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Abstract

The efficacy of Large Language Models (LLMs) on complex reasoning
tasks is highly dependent on the employed prompting strategy. Static
methodologies, such as relying universally on Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
or Few-Shot prompting, impose a rigid trade-off between performance
maximization and resource consumption [1]. Highly accurate but com-
putationally expensive strategies, like Self-Consistency (SC), result in
significant operational waste when applied to simple tasks, while inex-
pensive strategies often fail on complex inputs. This paper formalizes
the selection of an optimal prompting strategy as a single-step Markov
Decision Process (MDP) and proposes the Prompt Policy Network
(PPN). The PPN, a lightweight neural network external to the generative
LLM, learns an optimal policy 7(a|s) using Proximal Policy Optimization
(PPO). Optimization is driven by a resource-explicit composite reward
function, R = « - Accuracy — 8 - Computational Cost. Empirical eval-
uation on arithmetic reasoning benchmarks demonstrates that the PPN
dynamically allocates high-cost strategies only when necessary, achieving
superior performance on the efficiency-accuracy Pareto front compared to
fixed-strategy and heuristic baselines, yielding substantial computational
savings (e.g., 61.5% token cost reduction) while maintaining competitive
accuracy. This work contributes a systematic, adaptive framework nec-
essary for efficient and cost-effective deployment of LLMs, aligning with
contemporary efforts in lightweight language model optimization [2].
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation: The Static Prompting Bottleneck and Ef-
ficiency Crisis

The widespread deployment of Large Language Models (LLMs) across diverse
tasks has underscored the importance of effective Prompt Engineering. While
advanced strategies like Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting [3] and Self-Consistency
(SC) [4] are critical for robust reasoning, their generalized application across het-
erogeneous inputs imposes a rigid trade-off between performance and resource
consumption [1,5]. The core issue lies in the computational overhead of complex
prompts. Highly effective reasoning strategies, such as SC, necessitate multiple
parallel inference calls (often K > 5 samples), consequently multiplying the
generated token count and significantly increasing latency and cost [6]. For
instance, while some sophisticated methods, like Chain of Draft, can reduce
token cost significantly compared to conventional CoT [7], they still represent
a static overhead. This necessity to balance performance improvements against
resource consumption [2] necessitates a dynamic mechanism capable of switching
between strategies based on predicted task requirements, driving the demand
for efficiency-aware systems [2].

1.2 The Critical Research Gap: From Heuristics to For-
mal Policy

Adaptive prompting techniques aim to address this trade-off by dynamically
adjusting instructions based on input complexity. However, existing adaptive
systems often rely on simplistic complexity proxies, such as using predefined
thresholds on the length of an initial CoT output or employing externally an-
notated difficulty labels [8,9]. Such heuristic approaches, while offering im-
provements over static methods, cannot model the complex, non-linear inter-
play between input characteristics and the LLM’s stochastic performance. To
fully realize the promise of adaptive prompting—maximal accuracy achieved at
minimal computational expenditure—the decision-making process must be for-
malized and optimized. This requires transitioning the system from reliance on
fixed, manually derived rules to a data-driven, learned policy [10]. By framing
the decision as a sequential problem that maximizes a composite reward, the
network learns to predict the optimal cost-benefit outcome for every input state
s. This approach overcomes the fundamental limitation of heuristic methods,
which fail to capture the subtle interplay between input characteristics and the
LLM’s intrinsic resource utilization.

1.3 Contributions of This Work

This paper introduces the Prompt Policy Network (PPN) framework to system-
atically address the adaptive strategy selection problem. The PPN, designed



for maximal efficiency [11,12], represents a systematic approach for dynamic
strategy induction [13]. The primary contributions are summarized as follows:

1. Formalization of prompt strategy selection as a single-step Markov Deci-
sion Process (MDP).

2. Introduction of the Prompt Policy Network (PPN) architecture, a lightweight
external network designed for dynamic strategy induction.

3. Development and optimization of a resource-explicit composite reward
function, R, via the Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) algorithm.

4. Empirical demonstration of Pareto-optimal performance on reasoning bench-
marks, showing substantial computational Efficiency Gain against leading
static baselines, contributing to enhanced efficiency in LLM systems [2,5].

2 Related Work

2.1 Advanced Prompting Strategies and Reasoning Elici-
tation

Prompt engineering has rapidly evolved. Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting [3]
instructs the model to generate intermediate reasoning steps prior to the final
answer. This was refined by Self-Consistency (SC) [4], a decoding strategy
that samples multiple diverse reasoning paths and selects the statistically most
consistent answer through majority voting. The cost of SC is inherently mul-
tiplicative [6,14]. Additionally, specialized, multi-step structured prompting
methods, such as Gap-Filling Prompting (GFP) [14], demonstrate the expand-
ing action space A. The development of these strategies necessitates flexible
selection methods, similar to the need for efficient structured pruning in deep
learning models [11].

2.2 Adaptive and Cost-Efficient Language Modeling

Recent work acknowledges the critical trade-off between performance and cost
[6]. Adaptive approaches, such as Dynamic LLM Selection for Code Genera-
tion [8], attempt to use complexity proxies to choose the best model/strategy,
but often rely on manually defined thresholds. Our approach aligns with recent
trends in making LLMs more lightweight and efficient, utilizing techniques simi-
lar to those employed in structured pruning [11] and various forms of knowledge
distillation [15,16]. Specifically, the PPN acts as a lightweight policy network,
reducing the resource consumption compared to traditional RL fine-tuning of
the base LLM. The strategy of using a small external network to control the
behavior of a larger, frozen model is analogous to selective layer fine-tuning [13]
and selective attention in federated learning [12] where resources are conserved
by focusing computation on smaller, specialized components.



2.3 Reinforcement Learning for Decision Policy Induction

Modeling decision-making processes, such as the selection of cognitive strategies,
as a rational metareasoning problem [10] guides our approach. This aligns with
optimization methods, including adaptive control for complex systems [17-19].

Reinforcement Learning (RL) provides the necessary framework. We lever-
age RL to train an external control policy (the PPN) separate from the LLM,
maintaining efficiency. The PPN framework uses a composite reward function
to guide behavior [20], which is crucial to preventing specification gaming by
penalizing unwanted complexity. The design of this policy leverages RL as a
meta-optimizer, finding the optimal cost-benefit action for a given state, similar
to how RL has been applied to hyperparameter optimization [21].

3 Problem Formulation: Strategy Selection as
an MDP

The selection of the optimal prompting strategy for an input query @ is formally
modeled as a single-step Markov Decision Process (MDP) defined by the tuple
(S, A, R, P) [21], where the agent (PPN) selects an action (prompt strategy)
and receives an immediate reward.

3.1 Defining the Markov Decision Process (S, A4, R, P)

State Space S: The state s; is defined by a compact feature representation
Fg of the input query (). This representation is generated by a small, frozen
encoder, extracting semantically meaningful, interpretable features relevant to
problem complexity [16]. The feature vector dimension is kept low (e.g., D =
128) to ensure rapid processing. Action Space A: The action space consists
of a discrete set of available prompt strategies, P = {Pi,..., Py}, including
ZS, FS, CoT, GFP [14], and SC [4]. Transition Dynamics P: The episode
concludes after the single decision step and the subsequent LLM execution,
which acts as the environment, generating the necessary metrics (accuracy, cost)
to calculate the reward R.

3.2 The Action Space A: Prompt Strategy Library P

Table 1 details the action space, associating each strategy with a simulated cost
proxy used in the reward calculation. The cost proxy C; for each strategy P; is
explicitly modeled based on its resource requirements, primarily measured by
the estimated generated token count, which is a key metric for LLM efficiency
[2,5].



Table 1: Prompt Strategy Action Space and Estimated Computational Cost

Strategy P; Description Complexity Cost Cost Rationale

Class Proxy

(Ci)

Pr: Zero-Shot Direct answer genera- Minimal 1.0 (Base- Minimal prompt length,
(2zS) tion. line) single pass.
Ps: Few-Shot Standard  in-context Low 1.5 Prompt length increases.
(FS) examples provided.
Ps: Chain-of- Instructed step-by- Moderate 4.0 Increased output length
Thought (CoT) step reasoning. [7].
Ps: Gap-Filling Two-step generation High 5.5 Multi-step
Prompting with hints [14]. ence/structured output.
(GFP)
Ps: Self- CoT with K =5 sam- Very High 20.0 K simultaneous
Consistency ples and majority vot- ence passes [6,14].
(SC) ing [4].

3.3 The Composite Objective Function R

The PPN is trained to maximize the expected value of a composite, resource-
penalized reward R [20]:

R(at, st) = a - Accuracy(ag, Q) — B - Computational Cost(ay)

Here, Accuracy € {0,1} is binary, and Computational Cost € RT is the
observed cost proxy C;. The hyperparameters o and [ establish the optimal
utility function for the desired trade-off, functioning similarly to coefficients in
adaptive control systems [17,19]. By embedding cost C' as a penalty, the PPN
learns the optimal soft resource threshold based on the expected accuracy gain,
ensuring optimal utility maximization.

4 Methodology: The Prompt Policy Network
(PPN)

4.1 PPN Architecture and Input Feature Engineering

The PPN is designed for efficiency and utilizes a small, frozen language model
encoder to generate the low-dimensional feature vector Fy (state s;) [16]. The
success of the PPN critically relies on the encoder’s ability to extract features
that correlate strongly with the required reasoning complexity. F is fed into
a lightweight Feedforward Network (FFN), which branches into a Policy Head
7o (outputting m(als) over strategies P) and a Value Head V,, (outputting the
estimated expected composite reward V(s)).



Q@ (Input Query)

Frozen Encoder [16]

Fo (State Vector)

Feedback Policy m(als)

Reward R PPN (w9, V) (Policy Network)

A*,C" [2]

Select P;

Execute Prompt

Target SLM (Environment)

Figure 1: PPN Architecture and Lightweight RL Optimization Loop. The PPN
takes the encoded query state Fg, selects a strategy F;, and receives feedback
(R) from the LLM execution environment.

4.2 Policy Optimization via Constrained PPO-Clip

The PPN policy my is trained using Proximal Policy Optimization with Clipping
(PPO-Clip), an on-policy algorithm known for its stability. The PPO-Clip
objective function LELTP(0) is adapted to maximize the expected composite
reward:

LEEIP () = By [min(ry (0) Ay, clip(re(6), 1 = €,1+ )4

7o (at]st)

where 7,(0) = 7oy, (at]st)

is the probability ratio, and e is the clipping hyper-

parameter. The advantage estimate A, is calculated based on the composite
reward R: A; = R(ss,a;) — Vy(s:). To ensure robust exploration across the
action space, an entropy regularization term, vH (mp), is added to the objective,
which helps balance exploration and exploitation.

4.3 PPN Training Algorithm

The training involves iteratively collecting data by executing the selected prompt
strategy on the target LLM and optimizing the policy via PPO updates.



Algorithm 1 Prompt Policy Network (PPN) Training Algorithm (PPO Adap-
tation)

1: Initialize 6y, ¢ (PPN parameters), «, 3, €,7, Kepochs
2: for episode e =1 to F do
3: Sample batch B = {Q1,...,Qn} from Task Dataset

4: for ; in B do

5: Fg, < Encoder(Q;) > Encode query state features [16]
6: Peold(a|FQi) — PPN@oLd(FQi)

7: a* ~ Py, (a|Fg,) > Sample action a* (strategy F;)
8: A*,C* + LLM Environment(Q;, a*, TargetSLM)

9: Re—a - A*—-p.C* > Calculate composite reward [20]
10: Store transition (Fg,,a*, R, Py,,,(a*|Fg,))

11: end for

12: Compute Advantage Estimates A >A=R-— Vs(s)
13: for £ =1 to Kepochs do

14: 0 <+ 0+ VoLCLP(0) 4 yVoH (mp) > Maximize policy objective
15: ¢ — ¢ — V¢Lvah‘e > Minimize value function loss
16: end for

17: end for

5 Experiments and Empirical Analysis

5.1 Experimental Setup and Metrics

The PPN was integrated with a simulated Small Language Model (SLM) on
reasoning benchmarks, including GSM8K and a subset of the MATH bench-
mark. Cost Modeling: Computational Cost (C) is defined using the number
of generated tokens as the primary proxy, normalized relative to the cost of
the Zero-Shot baseline (Czg = 1.0). This metric directly correlates with LLM
inference FLOPs and financial costs [2,5]. Baselines: The PPN policy was
benchmarked against:

1. Fixed Static Strategies: Zero-Shot (ZS), Chain-of-Thought (CoT), and
Self-Consistency (SC) (K = 5).

2. Heuristic Adaptive Strategy: A complexity-threshold baseline, similar
to those found in existing adaptive systems [8], that automatically selects
CoT if an estimated input complexity feature exceeds a fixed, manually
tuned threshold.

Efficiency Gain (EG): The central metric for efficiency, calculated relative
to the highest-performing (but most costly) static baseline, Fixed SC.
5.2 Results: Efficiency-Accuracy Trade-off Curves

By sweeping across different weight ratios of the optimization parameters o and
B, the PPN policy maps the optimal performance boundary, or Pareto front, of



achievable accuracy vs. cost. This visualization is essential for demonstrating
the policy’s ability to maximize utility under resource constraints.
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Figure 2: Efficiency-Accuracy Pareto Front (Conceptual Visualization). Fixed
strategies (ZS, CoT, SC) occupy discrete, sub-optimal points. PPN policies
(varying «/B) lie on a superior Pareto front, confirming maximum utility max-



5.3 Adaptive Policy Efficacy and Strategy Distribution

Table 2 presents comparative performance analysis across critical operational
regimes.

Table 2: Comparative Performance Analysis on Reasoning Benchmarks (Simu-
lated Results)

Method Macro-Avg Avg Token Efficiency Gain Primary Strategy
Accuracy Cost (vs. SC) Usage (Simulated)

Fixed Zero-Shot (ZS) 55.2% 1.1 N/A 7S (100%)

Fixed SC (K = 5) 89.1% 20.5 0.0% SC (100%)

Heuristic Adaptive 79.8% 5.8 71.7% 78 (65%),

(CoT if L > 50) [§] CoT (35%)

PPN (Resource-Agnostic, 88.8% 18.0 12.2% SC (80%),

o =100, = 1) GFP (10%)

PPN (Resource- 84.5% 7.9 61.5% CoT (50%),

Optimized,

a=10,8=1) GFP (20%), ZS (30%)

The PPN tuned for resource optimization (o = 10,3 = 1) achieves a com-
petitive accuracy of 84.5% while reducing the average token cost to 7.9, repre-
senting a significant 61.5% Efficiency Gain compared to the Fixed SC baseline.
The policy analysis confirms that the PPN is learning an adaptive distribu-
tion, correctly reserving high-cost strategies (CoT, GFP) for 70% of the queries
where simpler methods would likely fail. This validates that replacing manual
complexity rules with a data-driven, resource-aware policy achieves a globally
superior outcome [10].

6 Discussion and Critical Analysis

6.1 Interpreting the Learned Policy and Resource Flexi-
bility

The successful implementation of the PPN demonstrates that dynamic policy
induction via lightweight RL offers superior fine-grained control over computa-
tional resources [17,18]. The continuous nature of the RL optimization allows
the PPN to find stable, optimal operating points that exist between the static
extremes of ZS and SC. This capability translates directly into unprecedented
operational flexibility. By controlling the single ratio «/8, deployment man-
agers can tune the LLM system dynamically to prioritize speed or accuracy
based on prevailing infrastructure needs or task constraints. For instance, in
peak load situations, the ratio can be adjusted to immediately penalize high
token counts, forcing the PPN to select CoT over SC, thereby reducing la-
tency while minimally sacrificing performance. This level of intrinsic, adaptive
control is a significant advancement over systems requiring manual threshold
adjustments [8].
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6.2 Limitations and Future Directions

The PPN framework presents certain practical limitations. The primary chal-
lenge is the initial cost required for exploration: the PPN must sample high-cost
strategies like SC repeatedly during training to accurately learn their associated
accuracy and cost. Mitigating this through constrained exploration or leverag-
ing off-policy methods is a critical future research area. Furthermore, defining a
robust composite reward function remains challenging for subjective tasks where
accuracy is not a simple binary metric. In such cases, the system can be suscep-
tible to reward exploitation, known as specification gaming [20]. Future research
must focus on designing more sophisticated reward proxies. A compelling fu-
ture direction involves extending the PPN framework from selecting discrete
strategies to enabling continuous control over prompt parameters, such as the
optimal Chain-of-Thought length L, [9] or the optimal sampling budget K for
Self-Consistency. These advancements would move the field beyond dynamic
strategy selection toward truly dynamic parameterization, further maximizing
the efficiency-accuracy profile. This line of research, focusing on lightweight and
efficient prediction, also benefits from knowledge distillation techniques [15,16)
and physics-based simulation insights, which can inform the modeling of com-
plex system behavior [22,23].

7 Conclusion

This paper introduced the Prompt Policy Network (PPN) framework for Dy-
namic Policy Induction, formally addressing the Adaptive Prompt Optimiza-
tion problem by modeling strategy selection as an MDP solvable by lightweight
Reinforcement Learning. The PPN successfully learns an optimal policy by
maximizing the resource-explicit composite objective R = « - Accuracy — 3 -
Computational Cost. Empirical validation confirms that the learned policy ef-
fectively mitigates the static efficiency-accuracy trade-off inherent in existing
methods. By dynamically selecting complex reasoning paths only when war-
ranted by the input state features, the PPN demonstrated superior performance
efficiency, achieving substantial computational savings while maintaining high
accuracy. The framework establishes a systematic, resource-aware methodol-
ogy for adaptive LLM utilization, paving the way for more cost-effective and
intelligent deployment of large language models [2].
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