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Experience Scaling: Post-Deployment Evolution
For Large Language Models

Xingkun Yin, Kaibin Huang, Dong In Kim, Hongyang Du

Abstract—Scaling model size, training data, and compute power have
driven advances in large language models (LLMs), but these ap-
proaches are reaching saturation as human-generated text is exhausted
and further gains diminish. We propose experience scaling, a framework
for continuous post-deployment evolution for LLMs through autonomous
interaction with the environment and collaborative sharing of accu-
mulated experience. The framework captures raw interactions, distills
them into compact, reusable knowledge, and periodically refines stored
content to preserve relevance and efficiency. We validate the framework
in simulated real-world scenarios involving generalization to previously
unseen but related tasks, repetitive queries, and over-saturated knowl-
edge stores. Across all settings, experience scaling improves accuracy,
sustains performance over time, and maintains gains when applied
to novel situations. These results demonstrate that structured post-
deployment learning can extend LLM capabilities beyond the limits of
static human-generated data, offering a scalable path for continued
intelligence progress.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large language models (LLMs) have become a foundation
for a wide range of applications [1], [2], from natural lan-
guage interfaces to scientific analysis. The rapid adoption of
the transformer architecture [3], [4] was enabled by a con-
sistent rise in model capability, which has followed a pre-
dictable pattern known as the scaling law. First formalized
in 2020 [5], this empirical principle shows performance im-
proves systematically with increases in model parameters,
training data, and compute power. Three scaling methods
were developed under this guideline. Pre-training scaling
expands models and datasets to capture broad linguistic
patterns and world knowledge [6]. Post-training scaling
requires high-quality optimized data to align LLMs outputs
with human preferences better [7]. Test-time scaling [8] allo-
cates additional computational resources during inference,
typically by generating long chain-of-thought reasoning
paths [9]], to enhance results on complex and challenging
tasks. These strategies have defined the dominant path-
way for progress in LLMs, enabling significant performance
gains across multiple domains.

However, while continuing to deliver LLMs that are
more powerful than earlier generations in scale and applied
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benchmarks, the growth of their fundamental capabilities
has slowed, indicating a plateau in improvement under
conventional scaling paradigms [10]. One of the main con-
straints is the exhaustion of high-quality human-generated
data [11]], [12]. Leading LLMs have been reported to con-
sume most publicly accessible digital and physical data
available, and their rate of data usage has exceeded the
pace at which humans can generate new data [13]. While
using synthetic data, as in the training of models like Llama-
2 [14], Llama 3 [15] and GPT-4 [16], helped alleviate part of
the data shortage, it raises risks such as reduced diversity,
reinforcement of existing biases, and overfitting to self-
generated patterns.

One way to overcome the current data shortage is to
reduce LLMs scalings’ dependence on human-created con-
tent [11]. Human population size inherently constrains the
rate of new data production, while the number of deployed
LLMs is exponentially growing, and their potential per-
ceptual channels are far broader than those available to
humans [17]. Specifically, human observation of the world
is biologically limited, e.g., via language, sight, and hearing,
while LLMs can absorb information in various formats
from diverse sources at far greater temporal and spatial
resolution [18]. Yet, the vast amount of data generated from
LLMs’ interactions with the world remains largely unused
in model development [19].

This unused source represents a qualitatively new form
of knowledge, capturing patterns and observations beyond
human awareness or documentation. The heterogeneous
nature of the new data introduces significant knowledge
diversity in both the information and formats. Rather than
storing it directly in memory, we introduce storing informa-
tion in the form of experience [20], [21]. Experience refers to
the synthesized insights that LLMs refine from raw data col-
lected from interactions with the world [22]. These insights
are stored in an LLM-native format optimal for the LLMs,
with the purpose of enhancing future LLM inferences. We
propose shifting from scaling on static, human-generated
datasets to a post-deployment evolution paradigm, termed
experience scaling, that systematically captures, refines, and
reuses the continuous stream of machine-acquired knowl-
edge. By transforming deployment from a fixed endpoint
into an open-ended learning process, this paradigm enables
LLMs to expand their capabilities autonomously and contin-
uously after release. To address the limitations of traditional
scaling methods and implement the paradigm in practice,
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Fig. 1. Architecture of Experience Scaling Framework. The frontend, backend, and network routing components of our framework can be viewed
in analogy to brain functions such as cognition, inference, memory storage, and memory transmission.

experience scaling rests on three core principles:

D

Continuous LLMs evolution after deployment. Experi-
ence scaling enables LLMs to learn from information
gathered during use, including user inputs, inter-
nal chain-of-thought traces, and multi-modal sensor
data (e.g., radar, camera and thermometer) [23]-[25].
Acquired information is stored as structured expe-
rience in a dedicated memory system. Upon recei
ving a quest, relevant experience is retrieved for
enhancing the quality of the outputs. This process
mirrors the human mechanism of problem-solving,
where prior experience similar to the situation is
recalled, or external information on the same topic
is sought when facing a challenge. Thus, experience
scaling supports continuous, life-long evolution for
LLMs, utilizing post-deployment data previously
ignored by traditional scaling paradigms.
Acquisition of information beyond human reachability.
Informed by the human memory system [26], where
knowledge is not organized as discrete blocks but
as an organized continuous stream of information,
experience scaling processes machine-acquired data
into compact, reusable representations. Direct stor-
age of raw inputs would rapidly accumulate large
volumes of redundant information after LLMs’ de-
ployment, slowing down experience retrieval effi-
ciency when processing new quests [27]. Here, the
redundancy arises from semantically similar user
requests and recurring patterns in sensor streams.
Through distillation and condensation, our frame-
work preserves essential information, preventing
the degradation of experience quality caused by
duplicated and low-value data.

Evolution through collaboration. Experience scaling
leverage network connection between LLMs, mak-

ing contributions to a collaborative experience
source. Unlike the current paradigm that improves
isolated LLMs through larger datasets, more com-
pute, or increased parameters, our framework treats
environmental information as a universal asset. Ex-
perience gathered on one LLM can be transferred to
others, enabling collective learning and improving
performance in related scenarios across the network.

We design the experience scaling framework with the
aim of fulfilling the above core design principles. As shown
in Fig. |1} the framework follows the network-aided client-
server architecture. The acquisition and storage manage-
ment of experience is divided between frontend and back-
end, while further processing of the experience is spread
throughout the experience life cycle. Our framework draws
analogies to human brain functionalities [28]. The prefrontal
cortex (responsible for inference) and the hippocampus (in-
volved in information encoding) correspond to the inference
and experience-generating roles of our frontend. Mean-
while, the cerebral cortex (long-term memory storage), cere-
bellum (memory optimization), and hippocampus (memory
consolidation) have parallel functions in our backend, which
handles persistent knowledge storage and refinement [29],
[30]. Furthermore, the corpus callosum, which facilitates
communication between brain hemispheres, mirrors the
network component that enables experience sharing across
backend servers.

Figure A) illustrates the detailed workflow of the
framework, where the experience life cycle starts when fron-
tend LLMs capture raw inputs from heterogeneous sources,
including LLM sensor captures, user interactions, the LLMs’
chain-of-thought process, and generated outputs. These in-
puts are temporarily aggregated and buffered into episodes.
Frontend LLMs then analyze and distill episodes into a
compact experience for future inference assistance. Because
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Fig. 2. (A) The life cycle of an experience item starting from raw environmental data processed by the frontend into experiences, stored and refined
in the backend, and later retrieved to enhance LLM inference quality. (B) An example where experience refines raw information into structured

insights, enabling LLMs to reason correctly beyond mere memory retrieval.

inputs within an episode often share high semantic similar-
ity, this distillation step achieves substantial compression
compared to the original episodic data. Experiences are
subsequently transferred to backend LLMs. Storage man-
agements aggregate these experiences by topic similarities.
Optimized allocation for experience across servers reduces
retrieval latency for frontend LLMs, directly improving the
critical time-to-first-token (TTFT) metric [31], [32].

An illustrative example shown in Fig. P[B) highlights
the distinction between experience and memory. Experience
emerges from the refinement of environmental informa-
tion collected by LLMs. It does not merely preserve raw
data but synthesizes clues into new insights and structured
knowledge. Consider the case where LLMs are exposed to
diverse information regarding the cell life cycle. Although
the relation is not explicitly stated, the system refines its
memory and derives the analysis that “cyclins are part of
cell division, which in turn is part of the cell cycle.” In this
way, the model distills essential knowledge from environ-
mental inputs. When asked the question ”Are cyclins part of
the cell cycle?”, a purely memory-based retrieve may yield

an incorrect inference that cyclins are not part of the cycle.
In contrast, reasoning grounded in experience avoids this
error, as the knowledge has already been optimized in an
LLM-native form.

Notice that the frontend and backend of experience scal-
ing are conceptual in nature. The entire experience scaling
framework can be deployed on a single machine, where the
same LLM is responsible for both frontend and backend
processes. In this case, the framework acts as an add-
on that enables the LLM to evolve independently, with a
focus on personalizing its own experience. When the frame-
work is distributed across multiple machines functioning as
frontend and backend components, it instead serves as a
collective learning system that supports the joint evolution
of a community of LLMs.

Continuous accumulation of experience is not always
beneficial, similar to how humans require reflection and
summarization rather than only memorization [33]. We ob-
serve measurable degradation of experience quality under
sustained system operation. As shown in Fig. |3, without
external intervention, accumulated experience starts nega-
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Fig. 3. Degradation of experience without outside interventions.

tively impacting LLM performance over time. Motivated by
this observation, we introduce server-side refinement within
the experience scaling framework. The server periodically
executes refinement cycles to enhance experiential knowl-
edge quality through distillation and compression. Further
details of the refinement process can be found in Section
Finally, when receiving queries from frontend LLMs,
backend LLMs retrieve relevant experiences to support im-
proved output generation.

Overall, the proposed framework accumulates envi-
ronmental information, integrates it into LLMs’ world
knowledge, and synthesizes it into actionable experience.
It systematically utilizes the ignored potential of post-
deployment experience for model enhancement. Beyond
being previously unrealized information for LLM evolu-
tion, the new experience is gathered directly by LLMs
through their indigenous information input channel. This
new source of data stream crosses the border of human-
generated data, revealing the outside world to the LLMs,
which can now explore and learn autonomously. Through
uncovering knowledge inaccessible to humans, experience
scaling shows potential for a new dimension for LLMs to
evolve towards novel superhuman intelligence [20].

2 RESULTS

To validate the usefulness of continuous post-deployment
knowledge build-up for the experience scaling paradigm,
we designed three experiments. Generalized Experience as-
sesses transfer to related but unseen tasks, confirming that
distilled knowledge captures reusable patterns rather than
memorized answers. Retentive Experience tests whether accu-
mulated traces allow the LLM to correct errors on repeated
queries. Unlike static LLMs that reproduce the same failure,
experience retrieval converts past mistakes into improved
future responses. Refined Experience examines efficiency un-
der saturated storage. Without refinement, redundant inter-
actions accumulate and impair retrieval, while our server-
side condensation preserves accuracy with compact repre-
sentations. Implemented with Llama-3 as both frontend and
backend, the framework was evaluated on two benchmarks:
MMLU, designed to assess multi-subject knowledge and
reasoning, and SciQ [34], [35], a dataset of crowdsourced
science examination questions.

2.1 Generalized Experience

Comparison of Plain vs Memory vs Experience Scores
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Fig. 4. LLMs inference performance with: plain inference, inference with
memory, and inference with experience for unprecedented queries in the
same topic as the memory and experience database.

This experiment demonstrates that experience-
augmented LLMs generation remains robust, even when
the exact query is outside the current experience database,
as it allows LLMs to incorporate and leverage information
from a variety of sources beyond human-generated data.
The high school biology dataset from MMLU is used, where
we divide the questions into a train set and a test set, each
occupies 80% and 20% of the dataset respectively. The
experience database is constructed based on the train set.

We evaluate accuracy on the test set under three condi-
tions: plain inference, inference with memory, and inference
with experience. The results, as shown in Fig. [, demonstrate
the effectiveness of experience. In addition to outperforming
plain inference by 4.6%, experience-augmented inference
shows a significant accuracy improvement of 3% over infer-
ence with memory. The experience, refined by LLMs from
memory, organizes information in a way that is native to the
LLM, reducing entropy noise and generating new insights
from the memory. The observed difference between memory
and experience supports the core principle of “Acquisition
of information beyond human reachability” in experience
scaling, opening a new dimension for future improvement
of LLMs.

2.2 Repetitive Experience

We evaluate experience scaling performance under a single-
topic multi-user repetitive query setting. Our framework
classifies tasks into different topic domains to improve
output quality. Multiple clients are deployed, and each ran-
domly samples questions from the same topic. During each
epoch, every sampled question receives ten generated re-
sponses from the client. We calculate per-question accuracy
as the proportion of correct responses, the derive epoch-
level accuracy by averaging these values across all sampled
questions within the epoch.

As shown in Fig. |5 accuracy increases steadily through
epochs through College Medicine, High School Biology, and
High School Geography from the MMLU dataset and the
SciQ dataset. The largest relative gains appear in the earlier
epochs and then gradually level off, which hits ceilings
as the experience pool becomes saturated. The confidence
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Fig. 5. Top graph shows LLMs performance with the use of experience
scaling. Bottom graph demonstrates the average confidence of LLMs
over the output categorized by outputs’ correctness.

analysis in the top panel provides additional insight. After
producing an answer, the LLM is asked to report a percent-
age confidence in its response. These LLMs self-reported
scores are consistently higher for correct predictions than
for incorrect ones, demonstrating the effectiveness of experi-
ence by improving factual accuracy and by better calibrating
the model’s ability to judge its own reliability.

This repetitive-query experiment illustrates how the sys-
tem embodies the two core principles of experience scal-
ing. First, it shows “Continuous improvement after deploy-
ment” because each interaction yields distilled experience
that can be stored and retrieved later, leading to consistent
accuracy gains. Second, it captures “Evolution through col-
laboration” since multiple clients querying the same topic
contribute to and benefit from a shared backend store.
Experience generated by one client directly enhances the
performance of others working in the same domain. The
outcome is a collaborative improvement cycle that is clearly
visible in the patterns of Fig.

2.3 Refined Experience

We introduce experience refinement into our framework
based on the observation of temporal experience degrada-
tion, illustrated in Fig.[3] As shown in Fig. @B), we oversat-
urated the experience database by executing 100 iterations
per question across 4 sub-datasets from MMLU of different
subjects for the experiment. Each iteration generates one
experience item in the backend. We refer to the current
collection of experiences stored in the backend as the full
experience database. We then generate refined experience
databases by applying different BM25 similarity thresh-
olds [31] during the condensation process. Demonstrated in
the heatmaps in Fig.[f[A), the refinement process combines
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and condenses entities with similarity scores exceeding the
threshold. As the BM25 threshold decreases, more entities
are condensed, resulting in lower internal similarity correla-
tion in the refined database. The detailed methodology for
refinement is presented in Section

Figure [(C) presents the next step of the experiment,
where we let LLMs generate 10 responses for each question
in a dataset and obtain a question accuracy score. This pro-
cess is repeated for both experience databases. We conduct
a question-wise comparative analysis between each refined
experience base and the full experience base, quantifying
accuracy differentials and aggregating cumulative improve-
ment metrics per configuration. We compare each refined
experience base with the full experience base question-wise,
calculate the difference in accuracy, and accumulate the
accuracy lead for each one.

As shown in Fig. [((A), LLMs assisted by a refined ex-
perience database outperform those under over-saturation
conditions. It is observed that refinement with BM25 thresh-
old of 100 consistently yields performance gains, with the
maximum increase of 25% at BM25 100 refinement occurring
at the “"MMLU High School Geography” dataset. However,
alow BM25 threshold of 40 leads to over-condensation of ex-
periential knowledge, resulting in degraded retrieval qual-
ity due to excessive semantic compression. One exception
is the College Biology dataset, where the refined database
performs worse than the full database. This phenomenon
may be attributed to the domain-specific nature of college
biology queries, which tend to exhibit high specificity and
limited generalizability. As a result, condensation may re-
move critical information that is necessary for accurate re-
sponses. Table 1 offers supporting insight into the difference
of datasets, showing that the College Biology dataset has
significantly higher concentration similarity entities under a
BM25 score of 2 (26.28%), compared to the average of other
datasets (17.81%).

The process of refinement is integral to the post-
deployment evolution of the experience scaling framework,
directly reflecting on the core experience scaling principle
of “Continuous LLM Improvement after Deployment”. By
systematically refining accumulated knowledge, LLMs not
only store data but also optimize it, enhancing both ef-
ficiency and insight. This optimization makes them more
adaptable to emerging challenges. The framework mitigates
the risks of overload and oversaturation through condensa-
tion and refinement, effectively distilling core information
and knowledge throughout the process.

3 DISCUSSION

As traditional scaling approaches reach diminishing re-
turns, the next phase of LLMs evolution calls for a dy-
namic, experience-driven approach. By leveraging contin-
uous, post-deployment learning, LLMs can adapt and grow
autonomously, moving beyond the constraints of static data
and pre-trained knowledge.

3.1 Experience Scaling as the Second Half of Model
Intelligence Growth

The results show that the proposed paradigm is able to
embody the experience scaling framework, fulfilling the
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: Initialize accumulators: full_accumulate ~ 0, distill accumulate ~ ©

each question g in dataset do
for i « 1 to 10 do
full_accumulate — full _accumulate + EVAL(LLM(q + full_experience))
distill accumulate ~ distill accumulate + EVAL(LLM(q + distilled_experience))
end for
full_accuracy «~ full_accumulate / 10
distill accuracy ~ distill accumulate / 10

# Adjust accumulators based on the comparison of average accuracies
if full_accuracy > distill_accuracy then
full_accumulate ~ full _accumulate + (full_accuracy - distill_accuracy)
else if distill accuracy > full_accuracy then
distill_accumulate « distill accumulate + (distill_accuracy - full_accuracy)
end if
for

Fig. 6. (A) Comparison of the accumulated sum of accuracy difference between full and refined under different BM25 scores for different datasets.
Similarity score heatmap of experiences for dataset “High School Geography” under the distillation of different similarity scores. As distillation

condense experiences sharing high similarity, we can see the fading of

redness as the condense similarity score threshold decreases, indicating

refinement of redundant experience. (B) Detailed experiment procedure for “Refined Experience”. (C) Pseudocode for the calculation process of

accumulated accuracy.

TABLE 1
Similarity Score Distribution

BM25 Score College Bio. H.S.Geo. College Med. International Law
<1 12.18 10.54 9.28 4.57
1-2 14.1 11.88 10.61 6.54
2-3 10.77 11.71 8.61 8.17
3-4 11.56 12.02 10.13 9.81
4-5 10.61 11.42 9.31 9.98
5-6 9.13 9.77 8.61 9.38
6-7 7.76 7.82 6.94 8.38
7-8 6.05 6.28 6.45 7.89
8-9 4.58 4.8 527 6.61
9-10 3.33 3.67 4.55 5.99
10-11 2.48 2.73 3.69 4.65

three core principles for extending scaling into a new di-
mension. A crucial implication is that this shift represents
the necessary “second half” of model intelligence growth.
The first half has been driven by scaling datasets, param-
eters, and computing resources, which enabled LLMs to
tackle increasingly complex problems, but is now reach-
ing a natural ceiling as high-quality human-generated data
becomes exhausted. The second half can be viewed as a
stage where LLMs must seek growth beyond human-created
data, and experience scaling represents one concrete form
of this stage. By systematically accumulating, distilling, and

reusing these experiences, LLMs can move beyond static
pretraining and the inherent limits of human data. This
transition opens the possibility of capability growth that sur-
passes what human-generated content alone can provide,
positioning experience scaling as a necessary step toward
intelligence beyond human boundaries.

3.2 Distinction from Continual Learning and Memory
Systems

While experience scaling may appear superficially similar to
traditional continual learning and LLM memory systems, its



framework and objectives are fundamentally different [36],
[37]. Unlike continual learning, which focuses on incremen-
tally updating model weights, experience scaling avoids
modifying the base LLM parameters [38]. It constructs an
external, collaboratively refined knowledge repository that
evolves independently, preventing catastrophic forgetting
and preserving the stability of the core model [39], [40].
Experiences are stored in a structured format and undergo
periodic refinement. During inference, relevant experiences
are retrieved to augment the LLMs outputs, creating a
closed-loop system of collection, distillation, refinement,
and reuse. Memory systems primarily focus on storage,
but experience scaling extends further by actively manag-
ing, refining, and allocating stored knowledge across dis-
tributed servers with optimized strategies. Crucially, experi-
ence scaling shifts the adaptation from a model-centric pro-
cess to environment-driven knowledge synthesis, enabling
LLMs to autonomously discover and refine patterns beyond
human-generated data. This shift opens up possibilities for
capabilities that cannot be attained through static pretrain-
ing or simple memory retrieval.

3.3 Benefits of the Experience Scaling Paradigm

Our experience scaling framework has several notable ben-
efits embodying the three core principles of the experience
scaling paradigm. First, it breaks the ceiling of traditional
scaling. Current models trained with larger datasets and pa-
rameters face diminishing returns, with performance gains
slowing while computational and energy costs continue
to rise [41]. By enabling continuous post-deployment evo-
lution, experience scaling offers a new growth dimension
that is not bound by the limitations of pre-training, allow-
ing LLMs to improve in efficiency and capability without
exponential resource demands. Second, it enhances long-
term adaptability and personalization. Through systematic
accumulation and refinement of environmental experience,
LLMs in an experience scaling framework can rapidly in-
corporate new knowledge, adjust to domain-specific re-
quirements, and sustain relevance in dynamic contexts such
as healthcare diagnostics, autonomous systems, or finan-
cial risk monitoring, where static pre-trained knowledge
quickly becomes outdated. Third, it establishes a foundation
for collective intelligence across LLMs. Experience scaling
transforms knowledge from being locked within isolated
LLMs into a transferable asset that can be shared across
networked systems. This collaborative learning mechanism
enables faster dissemination of task-relevant experience,
reduces redundancy in model training, and accelerates col-
lective progress, much like scientific communities thrive
through shared knowledge rather than isolated discovery.

3.4 Limitations and Future Directions

The current framework exhibits several limitations that
present opportunities for future enhancement to better ad-
vance the experience scaling paradigm.

1)  Client-Server model. While the client-server design
provides a clear separation of LLM functionality,
the associated communication latency introduces
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overhead on inference tasks [42]]. Furthermore, ded-
icating backend LLMs leads to significant under-
utilization of compute resources during idle peri-
ods. Future work can explore a serverless peer-to-
peer framework for experience scaling, improving
resource efficiency, and reducing retrieval latency.

2)  Multi-Modality. One of the core design principles of
experience scaling is to encompass LLMs inputs of
different forms. This includes user text, uploaded
images, and videos captured by LLMs sensors. The
current framework centers on textual experiences,
but future work can extend it to multi-modal do-
mains to achieve broader applicability.

3) LLM-Native Experience. The current memory system
in the experience scaling framework stores experi-
ence in the form they were originally input into the
frontend. The human-readable experience is easy
to analyze. However, we believe that not storing
experience in LLM-native form would suffer loss
of information [43]], [44]. Similar to how semantic
richness can be lost in the translation of literature be-
tween languages, preserving experience in an LLM-
native representation may retain deeper structures
and enable more effective optimization.

4 METHODS

Experience scaling, as illustrated in Fig. (1} gathers observa-
tions richly grounded in the environment. In this section, we
outline the frontend and backend of experience scaling, dive
into details of the creation, storage operation and utilization
of experience.

4.1 Experience Scaling Client

Clients manage direct interactions with the environment
and generate experience. In this framework, users and en-
vironmental sensors interface only with a client that hosts
frontend LLMs. At the end of each interaction interval, all
environmental data generated during that period, whether
from the environment or generated by LLMs, are stored
as an episode. These episodes enter a client-managed pro-
cessing queue where raw unstructured environmental in-
formation is transformed into experiences. For optimizing
user experience, client LLMs prioritize real-time inference
for user queries. When idle, they process queued episodes
and synthesize experiences through condensation and sum-
marization algorithms.

A core feature of experience scaling is the framework-
wide distribution of experiential knowledge. To better uti-
lize diverse sources of inputs, newly processed experiences
are categorized by content types. These classified experi-
ences are then routed to target servers through universal
routing. When receiving a query, client first determines the
type of the task, and then retrieves relevant experience for
better optimized generation.

4.2 Experience Scaling Server

Experience scaling servers refine the knowledge database,
as shown in Fig. 2| The process condenses stored experience
once the database reaches a predefined threshold, reducing
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the risk of oversaturation. The database condensation pro-
cess begins with the server computing a pairwise similarity
score matrix S across all documents as

S;; = Similarity_Score(w;, w;), (1)

where W = {wi,ws,...,w,} denotes the experience
database of size n, with w; and w; representing the i-
th and j-th experience respectively. The resulting matrix
S € R™™ contains the pairwise similarity scores between
all experiences.
All experiences are initially placed in the unused group
U. High-similarity neighbors of an anchor ¢ are grouped as
G;= {.] evu | S’L'j 2> Tsim }7 (2

where 7y is the similarity threshold used for condensation.
Each high-similarity group G is then condensed by an
LLM into a single experience

cq = @({wj}jeG) = LLMCondense @ wj |, (3)
JEG
where ® denotes the condensation operator and € indicates
content aggregation.
Finally, the database is updated by replacing grouped
items with their condensed representatives:

W’Z{wu:UEU\(U,‘GT;)}U{CgiGEQ}, (4)

where G is the set of non-empty groups produced by
(). This condensation reduces redundancy and controls
database growth.

Servers store experience partitioned by types. During
query retrieval processing, each server retrieves the top-
k most relevant experiences using BM25 similarity scoring
against the query. The similarity score ranking function we
employ for both the refinement process and the retrieval
processes is Okapi BM25 [45]:

BM25(q.d) = =tea DFO) S -G+ 1)

f(tvd)+k1 (1_b+b a\‘/(gi‘dl)’

where in the retrieval stage, we first quantify the lexical
relevance between a user query ¢ with every candidate
document d in the experience database.

BM25 aggregates, over query terms ¢, a product of two
factors: an inverse document frequency IDF(t)

IDF(t) = log i 05 (6)
which captures how informative ¢ is across the corpus, and
a term-frequency component that increases with the count
f(t,d) but saturates under the control of hyperparameter
k1. N in @ is the total number of documents, and n; is the
number containing ¢. The IDF score is inversely proportional
to term frequency ¢, diminishing the weight of common,
uninformative words (e.g., “the”, “is”) in the final similarity
calculation.

The denominator in BM25 calculation applies length
normalization so that long documents do not dominate

purely by containing more tokens, with strength governed
by b via the ratio of the document length |d| to the corpus
average avgdl.

Following BM25 computation, experiences scoring be-
low a return threshold are discarded to ensure retrieval
relevance. The remaining experiences are sorted in descend-
ing order by similarity score and lexicographically by text
to ensure deterministic ordering. Finally, this sorted list is
truncated up to the top-K experiences before being returned
to the client.

4.3 Experience Scaling Network

After the client generates an experience from environmental
data, it classifies the experience into different types based
on its content. As demonstrated in Fig. [1} the experience is
routed to the appropriate server for storage and refinement
once categorized. This approach improves collaboration
across LLMs by ensuring that experiences are shared within
the correct domain, aligning with the core principle of
“Evolution through collaboration.” It also enables efficient
access to specialized knowledge, thereby improving overall
system performance.

When a new query is received, the client first determines
its type and then routes it to the relevant server. The
server then retrieves relevant experiences from its experi-
ence database. This targeted retrieval process improves both
efficiency and accuracy.

5 CONCLUSION

Experience scaling introduces a new dimension for ad-
vancing LLMs beyond the limits of static human-generated
datasets. By enabling continuous post-deployment evolu-
tion through autonomous interaction with the environment,
experience scaling transforms repeated interactions into
improved responses, sustains efficiency under long-term
accumulation, and supports generalization to related but
unseen tasks. Collaborative sharing of distilled experience
further amplifies these benefits across deployed LLMs. This
paradigm directly addresses the data saturation and dimin-
ishing returns of traditional scaling laws, offering a path for
LLMs to evolve after release. We expect these findings to
motivate future research and further drive LLMs develop-
ment towards the next stage of intelligence.
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