rule for succ>50%; all-pass
groups can be annealed faster. Hint-free probes are not clearly deteriorating overall, so keep text probability
unchanged, but add a couple of concise general skills aimed at observed max-dose failures where ratio cannot
help: two-way table/conditional-count discipline and geometric halving processes.”

The diagnosis makes four points:

• All-fail problems with room to raise rx. Of the 575 all-fail problems, 119 have rx ≤ 25. When the teacher
earlier raised all-fail problems from rx = 25 to 45 or 50, about 55–60% of them were no longer all-fail when
seen again, so the teacher raises these problems again.

• All-fail problems at a high ratio. Most all-fail problems are already at or near rx = 50. For those below
50, raising rx still helped in the past (about 39% of problems raised from 45 to 50 escaped all-fail), so the
teacher raises them toward 50. For those already at 50, a larger prefix is not possible.

• Mixed and all-pass problems. Mixed problems already give a learning signal, so the teacher only reduces
rx slowly, for problems solved in more than half of their attempts. All-pass problems are reduced faster.

• Notes. Hint-free success on VC is not clearly falling, so the teacher keeps q unchanged. For problems that
fail at the maximum ratio, where a longer prefix cannot help, it proposes two new notes based on failures it
read: one on two-way tables and conditional counts, and one on processes that halve a quantity at each stage.

Decision. The teacher made adjustments in opposite directions for different groups of problems (Table 10). It pro-
posed two notes:

• “For problems with two attributes or categories, make a 2x2 table. Distinguish marginal counts from condi-
tional counts such as ‘among the clayey loam’; subtract only within the same row/column, then add the cells
the question asks for.”

• “When a process halves the remaining amount at each stage, successive equal-fraction stages usually take
half as long as the previous one. Use a geometric sum for total time/amount, not a constant time per stage.”

It left q at 0.2. All-fail problems at rx = 50 were left unchanged.

Table 10: Prefix-ratio changes in this update. Ratios are capped at 50.

Outcome in the current block Selection Change in rx

All-fail 0 ≤ rx ≤ 25 +20
All-fail 26 ≤ rx ≤ 49 +10
Mixed rx ≥ 1, success rate > 50% −5
All-pass rx ≥ 1 −10

Outcome. The four ratio changes were applied. The two notes were not: eight notes were already in force, the
maximum, and the framework rejects note additions that would exceed it, so the notes in force stayed the same. Over
the next three updates, the number of problems the teacher had reduced to rx = 0 grew from 130 to 177, 244, and
303, the number of graduated problems rose from 46 to 90, all-pass problems in each block rose from 156 to 241, and
the mean prefix ratio fell from 33.7 to 33.3. At the next update the teacher reported, from revisits, that raising all-fail
problems from rx = 25 to 50 had let 86 of 117 escape all-fail, and that cuts of about 10 points on all-pass problems
were mostly safe, while larger cuts at high ratios sometimes turned a problem back to all-fail. Hint-free pass@1 on
VC rose from 28.8% at step 80 to 34.1% at step 120 and 38.3% at step 160.

As in ALFWorld, the update follows the student’s current ability: where more of the same support can still help, the
teacher gives more of it; where the student already succeeds, it gives less; and where the support cannot be increased
further, it proposes a different kind of support.
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C Evaluation Domains

We evaluate AUTOSCAFFOLD on four domains that differ in task structure, interaction mode, and reward.

ALFWorld. ALFWorld (Shridhar et al., 2021) is a text-based household environment in which the agent completes
long-horizon tasks through multi-step planning and object interaction. It defines six task types, each used as a task
class for class-level scaffolds: Pick & Place (Pick), Examine in Light (Look), Clean & Place (Clean), Heat & Place
(Heat), Cool & Place (Cool), and Pick Two & Place (Pick2). We evaluate on the standard 140-game test split; an
episode succeeds if the task is completed within the environment’s step limit, and we report the success rate.

Search-based QA. The model answers open-domain questions by interacting with a search tool, deciding when and
what to query and how to combine the retrieved passages into a final answer. We train on NQ and HotpotQA and eval-
uate on three single-hop datasets, NQ (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019), TriviaQA (Joshi et al., 2017), and PopQA (Mallen
et al., 2023), and four multi-hop datasets, HotpotQA (Yang et al., 2018), 2Wiki (Ho et al., 2020), MuSiQue (Trivedi
et al., 2022), and Bamboogle (Press et al., 2023). NQ and HotpotQA are in-domain; the others are out-of-domain.
Exact match (EM) is used as the reward and the evaluation metric.

KernelBench. KernelBench (Ouyang et al., 2025) asks the model to write GPU kernels that reproduce a reference
PyTorch implementation and run faster than it. Level 1 contains 100 relatively simple tasks involving basic operators
(e.g., matrix multiplication); Level 2 contains 100 medium-difficulty tasks composed of multi-step operator combina-
tions; Level 3 contains 50 challenging tasks involving full network architectures (e.g., AlexNet). We train on a dataset
of 600 kernel generation tasks. Correctness is verified against the reference output, and we report correctness and
Fast1, the fraction of tasks with a correct kernel that is faster than the PyTorch reference. Speed is measured on H200.

Math reasoning. The student performs multi-step reasoning and outputs a final answer, which is checked against
the ground truth. We use eight competition-level benchmarks: the recent contests AIME 24 (Mathematical As-
sociation of America, 2024), AIME 25 (Mathematical Association of America, 2025), HMMT Feb 25 (Harvard-
MIT Mathematics Tournament, 2025), and BRUMO 25 (Brown University Mathematical Olympiad, 2025), to-
gether with AMC 23 (Mathematical Association of America, 2023), MATH-500 (Lightman et al., 2023), Minerva
Math (Lewkowycz et al., 2022), and OlympiadBench (He et al., 2024). Following the corresponding baselines,
the Qwen3-4B-Instruct setting (following SAGE) reports AIME 24/25, AMC 23, MATH-500, Minerva Math, and
OlympiadBench (Table 5), and the Nemotron-1.5B setting (following QuestA) reports AIME 24/25, HMMT Feb 25,
OlympiadBench, and BRUMO 25 (Table 6). We follow the evaluation settings of each baseline’s paper.

D Teacher Cost

Cost per scaffold update. Each scaffold update consists of (i) investigation, in which the teacher queries Qstat, Qtraj,
and Qgroup and reads its memory; (ii) proposal; and (iii) held-out validation of class-level edits, which runs student
rollouts under three conditions. Teacher calls run on an external API; validation rollouts run on the training GPUs.
Table 11 reports the cost per domain. Validation dominates the time per update, while the API cost of the teacher is a
few dollars per run.

Table 11: Teacher cost per domain. Per-update values are means over all scaffold updates in a run.

ALFWorld Search QA Math KernelBench

Teacher wall-clock per update (min) 4 3 5 4
Validation wall-clock per update (min) 11 13 21 16
Total teacher API cost per run (USD) 2.35 3.13 5.57 2.76

25


	Introduction
	Related Work
	AutoScaffold
	Scaffold-Augmented RL Training
	Automatic Scaffold Design and Adaptation

	Experiments
	Experimental Setup
	Main Results
	Ablation Study
	Analysis

	Conclusion
	Disclaimer
	Theoretical Analysis
	Case Study: How the Teacher Gathers Evidence and Decides
	ALFWorld
	Mathematical Reasoning

	Evaluation Domains
	Teacher Cost

