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Autonomous Al research agents aim to speed up scientific discovery by automating the research pipeline from
hypothesis generation to peer review. However, existing benchmarks rarely test a fundamental bottleneck
whether LLMs can judge the methodological viability of a research idea before investing time and computational
resources. Without a reliable “first-gate” filter, autonomous agents risk scaling flawed methodology rather than
accelerating meaningful science. We introduce SoundnessBench, a curated benchmark of 1,099 real research
proposals, with source verified extraction, reviewer-derived proxy labels, and proposal-only expert judgments
on a subset of 327 proposals. Across 12 frontier LLMs, our evaluation reveals a pervasive optimism bias: stan-
dard prompting vields a 74.0% mean false-positive rate. Aggressive prompting reduces false approvals but sub-
stantially increases false rejections. Additional analyses show that optimism persists under controls for public
corpus contamination, and surface features, as well as in literature-grounded agent evaluation. These results
suggest a limitation in judging scientific soundness, indicating that current LLMs are not yet reliable as stan-
dalone gatekeepers for scientific rigor.

” Project: https://hosytuyen.github.io/projects/SoundnessBench

) Code repository: https://github.com/hosytuyen/SoundnessBench

¢ Datasets: https://huggingface.co/datasets/hosytuyen/SoundnessBench
¢ Contact: stho@umd.edu
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1. Introduction

Autonomous Al research agents are rapidly advancing in technical sophistication. Recent frame-
works can autonomously generate hypotheses, implement code, execute experiments, and draft full
manuscripts with minimal human oversight [7, 8, 12, 23]. While this progress promises a future of ac-
celerated discovery, it also exposes a critical but underaddressed bottleneck: scientific triage. Before
commiting to extensice experiments, a researcher must decide whether a proposed idea and its ex-
perimental design are methodologically sound. In research, this “first-gate” judgment is an important
defense against wasting months of labor and substantial computational resources.

The Soundness Gap. Existing evaluations of LLLM agents largely overlook this decision point. Cur-
rent benchmarks [1, 9, 18, 22] primarily emphasize reproducing existing results or deliver runnable
artifacts. They do not test whether an agent can critically evaluate the viability of a proposal in the
first place. This leaves a fundamental question unanswered:

Can LLMs reliably reject flawed research designs before they are executed?

Without a robust upfront filter, autonomous agents do not necessarily accelerate science. Rather, they
risk scaling “bad science” by automating the pursuit of unsound research designs.
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Table 1. Comparison with related research-agent benchmarks. Stage indicates the research stage assessed (pre-
execution, execution, or post hoc). Benchmark Task describes the task, and Evaluation Input describes the evidence
available to the evaluator. Among the benchmarks listed, SoundnessBench uniquely combines pre-execution evaluation,
direct methodological-soundness judgment, and proposal-only input.

Benchmark Stage Benchmark Task Evaluation Input Ground Truth Soundness Pre-Exec.
Source Focus Judgment
MLE-Bench Exec. Engineering Task desc. + Exp. Results Kaggle outcome X X
PaperBench Exec. Replication Full paper + Exp. Results Human rubric X X
InnovatorBench Exec. Research loop Task desc. + Exp. Results Outcome metric X X
AIRS-Bench Exec. Multi-task Task desc. + Exp. Results Expert annotation X X
ResearchGym Exec. Research loop Task desc. + Exp. Results Outcome metric X X
[17] Pre-exec. Novelty judge Proposal Human study X v
Hindsight Post-hoc Impact pred. Idea Future citation/venue X X
RINoBench Pre-exec. Novelty judge Idea + related works Expert label X v
[21] Post-hoc Impact pred. Title + abstract Future citation/venue X X
SoundnessBench Pre-exec. Methodological soundness Proposal Expert label v v

In this work, we use scientific soundness in a narrowly defined sense: proposal-stage methodologi-
cal integrity in ML research, not eventual impact, novelty, acceptance, or universal validity across all
scientific domains. Given a hypothesis, the core question is whether the experimental design is capa-
ble of testing it rigorously. In the lifecycle of an autonomous agent, this serves as a pre-computation
check. Without this capability, agents risk implementing flawed experiments that appear structurally
correct but cannot support their intended conclusions. By isolating proposal-stage evidence from
downstream results, we test the model’s ability to identify visible methodological flaws, such as im-
proper baselines, data leakage, or mismatched metrics, before execution incurs high costs. However,
the utility of such a check depends on its stability under changes in question framing. Prior work
on sycophancy and prompt fragility suggests that LLM judgments can be sensitive to how a question
is framed [2, 4, 15]. If scientific evaluation inherits these vulnerabilities, autonomous AI agents may
suffer from inconsistent filtering, alternating between reckless optimism and destructive skepticism
based on minor prompt variations.

We introduce SoundnessBench, a large-scale benchmark for pre-execution scientific judgment in
machine learning research. We processed 35,209 initial ICLR submissions from 2022—2026 to identify
a curated set of 1,099 proposals. This covers 39 primary areas in machine learning research. For
large-scale evaluation, we derive proxy labels from high-agreement ICLR reviewer soundness sub-
scores rather than acceptance decisions or overall ratings. Because those reviewers saw full papers,
we further complement the proxy labels with proposal-only judgments from 12 machine-learning
researchers on a subset of 327 proposals. The reconstruction pipeline uses near-verbatim extraction,
outcome masking, and retrieval-backed claim verification to keep each proposal faithful to its source
paper while withholding downstream results.

Across 12 frontier LLMs, our evaluations reveal a pervasive optimism bias. Under standard prompt-
ing, models frequently classify low-soundness proposals as high-soundness, yielding a mean false-
positive rate of 74.0%. An aggressive prompt reverses the error balance rather than resolving it. The
false-positive rate falls to 19.9%, but high-soundness recall falls to 36.2%. The pattern persists with
proposal-only expert labels. On the 327 annotated proposals, standard prompting yields a mean of
64.8% false-positive rate. These results suggest that current frontier models are not yet reliable as
standalone first-gate critics for ML research proposals. Their judgments are inaccurate on many
flawed designs and sensitive to prompt framing.

We further probe alternative explanations using a literature grounded agent, model scale and instruc-
tion tuning comparisons, a reduced contamination-risk split, surface-feature baselines, and controlled
injections of methodological flaws. These analyses suggest that the optimism bias reflects a real weak-
ness in current model judgment rather than a single dataset artifact.
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Figure 1. SoundnessBench pipeline: (1) collect ICLR papers with reviewer metadata and filter for high reviewer
agreement; (2) derive high/low-soundness labels; (3) extract a near-verbatim research proposal without revealing experi-
mental results; (4) audit extraction fidelity with retrieve-then-verify atomic claims; and (5) assemble the final benchmark.

Our contributions are:

- A benchmark for pre-execution ML soundness: SoundnessBench comprises 1,099 proposals span-
ning 39 ICLR primary areas, with reviewer-derived proxy labels and proposal-only judgments from
12 ML experts for a 327-proposal subset.

- A source-grounded reconstruction pipeline: Reviewer-agreement filtering, outcome masking,
near-verbatim extraction, and retrieval-backed atomic-claim verification reduce label ambiguity,
result leakage, and extraction drift.

- An evaluation of first-gate model judgment: Across 12 frontier LLMs and multiple label sources,
we identify optimism under standard prompting and over-conservatism under aggressive prompt-
ing, and test the robustness of this pattern against literature grounding and a range of potential
confounders.

2. SoundnessBench: Benchmark Reconstruction

Task definition. SoundnessBench evaluates whether an LLM can assess the methodological sound-
ness of a research proposal before observing experimental results. Given a hypothesis and experimen-
tal plan, the evaluator judges whether the proposed experiments can adequately test the hypothesis
and support the intended conclusions. The task concerns methodological validity, rather than novelty,
presentation quality, or whether the hypothesis will ultimately prove correct.

Challenges and Design Choices. Constructing a proposal-only soundness benchmark from real
submissions requires addressing four challenges. First, label scope: ICLR reviewers assessed full
papers, while our models see results-masked proposals. We therefore use reviewer soundness sub-
scores as proxy labels for large-scale evaluation and complement them with proposal-only expert
annotations on a subset. Second, label reliability: both sources involve subjective judgments. We filter
ICLR labels by reviewer agreement and exclude ambiguous middle-score cases. Expert annotations
directly address the proposal-stage task on a subset. Agreement between the two sources provides an
additional cross-check. Third, information leakage: completed papers contain results and acceptance
cues that can shortcut first-gate assessment, so we exclude these and retain only proposal components.
Fourth, extraction fidelity: extraction can introduce drift, so we preserve near-verbatim wording and
check extracted claims against supporting passages in the original submission (Alg. 1).

Our design choices combine proposal-only inputs, reviewer-derived proxy labels, direct expert anno-
tations, and source-verified extraction to support evaluation of pre-execution scientific judgment.
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Figure 2. SoundnessBench dataset statistics. The benchmark contains 1,099 proposals, including 458 low-

soundness and 641 high-soundness instances. (a) The subfield distribution across papers reflects the ICLR corpus com-
position. (b) Temporal coverage spans ICLR 2022-2026. (c) Soundness score density shows separation between low-
soundness (S < 2, mean = 1.77) and high-soundness (S > 3, mean = 3.22) groups, supporting the chosen label boundary.
(d) Low- and high-soundness pair-count statistics in SoundnessBench.

Algorithm 1. Extraction Verification

Require: Source PDF P, extracted pair p = (h,e), threshold 7, chunk size ¢, chunk overlap o, retrieval
depth k
Ensure: Fidelity score p € [0,1], and binary pass/fail decision

1: T « ExtractText(P) > Read text from the source PDF
2. C < Chunk(T,¢,0) > Split text into overlapping passages
3: A « DecomposeAtomicClaims(p) > Split into checkable claims
4 supported < 0
5. for each claim c € A do
6: E « BMZ25(c,C,top-k = k) > Retrieve the k most relevant passages
7 v < LLMVerify(c, E, evidence_only = True) > Check support from retrieved passages.
8: if v = YES then
9: supported « supported + 1

10  end if

11: end for

12: p « supported/|A| > Fraction of claims supported by the source

-
w

: return (p,p > 1)

Benchmark Reconstruction. We build SoundnessBench in five steps, shown in Fig. 1.

- Step 1: Data Collection. We collect ICLR papers spanning 39 primary research areas such as RL,
generative modeling, XAI, and applications (39 primary areas in total). We start from 2022 because
earlier releases do not consistently provide reviewer soundness (or closely related) scores needed
for filtering and label derivation. This pool provides coverage across years and research areas. We
exclude desk-rejected papers, since their rejections may reflect factors other than scientific sound-
ness. To reduce label noise, we retain papers with mean reviewer confidence of at least 3 out of 5
and a standard deviation of normalized soundness scores below 15%.

- Step 2: ICLR Proxy Label Assignment. We assign labels from reviewer soundness sub-scores
rather than overall ratings or novelty/presentation scores. Papers with mean scores > 3 are labeled
high soundness; those < 2 are labeled low soundness. Fractional scores arise from averaging indi-
vidual reviewer ratings. We exclude intermediate cases to improve class separation. These labels
serve as proxies for proposal-stage methodological validity, since reviewers assessed full papers and
may rely on results or other evidence absent from the extracted proposals.
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- Step 3: Proposal Extraction. From the papers filtered in Step 2, we extract structured research pro-
posals (abstract, related work, risks, hypothesis, and experimental design) directly from the source
PDFs, following Yamada et al. [23]. We use Gemini 2.5 Pro with a task-specific prompt that instructs
the model to exclude experimental results, direct outcome claims, and acceptance cues, preserve
near-verbatim wording, and avoid adding information unsupported by the source paper (Appx. A.1).
Example extractions are provided in Appx. A.4.

- Step 4: Extraction Verification. To reduce extraction errors, we verify extracted claims against
their source PDFs (Alg. 1). Following prior work on atomic factuality and evidence-grounded verifi-
cation [10, 20], we decompose each hypothesis-experiment pair into individual claims, retrieve rel-
evant passages, and check whether they support each claim (Appx. A.2, Appx. A.3, and Appx. A.5).
We retain extractions with a supported-claim fraction of at least T = 0.7, using chunk size ¢ = 3000,
overlap o = 200, and retrieval depth k = 3. Overall, 66.93% of candidates pass this filter; Fig. 2 re-
ports the mean support ratio. This check assesses extraction fidelity rather than methodological
soundness or label correctness.

- Step 5: Final Benchmark Dataset. The final benchmark contains 1,099 research proposals, in-
cluding 458 low-soundness and 641 high-soundness instances according to the ICLR-derived proxy
labels. Detailed benchmark statistics are presented in Fig. 2.

Proposal-Only Expert Annotation. To complement the ICLR-derived proxy labels, we recruit 12
machine learning researchers and assign each proposal to one expert annotator given their domain
expertise in the relevant research areas. Annotators provide a sound/unsound judgment using only
the hypothesis and proposed experimental plan (the same input given to models) without seeing the
ICLR-derived label or experimental results. Given the time and domain expertise required, annotation
cost and researcher availability limit coverage to 327 of the 1,099 proposals. We additionally identify
the subset where expert judgments agree with the ICLR-derived labels for further analysis.

3. Evaluation

3.1 Evaluation Setup

Models. We evaluate 12 frontier models spanning small and large scales, non-reasoning and rea-
soning, and both closed- and open-source models. We include GPT-40, GPT-5.4-Mini, GPT-5.4,
Claude-Opus-4.6, Claude-Sonnet-4.6, Gemini-2.5-Pro, Gemini-3-Flash, Gemini-3.1-Pro, Qwen-3.5-
27B, Qwen-3.5-122B-A10B, LL.aMA-3.3-70B, Kimi-Linear-48B-A3B.

Inference Setup. We run closed-source models through provider APIs and serve open-source models
with vLLM on two NVIDIA H200 GPUs. We use max_tokens=8192 and temperature=0.2; other
settings follow provider or framework defaults.

Evaluation Protocol. We instruct LLMs to classify SoundnessBench proposals as high or low sound-
ness, providing a detailed justification before the final label. We evaluate three settings: (1) Standard
prompt, which requests a structured assessment without an explicit conservative prior; (2) Aggres-
sive prompt, which instructs models to default to low soundness unless the idea and experimental
design are clearly strong and well-justified; and (3) Literature-grounded scientific agent, using Schol-
arEval [11], a retrieval-augmented evaluator. Data-construction prompts and additional evaluation
analyses are in Appx. A and Appx. B, respectively.

Metrics. We report confusion matrices, class-wise recall (Low R and High R), and Macro F1 (the
unweighted average of per-class F1 scores). Low R measures rejection of low-soundness proposals,
while High R measures identification of high-soundness proposals. Taking high soundness as the
positive class, false positives (low—high) reflect optimism, whereas false negatives (high—low) reflect
over-conservatism relative to the reference labels.
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3.2 Main Results under ICLR Proxy Labels

We evaluate all 1,099 proposals using the ICLR-derived proxy labels, providing a large-scale assess-
ment of model judgments. Tab. 2 reports class-wise recall and Macro F1 under standard and aggres-
sive prompting, and Fig. 3 shows the corresponding confusion matrices.

Table 2. Summary evaluation metrics across 12 models under standard and aggressive prompting. Low R and High
R denote recall on low- and high-soundness proposals. Macro F1 is the unweighted average of per-class F1 scores. Best
Macro F1 per condition is bolded. 1 denotes reasoning model.

Standard Prompt Aggressive Prompt
Model LowRt HighRt MacroFit LowR1? HighRt MacroFi1t
Open-source Models
LLaMA-3.3-70B 2.0 994 38.8 39.3 76.1 574
Kimi-Linear-48B-A3B 13.8 84.6 44,5 50.3 470 481
Qwen3.5-27Bf 23.6 925 55.0 83.8 324 527
Qwen3.5-122B-A10B* 26.6 90.6 56.4 95.6 16.8 447
Closed-source Models
GPT-40f 5.5 98.9 422 871 25.0 48.4
GPT-5.4-mini 507 76.6 63.8 100.0 0.2 29.6
GPT-5.4f 64.6 74.6 69.6 100.0 0.0 29.4
Gemini-2.5-Prot 13.8 98.4 497 73.4 551 627
Gemini-3-Flash 19.7 981 545 76.4 60.4 67.0
Gemini-3.1-Pro* 26.0 961 58.4 891 35.9 56.9
Claude-Sonnet-4.6" 37.2 94.8 65.2 94.4 18.8 46.6
Claude-Opus-4.6" 28.2 972 60.2 72.2 66.4 69.1
Mean 26.0 91.8 549 80.1 36.2 511

Across LLM families, we observe a pervasive optimism bias: models frequently rate propos-
als with low reviewer-derived soundness labels as sound. Under standard prompting, mean low-
soundness recall is 26.0% (equivalently, a 74.0% false-positive rate), while mean high-soundness re-
call remains 91.8%. At the model level, 9/12 models (including Gemini-3.1-Pro and Claude-Opus-4.6)
label more than 70% of low-soundness proposals as high soundness. The strongest optimism appears
in LLaMA-3.3-70B and GPT-4o0, which classify 98.0% and 94.5% of low-soundness proposals as high
soundness. This pattern indicates a broad tendency toward approval relative to the ICLR-derived
proxy labels. Such permissive first-gate judgments could lead to unnecessary experimentation when
approved proposals contain methodological flaws. Representative false-positive and true-positive ex-
amples, together with concrete model responses, are provided in Appx. B.14.

A few frontier LLMSs reduce optimism bias, but at the cost of missing more high-soundness propos-
als. GPT-5.4 and GPT-5.4-mini achieve higher low-soundness recall (64.6% and 50.7%), alongside
lower high-soundness recall (74.6% and 76.6%), than most other models. This suggests a rejection—
identification trade-off in current frontier LLMs for proposal-stage soundness judgment. Stricter
filtering can suppress false approvals, but it also increases the risk of rejecting promising ideas.

Under Aggressive Prompting: Bias Shifts Toward Over-Conservatism. We test how judgments
change when the decision threshold is made deliberately stricter while keeping the same models and
task: default to low soundness unless the idea and experimental design are clearly strong and well-
justified. As shown in Tab. 2 and Fig. 3, models generally become more conservative. Mean low-
soundness false positives drop from 74.0% (standard prompt) to 19.9% (aggressive prompt), and 10/12
models are below 30%; meanwhile, mean high-soundness recall drops from 91.8% to 36.2%, with 7/12
models below 40%. At the extreme, GPT-5.4 and GPT-5.4-Mini move to near-always-low behavior
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Figure 3. Soundness judgments under standard and aggressive prompting. Each model panel shows row-normalized
confusion matrices under standard (top) and aggressive (bottom) prompting on 1,099 proposals with ICLR-derived proxy
labels. Rows indicate reference labels; columns indicate predictions. Aggressive prompting generally reduces false ap-
provals while increasing false rejections.

under aggressive prompting: low-soundness false positives are 0% for both, while high-soundness
recall falls to 0.0% and 0.2%, respectively. Other models show the same pattern in milder form. For
example, Qwen3.5-122B-A10B and Claude-Sonnet-4.6 strongly reject low-soundness ideas (95.6% and
94.4% rejection), but correctly identify only 16.8% and 18.8% of high-soundness proposals. Consistent
with this, mean Macro F1 decreases from 54.9 to 51.1.

Taken together, these results reveal prompt-sensitive error patterns in proposal-stage soundness judg-
ment. Standard prompting favors approval, whereas aggressive prompting reduces false approvals
at the cost of substantially more false rejections. The effect varies across models. GPT-5.4’s Macro
F1 falls from 69.6% to 29.4%, while Claude-Opus-4.6 improves from 60.2% to 69.1%. These results
highlight the difficulty of balancing rejection and identification through prompt instructions alone.

3.3 Evaluation against Expert Judgments

A key concern is that ICLR-derived proxy labels may reflect experimental outcomes unavailable in
the proposal-only task. We therefore evaluate the same 327 proposals using both their original ICLR-
derived labels and proposal-only expert judgments, holding model predictions fixed to isolate the
effect of label source. We additionally evaluate the subset where both label sources agree as a sensi-
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Table 3. Evaluation across label sources. ICLR and expert labels are evaluated on the same 327 annotated proposals
with model predictions held fixed. The agreement subset contains proposals where both labels agree and serves as a
sensitivity check. Low R and High R denote class-wise recall; all metrics are percentages. Mean rows average across
models. Best Macro F1 within each group and prompting condition is bolded. { denotes reasoning model.

ICLR Labels Expert Labels Agreement Subset
Model Low R 1 High R 1 Macro F1 1 Low R 1 High R 1 Macro F1 1 Low R 1 High R 1 Macro F1 1
Standard Prompting
LLaMA-3.3-70B 4.3 96.6 30.6 5.4 100.0 26.6 47 100.0 261
Kimi-Linear-48B-A3B  17.3 84.0 39.3 16.2 81.4 327 17.3 81.2 337
Qwen3.5-27B7 34.6 80.7 511 36.5 91.9 51.0 372 91.3 51.5
Qwen3.5-122B-A10B 38.0 773 52.2 411 91.9 54.3 40.3 92.8 541
GPT-40" 10.6 941 36.1 120 100.0 331 1.5 100.0 328
GPT-5.4-mini 59.6 597 58.5 61.8 73.3 62.2 62.3 739 62.8
GPT-5.4% 72.6 56.3 64.3 73.4 69.8 68.4 75.4 72.5 70.8
Gemini-2.5-Prof 24.5 924 475 249 100.0 44.3 267 100.0 459
Gemini-3-Flash 29.8 924 51.6 28.6 977 46.7 31.9 98.6 49.6
Gemini-31-Prot 36.1 89.9 55.2 34.9 96.5 511 38.2 98.6 54.2
Claude-Sonnet-4.6" 54.4 83.2 65.0 52.0 91.4 61.7 56.7 95.5 66.4
Claude-Opus-4.61 34.8 957 547 354 100.0 54.9 381 100.0 55.9
Mean 347 83.5 50.5 35.2 9111 48.9 36.7 92.0 50.3
Aggressive Prompting
LLaMA-3.3-70B 529 61.3 554 55.6 74.4 587 56.0 72.5 58.4
Kimi-Linear-48B-A3B 52.4 479 49.5 531 50.0 48.8 534 478 48.3
Qwen3.5-27B% 89.9 20.2 52.8 921 30.2 62.3 921 29.0 61.5
Qwen3.5-122B-A10BT 96.2 12.6 49.6 96.3 16.3 55.4 96.9 174 56.5
GPT-40f 89.4 18.5 51.4 89.6 221 55.8 901 23.2 56.7
GPT-5.4-mini 100.0 0.0 38.9 100.0 0.0 42.4 100.0 0.0 42.4
GPT-5.4% 100.0 0.0 38.9 100.0 0.0 424 100.0 0.0 424
Gemini-2.5-Prof 81.2 445 63.3 80.5 52.3 66.0 83.8 53.6 68.8
Gemini-3-Flash 81.2 437 62.8 80.9 52.3 66.3 83.2 551 69.1
Gemini-31-Prot 92.3 26.1 58.0 917 314 62.7 927 36.2 661
Claude-Sonnet-4.6" 94.0 4.0 42.3 96.2 91 48.8 95.5 6.2 46.8
Claude-Opus-4.61 81.2 414 61.7 83.6 52.0 67.8 83.9 55.6 68.9
Mean 84.2 26.7 52.0 85.0 325 56.5 85.6 33.0 572

tivity check. In summary, our results show that the central error pattern persists across label sources:
standard prompting favors approval, while aggressive prompting substantially increases false rejec-
tions.Detailed confusion matrices and results are in Appx. B.2, Appx. B.3, and Appx. B.4.

The optimism bias persists under proposal-only expert labels. In Tab. 3, under standard prompt-
ing, mean low-soundness recall is nearly unchanged: 34.7% using matched ICLR labels and 35.2%
using expert labels, corresponding to false-positive rates of 65.3% and 64.8%, respectively. Mean
high-soundness recall increases from 83.5% to 91.2% under expert labels. On the agreement subset,
low- and high-soundness recall are 36.7% and 92.1%. Thus, the tendency to approve low-soundness
proposals persists when ICLR-derived labels are replaced with proposal-only expert judgments.

Aggressive prompting again exchanges false approvals for false rejections. Mean low-soundness
recall rises to 84.3%, 85.0%, 85.6% under matched ICLR labels, expert labels, their agreement subset,
respectively. However, high-soundness recall falls to 26.7%, 32.6%, 33.0%. Aggressive prompting
improves mean Macro F1 under expert labels from 48.7% to 56.6%. These results indicates better
overall classification performance alongside a substantial shift in the error balance.
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3.4 Additional Analyses and Robustness Checks

We provide additional analysis and robustness checks. Unless otherwise stated, these analyses use
ICLR-derived proxy labels. In summary, our results show that the observed optimism bias is unlikely
to be explained solely by missing literature context, model scale, instruction tuning, public corpus
contamination, shallow structural features. These findings highlight subtle limitations in reliable
proposal-stage soundness judgment by LLMs.

- Literature grounding agent does not eliminate optimism. ScholarEval [11], a retrieval-augmented
scientific-idea evaluator, predicts nearly every proposal as high soundness at thresholds 5.0 to 7.0.
On the coverage > 0.8 subset, raising the threshold to 8.0 yields 34.3% low-soundness recall, 73.3%
high-soundness recall, and 53.7% Macro F1. This is more balanced and achieves higher Macro
F1 than matched standard (48.8%) and aggressive prompting (43.8%), but still approves 65.7% of
low-soundness proposals (Appx. B.10).

- Neither scale nor instruction tuning consistently corrects the bias. Within the Qwen3.5 family,
scaling from 2B to 35B increases high-soundness recall from 71.8% to 92.8%, but decreases low-
soundness recall from 31.0% to 19.2% (Appx. B.5). The Qwen3.5-35B base and instruction-tuned
variants also behave similarly under the standard prompt (Appx. B.6). These suggests that the opti-
mism bias is not solely a small-model or instruction-tuning artifact.

- Contamination and paper recognition are unlikely to explain the pattern. On an ICLR 2026-
only split evaluated with cutoff-restricted models, the false-positive rate remains comparable to the
full dataset (77.47% vs. 73.88%) (Appx. B.7). Masking method names and other identifying phrases
changes aggregate predictions by roughly one percentage point (Appx. B.8)

- Shallow structural features fail differently from the evaluated LLMs. We try simple thresh-
old baselines based on proposal length, experiment count, and risk-factor count in Appx. B.9.
These baselines tend to over-reject high-soundness proposals, whereas LLMs over-approve
low-soundness proposals. Both approaches show failures but in different ways.

- GPT-5.4 detects severe flaws but remain insensitive to subtler ones. Injecting severe hypothesis—
experiment mismatches into 100 high-soundness proposals reduces GPT-5.4’s approval rate from
77.0% to 1.0%, showing that the model attends to salient methodological content (Appx. B.11).

4. Related Work

Autonomous AI Research Agents. Recent Al scientist agents aim to automate large parts of the
research pipeline. The AI Scientist [8] and The Al Scientist-v2 [23] are early systems that attempt this
process by autonomously generating ideas, writing code, running experiments, and drafting papers.
Agent Laboratory [12] structures this process into literature review, experimentation, and report writ-
ing, with optional human feedback. Beyond papers, autoresearch [7] provides a simple open-source
loop where an agent edits code, runs short real experiments, and keeps changes only when metrics
improve. These systems show that LLM agents can execute multiple parts of research workflows.
However, their evaluations do not directly test whether LLMs can judge whether a hypothesis and
experimental design are methodologically sound before execution begins. Like human researchers
triaging projects, this first-gate decision determines whether time and compute should be invested.

Evaluating Research Agents and Idea Quality. [17] show that LLM-generated ideas can be
novel while being weaker on feasibility, and that the gap between proposal-stage promise and
post-execution outcomes can widen after implementation [16]. We take this implication seriously.
Proposal-only judgment may be intrinsically limited because some weaknesses or strengths become
visible only after experiments are run. SoundnessBench is therefore not intended to predict final
research impact or full-paper acceptance. Instead, it asks a narrower diagnostic question: how
much reviewer-assigned methodological soundness is recoverable from proposal-stage evidence,
and whether LLMs can act as stable first-gate critics under that limitation. At the system level, most
current benchmarks focus on evaluating execution [1, 3, 9, 18, 22]. Additionally, a few idea-evaluation
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benchmarks target dimensions such as impact and novelty [6, 13], or model scientific taste from
community-level signals such as publication venue and citation outcomes [21]. These directions are
important, but their targets differ from ours.

LLMs in Peer-Review Workflows. Existing work studies LLMs in workflows for reviewing com-
pleted papers. LLM assistance can improve review clarity and actionability in human review work-
flows [19]. Related work also studies LLM-enhanced reviewer recommendation [5] and AI-text detec-
tion in peer reviews [24]. However, this literature evaluates post hoc review, where the paper, results,
and framing are already available. SoundnessBench instead studies pre-execution judgment from the
research proposal alone.

LLM Sycophancy and Fragile Judgment. Our work is connected to studies of LLM sycophancy and
fragile judgment. Previous work shows that LLMs can favor answers matching a user’s stated beliefs
over truthful answers [15]. Other work jointly examines sycophancy, skepticism, and miscalibrated
refusal in causal reasoning [4]. Prompt-framing studies show that small syntactic changes can flip
model decisions in ethical decision tasks even when content is unchanged [2]. These suggest that
scientific criticism is not only a knowledge problem, but also a robustness problem. We test both.

5. Conclusion

We introduced SoundnessBench to evaluate a core capability for autonomous ML research agents: de-
ciding whether a hypothesis and experimental design appear methodologically sound before running
expensive experiments. Across 12 frontier LLMs, standard prompting produces a strong optimism
bias, with a 74.0% mean false-positive rate. Aggressive prompting lowers this rate to 19.9% but re-
duces high-soundness recall to 36.2%, shifting rather than resolving the error. This pattern persists
under proposal-only expert labels and across controls for literature grounding, public-corpus contam-
ination, surface features, and injected methodological flaws. At this early gate in the research pipeline,
such instability can misallocate compute and attention. We view SoundnessBench as a step toward
safer and more useful Al research agents, and as a tool for diagnosing where model calibration breaks
down. The observed optimism tendency and prompt sensitivity suggest that reliable proposal-stage
scientific judgment will likely require targeted training, calibration, or human-in-the-loop review be-
yond prompting alone.

Limitations. The large-scale labels are derived from reviewer soundness sub-scores and remain im-
perfect proxies because reviewers assessed complete papers, including their results and presentation.
Proposal-only expert judgments on 327 proposals reduce this concern but do not establish a human
performance ceiling. SoundnessBench is also limited to ICLR machine-learning research and should
not be interpreted as measuring scientific judgment across all domains. Because the source corpus
is public, contamination cannot be eliminated completely, and the scale and instruction-tuning anal-
yses cover only one model family. Future work should expand expert annotation, evaluate private or
continuously refreshed proposals, cover additional scientific fields and model families, and connect
proposal-stage judgments with downstream execution outcomes.
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Appendix
A. Supplementary Material for Data Construction

A1 Prompt to Extract Proposal

The prompt is designed to extract proposal-level content from each paper while explicitly excluding
results and conclusions. The proposal format follows [23].

System Prompt to Extract Proposal

You are an expert at extracting structured research information from machine learning papers. Extract the
research proposal in AI Scientist v2 format, capturing the intended hypothesis and experimental design
before any experimental results. The goal is to represent the research plan and claims prior to execution,
not confirmed findings.

Output: Return valid JSON only. Do not include markdown or explanations.

Global Principles

- Extract only proposal-level content; exclude results and conclusions.
- Prefer verbatim spans from the paper when possible.

- Do not hallucinate or introduce structure not present in the paper.

- If uncertain, omit the information.

- Keep claims atomic and directly grounded in the source text.

Hypothesis

- Extract from Introduction or Method sections.
- Describe what the paper proposes or aims to test (1—2 sentences).
- Prefer verbatim phrasing.

LT3 99 6 9

Forbidden: “we show”, “we demonstrate”, “we find”, “results show”, “outperforms’
Allowed: “we propose”, “we hypothesize”, “we argue”, “our approach aims to”

Experiments

g

- Describe experimental plan only (no results or numbers).
- Each entry must correspond to a distinct experiment group.

Description: goal of the experiment.
Method: datasets, models, baselines, setup (preserve exact names).
Metrics: list evaluation metrics (no values).

Related Work
- Summarize prior work and research gap.
- Do not include improvement claims.
Risk Factors
- Extract explicit limitations from the paper.
- Do not infer or invent new risks.
Abstract

- Keep only problem, motivation, and proposed method.
- Remove results, numbers, and comparisons.
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User Prompt to Extract Proposal

Input
- Abstract:
{abstract}
- The attached file is the full paper PDF.
Use both the abstract and the PDF to extract the research idea.
Instructions
- Extract the Short Hypothesis from the Introduction or Method sections, not from results or conclusions.
- All Experiment fields must reflect the experimental plan, not observed outcomes.
- Preserve dataset names, tasks, and baselines when describing experiments.
- Create multiple experiment entries if the paper evaluates multiple tasks or benchmarks.

Output Format (JSON)
{
"Name”: "<short slug identifying the research contribution>",
"Title”: "<exact paper title>",
"Short Hypothesis”: "<proposed claim or method---no outcomes>",
"Related Work”: "<prior work and research gap>",
"Abstract”: "<problem + motivation + proposed method only>",
"Experiments”: [
{
"Description”: "<goal of this experiment group>",
"Method”: "<datasets/tasks, model setup, baselines>",
"Evaluation Metrics”: "<metrics used>"
¥
]

"Risk Factors and Limitations”: [
"<explicit limitation sentence from the paper>"
]

1

Critical Constraints

- Do not include results or conclusions.

- Do not include numerical values or measured performance.
- Do not reveal whether the hypothesis was confirmed.

- Do not generalize dataset names.

- Do not merge distinct experiments into a single entry.

A.2 Prompt to Decompose Atomic Claims from Proposal

This prompt decomposes each proposal into minimal, independently verifiable factual claims so that
each statement can be assessed clearly and grounded in source text. The detailed process is pre-
sented in Alg. 1. We compute extraction faithfulness with a retrieval-backed atomic-claim score by
decomposing each hypothesis—experiment pair into atomic claims, retrieving supporting passages,
and verifying each claim against the source paper, following prior work on atomic factuality and
evidence-grounded verification [10, 20]. We use GPT-5.4 for this process.
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System Prompt to Decompose Atomic Claims from Proposal

You are a precise scientific analyst. Your task is to decompose a research hypothesis and experimental plan
into atomic, independently verifiable claims.

User Prompt to Decompose Atomic Claims from Proposal

Task. Decompose the following extraction into atomic factual claims that are directly verifiable from the
paper text.

Rules
- Output one complete claim per line.
- Do not include numbering, bullets, prefixes, section headers, or commentary.
- Do not output incomplete fragments.
- Do not introduce synthetic labels (e.g., “Experiment 1”, “Experiment 2”).
- Keep claims literal and close to wording likely present in the paper.

Scope of Claims Include only claims about:

- proposed method or hypothesis
- planned evaluation setup

- datasets, tasks, and baselines

- evaluation metrics

Exclude:

2 9

- any result or outcome claims (e.g., “improves”, “outperforms”, “achieves state-of-the-art”)
Input Extraction

{extraction_proposal}

A.3 Prompt to Verify Atomic Claims

This prompt evaluates each claim—evidence pair and produces a concise YES/NO judgment so that
verification decisions remain explicit, consistent, and grounded in the provided textual evidence. We
use Gemini-2.5-Flash for this process.

System Prompt to Verify Atomic Claims

You are a rigorous scientific fact-checker. Your task is to verify whether a claim is directly supported by
the provided evidence from a paper.
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User Prompt for Atomic Claim Verification

Input Claim
{claim}
Evidence (excerpts from the paper)

{evidence}

Task
Determine whether the claim is directly supported by the provided evidence.

Output Format
Reply with exactly:

YES/NO: <one-sentence explanation>

A.4 Example of Extracted Proposals
We provide two extracted-proposal examples from SoundnessBench: one high-soundness case and

one low-soundness case. The benchmark contains 458 low-soundness and 641 high-soundness in-
stances in total. The format of these proposals follows [23].
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Example: High-Soundness Proposal

Paper id: FUaDMRVrbS

Identifiability for Gaussian Processes with Holomorphic Kernels

Year: 2025

Short Hypothesis

A novel theoretical framework, based on the property of kernels being holomorphic around zero, can
determine the identifiability of parameters in a wide range of GP kernels (e.g., squared exponential,
periodic, rational quadratic) and their complex combinations, filling a gap left by methods that only apply to
Matérn-type kernels.

Related Work

[Content omitted for brevity]

Abstract

[Content omitted for brevity]

Experiments

Experiment 1

Description: To empirically support the theoretical results on parameter identifiability for several
individual holomorphic kernels.

Method: The experiment involves estimating parameters for individual Squared Exponential (SE), Damped
Periodic (DPer), Periodic (Per), Rational Quadratic (RQ), and Cosine kernels. This is done by fitting a GP
model to synthetically generated data of increasing sample sizes (n € {500, 1000, 2000, 5000}) with added
Gaussian noise. The parameters are estimated using Maximum Likelihood Estimators (MLESs).

Evaluation Metrics: Convergence of the Maximum Likelihood Estimators (MLEs) for each parameter over
100 replicates.

Experiment 2

Description: To empirically support the theoretical results on parameter identifiability for a complex
combined kernel, specifically the one from Equation (2) motivated by the Mauna Loa COZ2 dataset.
Method: A GP with the combined kernel from Equation (2) is fitted to synthetically generated data
designed to mimic the properties of the Mauna Loa dataset over a 45-year time interval. The experiment
uses increasing sample sizes (n € {50,100, 200, 500}), and the Maximum Likelihood Estimators (MLESs) for the
kernel’s 10 parameters are computed.

Evaluation Metrics: Convergence of the Maximum Likelihood Estimators (MLEs) for each parameter in
the combined kernel over 100 replicates.

Risk Factors and Limitations

- First, while establishing the identifiability of kernel parameters is a critical step, it does not necessarily
guarantee the consistency of the MLE.

- Second, extending our theoretical framework to encompass non-stationary kernels .. remains a largely
open problem.

- Third, another intriguing direction involves extending findings to infinitely differentiable kernels not
holomorphic near 0.

Scores:
- Soundness: 3.25
- Support Ratio: 1.0
- Rigor Bucket: high
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Example: Low-Soundness Proposal

Paper id: h9ThYkkgSD4

Activation Function: Absolute Function,One Function Behaves more Individualized

Year: 2023

Short Hypothesis

Using the absolute value function, y = |x|, as a neural network activation will result in more “individualized”
representations by preserving information from negative inputs, unlike ReLLU. This property is
hypothesized to make it more suitable for generation tasks and potentially less prone to overfitting
compared to ReLU and Leaky ReL.U.

Related Work

[Content omitted for brevity]

Abstract

[Content omitted for brevity]

Experiments

Experiment 1

Description: To evaluate the performance of the absolute activation function against standard activations
in a fully-connected neural network on an image classification task.

Method: A 5-layer fully-connected neural network will be trained on the MNIST dataset. The performance
of the absolute function will be compared against ReLLU and Leaky ReLU as baselines. The experiment will
use the Adam optimizer and SparseCategoricalCrossentropy loss. The effect of different batch sizes will
also be investigated.

Evaluation Metrics: ['Training Accuracy’, *Validation Accuracy’, 'Training Loss’, "Validation Loss’]

Experiment 2

Description: To evaluate the performance of the absolute activation function in a convolutional neural
network (CNN) on an image classification task and to visualize the resulting feature maps.

Method: A CNN with 3 convolutional layers and 2 fully-connected layers will be trained on the MNIST
dataset. The absolute function will be compared against ReLLU and Leaky ReL.U baselines. The experiment
will explore the effect of varying batch sizes (32, 64, 128). Additionally, the intermediate activations from
the convolutional layers will be visualized for both the absolute function and ReLLU to qualitatively compare
the learned features.

Evaluation Metrics: ['Training Accuracy’, "Validation Accuracy’, "Training Loss’, "Validation Loss’,
’Qualitative visualization of intermediate activations’]

Experiment 3

Description: To test the hypothesis that the “individualization” property of the absolute function makes it
well-suited for image generation tasks using an autoencoder.

Method: A functionally separate autoencoder, with a convolutional encoder and a corresponding decoder,
will be trained on the MNIST dataset. The experiment will compare the image generation quality when
using the absolute function in the encoder versus using a Leaky ReLLU baseline. The model will use the
Adam optimizer and MSE loss.

Evaluation Metrics: ['Qualitative comparison of generated output images’]

Risk Factors and Limitations

- In order to generalization, the individualization is the reason of shake, the accuracy may be good in
some set and may be worse in some set.

Scores:

- Soundness: 1.0
- Support Ratio: 1.0
- Rigor Bucket: low
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A.5 Example of Extracted Atomic Claims and Verification

Example: Atomic Claims from Extracted Proposal

Source: Identifiability for Gaussian Processes with Holomorphic Kernels
Atomic Claims (excerpt)

- A novel theoretical framework is based on kernels being holomorphic around zero.

- The framework determines identifiability of parameters in a wide class of Gaussian Process kernels.
- The framework applies to squared exponential, periodic, and rational quadratic kernels.

- The framework applies to complex combinations of kernels.

- The framework addresses a gap left by methods that only apply to Matérn-type kernels.

- A Gaussian Process model is fitted to synthetically generated data with added Gaussian noise.

- Parameters are estimated using Maximum Likelihood Estimators.

- Experiments evaluate convergence of estimators as sample size increases.

Summary: 17 atomic claims extracted; all verified as supported (support ratio = 1.0).

B. Supplementary Material for Evaluation

B.1 Evaluation Prompt Templates

We provide the evaluation prompt templates for transparency. The standard prompt asks models to
produce a structured scientific rationale before the final classification, so the main setting already
includes an explicit deliberation-style instruction. The aggressive prompt keeps the same task but
changes the default decision rule to require stronger evidence before assigning high soundness.

System Prompt for Standard Evaluation

You are an expert ML researcher and peer reviewer. Classify the scientific rigor bucket of a research idea
and your assessment confidence from 1 to 5 from its hypothesis and experiment description.

Output the assessment as a JSON object, including a detailed step-by-step justification for the rigor bucket
selected.
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User Prompt for Standard Evaluation

Classify this hypothesis-experiment pair into one rigor bucket:

- low: Weak scientific contribution. Hypothesis is vague or trivial, experiments lack controls or baselines,
metrics are weak, or methodology has fundamental flaws.

- high: Strong scientific contribution. Hypothesis is clear and meaningful. Experiments are rigorous, con-
trolled, include appropriate baselines/ablations, and use suitable metrics.

Confidence Score Scale:

- 1: You are unable to assess this paper and have alerted the ACs to seek an opinion from different reviewers.

- 2: You are willing to defend your assessment, but it is quite likely that you did not understand the central
parts of the submission or that you are unfamiliar with some pieces of related work. Math/other details
were not carefully checked.

- 3: You are fairly confident in your assessment. It is possible that you did not understand some parts of
the submission or that you are unfamiliar with some pieces of related work. Math/other details were not
carefully checked.

- 4: You are confident in your assessment, but not absolutely certain. It is unlikely, but not impossible, that
you did not understand some parts of the submission or that you are unfamiliar with some pieces of related
work.

-+ 5. You are absolutely certain about your assessment. You are very familiar with the related work and
checked the math/other details carefully.

HYPOTHESIS: {hypothesis}

EXPERIMENT: {experiment}

Output format:

{
"justification”: "<Detailed step-by-step justification>",
"rigor_bucket”: <"low” or "high”>,
"confidence”: <1-5 integer>

}

Constraints:

- rigor_bucket must be a choice in ["low”, "high”]
- confidence must be an integer in [1, 5]

System Prompt for Aggressive Evaluation

You are a strict ML area chair applying an aggressive rigor filter. Classify scientific rigor from a hypothesis
and experiment description.

Default to “low” unless the evidence clearly demonstrates strong scientific rigor with concrete controls, strong
baselines, appropriate metrics, and a credible evaluation plan.

Output valid JSON only with a detailed step-by-step justification.
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User Prompt for Aggressive Evaluation

Classify this hypothesis-experiment pair into one rigor bucket under an aggressive standard:

- Low: choose this unless there is clear, concrete, and compelling evidence of rigorous methodology.

- high: only if the plan is explicitly strong on hypothesis clarity, experimental controls, baselines/ablations,
metric validity, and methodological credibility.

Aggressive policy:

- Penalize missing controls, vague methods, missing or weak baselines, underspecified metrics, unclear eval-
uation protocol, or hand-wavy claims.

- If information is incomplete or ambiguous, prefer low.

- Use high only when justification is unambiguous.

Confidence Score Scale:

- 1: You are unable to assess this paper and have alerted the ACs to seek an opinion from different reviewers.

- 2: You are willing to defend your assessment, but it is quite likely that you did not understand the central
parts of the submission or that you are unfamiliar with some pieces of related work. Math or other details
were not carefully checked.

- 3: You are fairly confident in your assessment. It is possible that you did not understand some parts of the
submission or that you are unfamiliar with some pieces of related work. Math or other details were not
carefully checked.

- 4 You are confident in your assessment, but not absolutely certain. It is unlikely, but not impossible, that
you did not understand some parts of the submission or that you are unfamiliar with some pieces of related
work.

-+ 5. You are absolutely certain about your assessment. You are very familiar with the related work and
checked the math or other details carefully.

HYPOTHESIS: {hypothesis}

EXPERIMENT: {experiment}

Output format:

{
"justification”: "<Detailed step-by-step justification>",
"rigor_bucket”: <"low” or "high”>,
"confidence”: <1-5 integer>

}

Constraints:

- rigor_bucket must be a choice in ["low”, "high”]
- confidence must be an integer in [1, 5]

B.2 Evaluation against Expert Judgments

This section will report the same per-model metrics and confusion-matrix analysis as Tab. 2 and Fig. 3,
using proposal-only expert judgments on the annotated subset as reference labels.

B.3 Evaluation on the Matched ICLR-Labeled Subset
We evaluate the same proposals retained in the expert-relabeling setup using their original ICLR-

derived proxy labels. Holding the proposals and model predictions fixed enables a direct comparison
between evaluation under ICLR-derived and proposal-only expert labels.

B.4 Evaluation on the ICLR-Expert Agreement Subset
We additionally evaluate the subset for which the ICLR-derived proxy labels and proposal-only expert

judgments agree. This analysis holds model predictions fixed while restricting evaluation to examples
with consistent labels across the two reference sources.
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Table 4. Evaluation metrics against proposal-only expert judgments. Low R and High R denote recall on low- and
high-soundness proposals. Macro F1 is the unweighted average of per-class F1 scores. Best Macro F1 per condition is
bolded.  denotes reasoning model.

Standard Prompt Aggressive Prompt
Model LowR1 HighRt MacroFit LowR1? HighRt MacroFi1t
Open-source Models
LLaMA-3.3-70B 54 100.0 26.6 55.6 74.4 587
Kimi-Linear-48B-A3B 16.2 81.4 327 531 50.0 48.8
Qwen3.5-27B 36.5 91.9 51.0 921 30.2 62.3
Qwen3.5-122B-A10BT 411 91.9 54.3 96.3 16.3 554
Closed-source Models
GPT-40f 12.0 100.0 331 89.6 221 55.8
GPT-5.4-mini 61.8 73.3 62.2 100.0 0.0 42.4
GPT-5.4% 73.4 69.8 68.4 100.0 0.0 42.4
Gemini-2.5-Pro’ 249 100.0 443 80.5 52.3 66.0
Gemini-3-Flash 28.6 977 467 80.9 52.3 66.3
Gemini-3.1-Prof 349 96.5 511 917 31.4 62.7
Claude-Sonnet-4.6" 52.0 91.4 61.7 96.2 9.1 48.8
Claude-Opus-4.67 354 100.0 549 83.6 52.0 67.8
Mean 35.2 911 489 85.0 325 56.5

B.5 Does Scale Resolve the Optimism Bias?

To isolate the effect of model scale from other factors, such as model family and training recipe, we
evaluate six models from the same Qwen3.5 family, ranging from 2B to 122B parameters, under both
prompting conditions. Results are shown in Fig. 7.

Under standard prompting, scaling generally improves high-soundness recall (71.8% at 2B to 92.8%
at 35B), but low-soundness recall simultaneously decreases (31.0% at 2B to 19.2% at 35B). Larger
models become more permissive toward weak proposals, not less. This suggests that scale improves
general language understanding and pattern recognition, but does not correct the optimism tendency
in scientific judgment.

Under aggressive prompting, scale provides no consistent benefit. All six models tend toward near-
always-low behavior, with high-soundness recall ranging from 1.4% (4B) to 32.4% (27B), showing
no monotonic trend with size. Notably, the 27B model achieves better balance than both smaller
and larger variants, suggesting that the aggressive prompt interacts non-monotonically with model

capacity.

Together, these results indicate that the optimism bias observed in Sec. 3.2 is not a small-model artifact
in this family. It persists with scale under standard prompting and remains unresolved under aggres-
sive prompting at all tested sizes. Reliable scientific soundness judgment likely requires interventions
beyond simply using larger models.

B.6 Is the Optimism Bias Caused by Instruction Tuning?

A natural hypothesis is that the optimism bias stems from instruction tuning or RLHF, which may
encourage models to be agreeable and avoid negative feedback. To test this, we compare Qwen3.5-
35B-A3B in its base and instruction-tuned models under both prompting conditions, as shown in
Fig. 8.
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Figure 4. Soundness judgments against proposal-only expert labels under standard and aggressive prompting. Each
model panel shows row-normalized confusion matrices under standard (top) and aggressive (bottom) prompting on 327
expert-annotated proposals. Rows indicate expert reference labels; columns indicate predictions. Aggressive prompting
generally reduces false approvals while increasing false rejections.

Under standard prompting, the base and instruction-tuned models are nearly indistinguishable.
The base model reaches 19.0% low-soundness recall and 92.5% high-soundness recall, while the
instruction-tuned model reaches 19.2% and 92.8%, respectively. These similar numbers suggest
instruction tuning is unlikely to be the sole driver of the optimism bias.

Under aggressive prompting, both models shift toward over-conservatism, but the base model shifts
more strongly (98.7% low recall, 3.4% high recall) than the instruction-tuned variant (89.3% low re-
call, 17.2% high recall). This suggests instruction tuning may provide modest robustness to prompt
pressure, but is insufficient to maintain calibrated judgment.

These findings suggest that resolving the optimism bias may require interventions at or before pre-
training (such as targeted training on scientific judgment), rather than relying on post-hoc instruction
tuning alone.

B.7 Controls for Public-Corpus Contamination

A natural concern is that ICLR submissions and OpenReview discussions are public, so some evalu-
ated models may have encountered older source papers during pretraining or supervised fine-tuning.
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Table 5. Evaluation metrics on the ICLR-labeled subset matched exactly to the proposals retained in the expert-
relabeling setup. Low R and High R denote recall on low- and high-soundness proposals. Macro F1 is the unweighted
average of per-class F1 scores. Best Macro F1 per condition is bolded. ¥ denotes reasoning model.

Standard Prompt Aggressive Prompt
Model LowR1 HighRt MacroFit LowR1? HighRt MacroFi1t
Open-source Models
LLaMA-3.3-70B 4.3 96.6 30.6 52.9 61.3 554
Kimi-Linear-48B-A3B 17.3 84.0 39.3 52.4 479 49.5
Qwen3.5-27B 34.6 807 511 89.9 20.2 52.8
Qwen3.5-122B-A10B" 38.0 773 52.2 96.2 12.6 49.6
Closed-source Models
GPT-40f 10.6 941 36.1 89.4 18.5 51.4
GPT-5.4-mini 59.6 597 58.5 100.0 0.0 38.9
GPT-5.4f 72.6 56.3 64.3 100.0 0.0 389
Gemini-2.5-Pro’ 24.5 924 475 81.2 44.5 63.3
Gemini-3-Flash 29.8 924 51.6 81.2 437 62.8
Gemini-3.1-Prof 361 89.9 55.2 92.3 261 58.0
Claude-Sonnet-4.6" 544 83.2 65.0 94.0 4.0 42.3
Claude-Opus-4.67 34.8 957 b47 81.2 414 61.7
Mean 347 83.5 50.5 84.2 26.7 52.0

We therefore treat contamination as a threat to validity rather than claiming it is fully eliminated.
We address it in three ways. First, if a model had memorized acceptance outcomes or reviewer ver-
dicts, that information would likely help it identify low-soundness proposals; the observed high false-
positive rate is therefore conservative with respect to our main failure claim. Second, we evaluate an
ICLR 2026-only split using a cutoff-restricted model subset with documented training cutoffs before
September 2025 where such documentation is available, reducing the chance that these submissions
appeared in training data. Third, the identifier-removal analysis in Sec. B.8 tests whether recogniz-
able method names or self-identifying phrases drive predictions. As shown in Tab. 7, the optimism
bias is largely stable across the full dataset and the 2026-only split. We will report the exact model-
card or technical-report source for each cutoff in the released metadata and exclude models without
sufficient cutoff documentation from cutoff-restricted claims.

We emphasize that perfect contamination control is difficult for any benchmark built from public
corpora. For this reason, we describe this as a reduced-contamination-risk analysis rather than a
contamination-free benchmark. SoundnessBench should be interpreted together with the 2026 split,
the identifier-removal analysis below, and future private or continuously updated benchmark variants.

B.8 Identifier-Removal Robustness

Paper titles are never passed to models in our main evaluation. To further test whether recognizable
method names or self-identifying phrases drive the results, we construct an anonymized variant by
masking method names, framework names, and self-naming phrases while preserving the scientific
meaning of the hypothesis and experiment design. Tab. 8 shows that this intervention has negligible
effect on the aggregate confusion matrix, with changes of roughly one percentage point. This suggests
that the main behavior is not primarily driven by recognizing paper identities.
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Figure 5. Soundness judgments against ICLR-derived labels on the matched expert-annotated subset under standard
and aggressive prompting. Each model panel shows row-normalized confusion matrices under standard (top) and aggres-
sive (bottom) prompting on the proposals retained in the expert-relabeling setup. Rows indicate ICLR-derived reference
labels; columns indicate predictions. Aggressive prompting generally reduces false approvals while increasing false re-
jections.

B.9 Surface-Feature Baselines

We add simple baselines to test whether shallow structural statistics alone explain the observed be-
havior. Always-high predicts every proposal as high soundness; always-low predicts every proposal
as low soundness. We also evaluate mean-threshold classifiers based on proposal length, experiment
count, and risk-factor count, with thresholds set at the midpoint between per-class means. These
no-training baselines avoid fitting on the evaluation labels while still probing whether label priors
or obvious structural features explain the result. A fully supervised text classifier would answer a
different question—how much signal can be learned from labeled SoundnessBench examples—so we
leave it to a training-split extension rather than using benchmark test labels for model selection.

The structural baselines and LLMs fail in qualitatively opposite directions: structural thresholds
over-reject high-soundness proposals, whereas LLMs over-approve low-soundness proposals. This
divergence suggests that shallow structural statistics alone are insufficient to explain the observed
optimism bias, although richer supervised confounder models remain useful future controls.

B.10 Literature-Grounded ScholarEval Baseline

We further test whether grounding proposal judgments in retrieved prior work changes the observed
failure mode. ScholarEval [11] evaluates research ideas with a retrieval-augmented pipeline that ex-
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Table 6. Evaluation metrics on the subset with agreement between ICLR and proposal-only expert judgments. Low
R and High R denote recall on low- and high-soundness proposals. Macro F1 is the unweighted average of per-class F1
scores. Best Macro F1 per condition is bolded. ¥ denotes reasoning model.

Standard Prompt Aggressive Prompt
Model LowR1 HighRt MacroFit LowR1? HighRt MacroFi1t
Open-source Models
LLaMA-3.3-70B 47 100.0 26.1 56.0 725 58.4
Kimi-Linear-48B-A3B 17.3 81.2 337 53.4 478 48.3
Qwen3.5-27B 37.2 91.3 51.5 921 29.0 61.5
Qwen3.5-122B-A10B" 40.3 92.8 541 96.9 174 56.5
Closed-source Models
GPT-40f 1.5 100.0 328 901 23.2 56.7
GPT-5.4-mini 62.3 739 62.8 100.0 0.0 424
GPT-5.4f 75.4 72.5 70.8 100.0 0.0 42.4
Gemini-2.5-Pro’ 267 100.0 459 83.8 53.6 68.8
Gemini-3-Flash 31.9 98.6 49.6 83.2 551 691
Gemini-3.1-Prof 38.2 98.6 54.2 927 36.2 66.1
Claude-Sonnet-4.6" 56.7 95.5 66.4 95.5 6.2 46.8
Claude-Opus-4.6" 381 100.0 559 83.9 55.6 68.9
Mean 36.7 92.0 50.3 85.6 33.0 57.2

Table 7. Reduced-contamination-risk check using an ICLR 2026-only split. We evaluate the standard prompt on the
subset of models with documented training cutoffs before the ICLR 2026 submission period, then compare their mean
predictions on the full dataset and on the ICLR 2026-only split. The main observation is that the optimism bias remains
stable under this reduced-contamination-risk setting: low-soundness proposals are still predicted as high soundness at
a similar rate on the 2026-only split and the full dataset.

Ground Truth / Split Predicted Low Predicted High

Low (Full Dataset) 26.12% 73.88%
Low (ICLR 2026 Only) 22.53% TT47%
High (Full Dataset) 814% 91.86%
High (ICLR 2026 Only) T77% 92.23%

tracts proposed methods, generates method-specific literature queries, retrieves relevant prior work
before the paper cutoff date, summarizes method-level evidence, assigns each extracted method a 0—
10 soundness score, and averages method scores into a final idea-level score. To adapt this output to
SoundnessBench’s binary high/low labels, we threshold the average soundness score. Because some
extracted methods receive null scores when grounded literature is missing, we report matched sub-
sets after filtering by coverage rate, defined as the fraction of extracted methods with non-null scores.
We compare ScholarEval against direct standard and aggressive prompting on the same covered ex-
amples.

Literature grounding modestly improves the balance between the two classes when paired with a
strict decision threshold, but it does not eliminate the optimism bias. At thresholds 5.0—6.0, Schol-
arEval predicts every covered proposal as high soundness; at 7.0, it still rejects fewer than 3% of
low-soundness proposals. At threshold 8.0 on the full-coverage subset, ScholarEval attains 34.0%
low-soundness recall, 73.3% high-soundness recall, and 53.6% Macro F1, compared with 6.8%, 98.0%,
and 47.5% under matched standard prompting and 90.3%, 26.3%, and 44.8% under matched aggres-
sive prompting. The coverage-> 0.8 subset shows the same pattern: ScholarEval reaches 53.7% Macro
F1, exceeding standard prompting (48.8%) and aggressive prompting (43.8%), while retaining 34.3%
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Soundness judgments on the ICLR-expert agreement subset under standard and aggressive prompting.
Each model panel shows row-normalized confusion matrices under standard (top) and aggressive (bottom) prompting.
Rows indicate the shared ICLR and expert reference labels; columns indicate predictions. Aggressive prompting generally
reduces false approvals while increasing false rejections.

low-soundness recall and 73.3% high-soundness recall. Thus, retrieval grounding yields a more bal-
anced and modestly better classifier at threshold 8.0, but its behavior is highly threshold-sensitive and
it still approves roughly two-thirds of low-soundness proposals.
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Figure 7. Confusion matrices across six Qwen3.5 model sizes (2B-122B) under standard (top) and aggressive (bottom)
prompting. Under standard prompting, high-soundness recall improves with scale but low-soundness recall degrades.
Larger models become more optimistic. Under aggressive prompting, models shift toward over-conservatism with no
consistent improvement from scale.

Table 8. Effect of masking paper-identifying phrases. Entries are mean prediction percentages.

Ground Truth / Setting Predicted Low Predicted High

Low (Without Removal) 26.12% 73.87%
Low (With Removal) 25.01% 74.99%
High (Without Removal) 814% 91.86%
High (With Removal) 8.58% 91.42%

Table 10. ScholarEval literature-grounded soundness evaluation compared with matched direct prompting. Low R and
High R denote low- and high-soundness recall; Macro F1 is the unweighted average of the low- and high-class F1 scores.
Best Macro F1 within each coverage group is bolded.

Evaluation Mode Threshold Low R HighR Macro Fi
Coverage > 1.0 (n=350; high=247, low=103)

ScholarEval Agent 5.0 0.0% 100.0% 41.4%
ScholarEval Agent 6.0 0.0% 100.0% 41.4%
ScholarEval Agent 70 2.9% 99.2% 44.2%
ScholarEval Agent 8.0 34.0% 73.3% 53.6%
Standard Prompt - 6.8% 98.0% 475%
Aggressive Prompt - 90.3% 26.3% 44.8%
Coverage > 0.8 (n=396; high=288, low=108)

ScholarEval Agent 5.0 0.0% 100.0% 421%
ScholarEval Agent 6.0 0.0% 100.0% 421%
ScholarEval Agent 7.0 2.8% 99.3% 44.8%
ScholarEval Agent 8.0 34.3% 73.3% 53.7%
Standard Prompt - 74% 98.3% 48.8%
Aggressive Prompt - 88.9% 271% 43.8%
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Figure 8. Base vs. instruction-tuned Qwen3.5-35B-A3B under standard (top) and aggressive (bottom) prompting.
Under standard prompting, both variants show similar optimism bias, consistent with an origin earlier in training. Under
aggressive prompting, the instruction-tuned model is slightly better, but both remain over-conservative.

B.11 Adversarial Injection of Methodological Flaws

To test whether models attend to methodological content at all, we inject targeted flaws into 100 high-
soundness proposals. Specifically, dataset names and evaluation metrics are replaced with those from
a different domain while keeping the hypothesis and other content fixed, creating severe hypothesis—
experiment mismatches. GPT-5.4’s approval rate drops from 77.0% on the original proposals to 1.0%
after injection (Tab. 11). This result rules out the strongest version of the inattention hypothesis: the
model can detect severe methodological inconsistencies. However, it also sharpens the remaining fail-
ure mode: models are still insufficiently critical of subtler naturally occurring flaws in low-soundness
proposals. We report this as an initial control and will extend it to more flaw types, such as missing
baselines and data leakage, in future benchmark versions.

B.12 High-Confidence Positive Subset for Aggressive Prompting

A remaining concern is that reviewer-derived high-soundness labels may still contain positive-label
noise, even after consensus filtering. Peer-review decisions can be noisy, and prior work docu-
ments substantial variability and bias in review outcomes [14]. This concern does not undermine
the optimism-bias result, which is driven by approvals of low-soundness proposals. It is more rele-
vant to the aggressive-prompt result that some false negatives could instead be true negatives if the
aggressive prompt catches flaws missed by human reviewers.

To test this possibility, we construct a stricter high-confidence positive subset by restricting the pos-
itive class to papers that received Oral or Spotlight distinctions among Soundness positive labels
data. These papers have undergone not only reviewer evaluation but also additional Area Chair and
Program Committee selection, providing stronger evidence of methodological soundness. We then
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Table 9. Surface-feature and trivial baselines compared with the average LLM under standard prompting.

Low—Low Low—High(FP) High—Low High—High

Always-High 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Always-Low 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Length Threshold 58.5% 41.5% 36.7% 63.3%
Experiment Count Threshold 64.4% 35.6% 477% 52.3%
Risk Factor Count Threshold 57.4% 42.6% 48.2% 51.8%
Avg. LLM (Standard Prompt) 26.12% 73.87% 8.14% 91.86%

Table 11. Adversarial injection of severe methodological mismatches into high-soundness proposals.

Model Original Approval Post-Injection Approval Flip Rate
GPT-54 77.0% 1.0% 76.0%

recompute the aggressive-prompt false-negative rate on this subset and compare it against the false-
negative rate computed on the full set of benchmark positives.

Table 12. Aggressive-prompt false-negative rates on a stricter high-confidence positive subset. The subset contains
high-soundness proposals whose source papers received oral, spotlight, or highlight status. Delta is the high-confidence-
subset FN rate minus the all-positive benchmark FN rate.

Model FN Rate (Oral/Spotlight) FN Rate (All Benchmark) Delta
LLaMA-3.3-70B-Instruct 23.2% 23.9% —0.6%
Claude-Opus-4.6 26.9% 33.6% -6.6%
Gemini-3-Flash 37.4% 39.6% -2.3%
Gemini-2.5-Pro 43.4% 44.9% -1.5%
Kimi-Linear-48B-A3B 51.5% 53.0% -1.5%
Gemini-3.1-Pro 59.6% 64.1% -4.5%
Qwen3.5-27B 59.6% 67.6% —8.0%
GPT-40 76.8% 75.0% +1.7%
Claude-Sonnet-4.6 78.3% 81.2% -2.9%
Qwen3.5-122B-A10B 78.8% 83.2% —4.4%
GPT-5.4 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
GPT-5.4-mini 100.0% 99.8% +0.2%
Average 61.3% 63.8% -2.5%

Using oral/spotlight subsets in SoundnessBench, as a stricter positive subset does not materially re-
duce aggressive-prompt false negatives. The average false-negative rate decreases only from 63.8%
to 61.3% (a 2.5-point reduction), and several models remain highly over-conservative even on these
high-confidence positives. In particular, GPT-5.4 and GPT-5.4-mini reject nearly all such proposals
under aggressive prompting. These results suggest that the aggressive prompt is genuinely over-
conservative, rather than merely correcting noisy high-soundness labels in SoundnessBench.

B.13 Breakdowns by Year, Primary Area, and Writing Quality

We further examine whether failures are concentrated in particular years, primary areas, or writing-
quality bands. Tab. 13, Tab. 14, and Tab. 15 report low-soundness false-positive rates. The optimism
bias is visible across all slices, suggesting that it is systemic rather than driven by a narrow subset of
the benchmark.
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Table 13. Low-soundness false-positive rate by year.

Year Low-Soundness FP Rate

2022 67.2%
2023 79.6%
2024 70.2%
2025 68.4%
2026 78.3%
All 73.87%

B.14 Qualitative Examples of False and True Positives

We include illustrative qualitative examples to illustrate what the aggregate confusion matrices count
as false positives and true positives. We show the corresponding Gemini 3.1 Pro, GPT-5.4 Thinking,
and Claude Opus 4.6 responses below each proposal. In Fig. 17, the proposal has a high mean ICLR
soundness score and is correctly predicted as high soundness, illustrating a true-positive case.

In Figs. 9 and 13, the proposals have low mean ICLR soundness scores but are still predicted as high
soundness by the evaluated models, illustrating the optimism-bias failure mode.

A potential failure mode: recognized gaps are outweighed by experimental strengths. Our qual-
itative analysis suggests that models may place more weight on familiar benchmarks, baselines, and
ablations than on unresolved gaps in testing the central claim. For MUTUD, GPT-5.4 acknowledges
the missing efficiency measurements but still assigns a high-soundness judgment (Fig. 11), while
Claude Opus 4.6 suggests that these measurements may already be implicitly covered (Fig. 12). For
FreeLM, GPT-5.4 recognizes concerns about comparison fairness but still gives a high-soundness
judgment, emphasizing the overall experimental design (Fig. 15). These cases suggest that some op-
timistic judgments may be because models do not place enough weight on weaknesses they have
already identified, especially when they interpret high soundness as meaning only that the proposal
is not fundamentally flawed. This hyposthesis motivates our future work on further understanding
the over-optimistic bias in LLMs’ scientific judgements.
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Efficient Audiovisual Speech Processing via MUTUD: Multimodal Training and Unimodal Deployment

Hypothesis: A model can be trained using multiple modalities (e.g., audio and video) but deployed using only a single modality by using a novel Temporally Aligned Modality feature Estimation (TAME) module to
estimate the features of the missing modality during inference. This approach is expected to yield a unimodal model that performs better than a standard model trained on single-modality data, while being more
computationally efficient at inference time than a full multimodal model.

Related Work: Multimodal speech processing systems, particularly audiovisual (AV) ones, often outperform unimodal systems, especially in noisy conditions. However, they suffer from practical constraints like
high computational cost, complex sensor requirements, and the need for synchronized multimodal data during inference, which limits their real-world deployment. While methods for resource-constrained
learning and handling missing modalities exist, they are often not designed for the specific scenario of unimodal deployment with efficiency as a primary goal. For instance, self-supervised frameworks like AV-
HUBERT are large and not easily adapted for tasks like speech enhancement. This paper addresses the gap by proposing a method to explicitly leverage multimodal data during training to create a highly efficient
and performant model for unimodal deployment.

Abstract: [Content omitted for brevity]

Experiments:

Description: To evaluate the MUTUD framework on the task of audiovisual speech enhancement (AVSE) under various noise conditions and compare its performance and efficiency against unimodal and
multimodal baselines.

Method: The experiment will use the LRS3-TED dataset for speech and the DNS Challenge dataset for noise. The task is audiovisual speech enhancement. The proposed MUTUD model, based on a GCRN U-Net
architecture with a ResNet18 video encoder, will be compared against three baselines: a standard audio-only model, an audio-only model with a matched number of parameters to MUTUD, and a full audiovisual
model. Two training strategies for MUTUD will be explored: training from scratch and pre-training the TAME module.

Metrics: Short Time Objective Intelligibility (STOI), Scale-Invariant Signal-to-Distortion Ratio (SISDR), Perceptual Evaluation of Speech Quality (PESQ)

Description: To demonstrate the effectiveness of the MUTUD framework on the task of audiovisual speech recognition (AVSR), particularly in low-SNR scenarios;

Method: The experiment will use the LRS3-TED dataset. The task is audiovisual speech recognition. The MUTUD framework will be integrated into the V-CAFE baseline architecture. The performance of the
resulting model will be compared against an audio-only baseline and the full audiovisual V-CAFE model.

Metrics: Word Error Rate (WER)

Description: To showcase the versatility of the MUTUD framework by applying it to audiovisual active speaker detection (AV-ASD) in a scenario where the audio modality is absent at inference time (i.e., video-
only deployment).

Method: The experiment will use the challenging, ego-centric EasyCom dataset. The task is active speaker detection. A network with 3D convolutional layers and an LSTM will be designed. The TAME module will
be used to estimate audio representations from video inputs during inference. The proposed MUTUD model will be compared against a video-only baseline and a full audiovisual baseline.

Metrics: mean Average Precision (mAP)

Risk Factor:

While the MUTUD introduces a novel approach to multimodal training with the proposed TAME module and applies it to audiovisual speech tasks, its behaviour on other tasks and models in multimodal domain
remains to be seen.

So further exploration through even more complex tasks and models may shed more light on MUTUD.

Meta ICLR criticism: The reviewers have primarily expressed concerns regarding the experiments presented in the paper. While the paper

: . > review rimarily expressed o ; ° ‘ Mean ICLR 19 Claude Opus 4.6 I‘
includes a series of ablation studies, the main issues highlighted involve unfair comparisons and the of certain and ]
Additionally, some reviewers have noted a lack of novelty, pointing out that similar methods have already been introduced. Although the Soundness Score | GPT_S 4 Thlnk|ng l‘

authors have submitted additional results and explanations to bolster their case, key issues, such as the unfair comparisons and the novelty of 1 75/4 0 I
. . o
the method, remain unresolved
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Figure 9. False-positive example. A low-soundness proposal is predicted as high soundness by Claude Opus 4.6,
GPT-5.4 Thinking, and Gemini 3.1 Pro.

Efficient Audiovisual Speech Processing via MUTUD: Multimodal Training and Unimodal Deployment

p
4 Gemini3.1Pro |‘

1. Hypothesis Assessment: The hypothesis is dear, specific, and addresses a highly relevant problem in multimodal learning, how to leverage multimodal training data while maintaining the
computational efficiency and practicality of unimodal deployment. The proposed Temporally Aligned Modality feature Estimation (TAME) module provides a concrete mechanism to test this.

2. Experimental Diversity: The experiments rigorously test the hypothesis across three distinct and challenging tasks (Audiovisual Speech Enhancement, Audiovisual Speech Recognition, and
Audiovisual Active Speaker Detection). This multi-task approach strongly supports the generalizability of the proposed framework.

3. Baselines and Controls: The experimental design includes excellent controls. Specifically, Experiment 1 compares the proposed model not only against a standard audio-only baseline and a full
multimodal upper-bound but also against an audio-only model with a matched number of parameters. This is a crucial ablation that ensures any observed performance gains are due to the
proposed cross-modal learning approach rather than simply an increase in model capacity.

4. Datasets and Metrics: The chosen datasets (LRS3-TED, DNS Challenge, EasyCom) are standard, challenging, and appropriate for the tasks. The evaluation metrics (STOI, SISDR, PESQ for
enhancement; WER for recognition; mAP for detection) are the universally accepted gold standards for these specific domains.

5. Conclusion: The combination of a well-defined hypothesis, comprehensive multi-task evaluation, rigorous parameter-matched baselines, and appropriate metrics indicates a strong scientific
contribution.

- J

Figure 10. Gemini 3.1 Pro response for the false-positive example in Fig. 9. The model assigns a high-soundness
judgment to the low-soundness proposal.
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Efficient Audiovisual Speech Processing via MUTUD: Multimodal Training and Unimodal Deployment

Step 1: Assess hypothesis clarity and significance. The hypothesis is clear, specific, and meaningful: train with multiple modalities, deploy with one modality by estimating missing-modality features
via a temporally aligned module, with the goals of improving over unimodal-only training while retaining inference efficiency relative to full multimodal inference. This is a nontrivial and relevant
research question, especially for practical settings where some modalities are unavailable or expensive at test time.

Step 2: Assess whether the experiments directly test the hypothesis. The experiments are well aligned with the hypothesis. Experiment 1 tests the core claim in AV speech enhancement under noisy
conditions, including both effectiveness and efficiency comparisons. Experiment 2 tests whether the idea transfers to AV speech recognition, especially low-SNR conditions where cross-modal
information is valuable. Experiment 3 further probes generality by reversing the missing modality direction (audio absent at inference) on active speaker detection. Together, these experiments
evaluate both the central mechanism and its breadth across tasks.

Step 3: Evaluate baselines and controls. The proposed setup includes appropriate primary baselines: a standard unimodal baseline and a full multimodal baseline in all tasks. In Experiment 1, there
is an additional audio-only baseline with matched parameter count, which is an important control because it helps separate gains due to multimodal training/distillation-like transfer from gains due
merely to increased capacity. This is a strong design choice. However, the parameter-matched control is only explicitly described for Experiment 1 and not for Experiments 2 and 3, which weakens
the rigor somewhat. Also, there is no mention of comparisons to other modality-dropout, hallucination, distillation, or missing-modality adaptation methods, which would be valuable related-work
baselines if such methods exist for the tasks.

Step 4: Evaluate ablations and methodological depth. The experiment plan includes two training strategies for MUTUD in Experiment 1 (from scratch and pre-training TAME), which is a useful
ablation on optimization/training procedure. But the overall ablation plan is limited. There is no explicit mention of ablating temporal alignment, feature estimation quality, where TAME is inserted,
sensitivity to modality corruption levels, or inference-time cost decomposition. Since the core novelty is the TAME module, stronger ablations would normally be expected to establish why this
design works and whether temporal alignment specifically matters.

Step 5: Evaluate metrics. The metrics are appropriate and standard for each task: STOI, SI-SDR, and PESQ for speech enhancement; WER for speech recognition; and mAP for active speaker
detection. These metrics are strong choices and directly measure task performance. The hypothesis also includes an efficiency claim, and Experiment 1 mentions efficiency comparison, but no
explicit efficiency metrics are listed such as FLOPs, latency, memory, or throughput. That omission is important because computational efficiency is part of the claimed contribution.

Step 6: Evaluate dataset/task selection. The datasets are credible and relevant: LRS3-TED and DNS for AVSE, LRS3-TED for AVSR, and EasyCom for AV-ASD. The tasks are challenging and diverse,
which strengthens external validity. Testing across enhancement, recognition, and detection is a notable strength and supports claims of generality.

Step 7: Check for possible methodological weaknesses. The proposal appears methodologically sound at a high level, but some critical rigor details are absent: no mention of statistical significance,
repeated runs/seeds, hyperparameter selection fairness, train/validation/test protocol details, or robustness analyses across degrees of modality mismatch/missingness. These omissions are
common in summaries, but they prevent calling the plan maximally rigorous. Still, there are no obvious fundamental flaws in the proposed methodology.

Step 8: Weigh strengths versus weaknesses for bucket assignment. Strengths: clear and meaningful hypothesis, direct experimental alignment, multiple tasks, strong standard metrics, sensible
baselines including a parameter-matched control in at least one experiment, and some training ablation. Weaknesses: limited explicit ablation of the novel component, incomplete efficiency
evaluation despite an efficiency claim, lack of explicit competing-method baselines beyond standard uni/full-multimodal models, and missing details on statistical rigor. Despite these weaknesses,
the overall plan is substantially stronger than a weak or flawed submission and reflects a serious effort to validate the idea.

Step 9: Final bucket decision. | assign this to the high rigor bucket because the hypothesis is clear and meaningful, the experiments are largely well controlled and appropriately targeted, and the
evaluation spans multiple tasks with suitable metrics and baselines. The rigor is not perfect, but it is sufficient to qualify as strong rather than weak.

~
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Figure 11. GPT-5.4 Thinking response for the false-positive example in Fig. 9. The model assigns a high-soundness
judgment to the low-soundness proposal.

Efficient Audiovisual Speech Processing via MUTUD: Multimodal Training and Unimodal Deployment

-

-
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Let me evaluate this hypothesis-experiment pair step by step.

Hypothesis Assessment:

The hypothesis is clear and well-defined: a model trained with multiple modalities can be deployed with only a single modality by using a TAME module to estimate missing modality features,
yielding better performance than unimodal-only training while being more efficient than full multimodal inference. This is a meaningful and testable hypothesis with practical significance
(reducing computational cost at deployment while leveraging multimodal training).

Experiment Assessment:

1. Multiple tasks and domains: The framework is evaluated across three distinct tasks (speech enhancement, speech recognition, active speaker detection), demonstrating generalizability. This is a
strong experimental design choice. 2. Baselines: Each experiment includes appropriate baselines: - Experiment 1: Audio-only, parameter-matched audio-only, and full audiovisual models. The
parameter-matched baseline is particularly thoughtful as it controls for model capacity. - Experiment 2: Audio-only and full audiovisual baselines. - Experiment 3: Video-only and full audiovisual
baselines. These baselines directly test the hypothesis by comparing against both the lower bound (unimodal) and upper bourd (full multimodal). 3. Metrics: Standard, well-established metrics
are used for each task (STOI, SISDR, PESQ for speech enhancement; WER for speech recognition; mAP for active speaker detection). These are appropriate and widely accepted in their respective
fields. 4. Datasets: Well-known benchmark datasets are used (LRS3-TED, DNS Challenge, EasyCom), enabling reproducibility and comparison with prior work. 5. Ablation/Training strategies:
Experiment 1 explores two training strategies (from scratch vs. pre-training TAME), which serves as a form of ablation study. 6. Noise conditions: Testing under various noise conditions and
specifically mentioning low-SNR scenarios adds robustness to the evaluation.

Potential weaknesses: - The efficiency claims should ideally be backed by explicit computational cost measurements (FLOPs, latency, memory), though this may be implicitly covered. - More
ablation studies on the TAME module design choices could strengthen the contribution. - The experiments could benefit from statistical significance testing. Overall, the hypothesis is dear and
meaningful, the experiments are well-controlled with appropriate baselines across multiple tasks, and standard metrics are used. This represents a strong scientific contribution.

J

Figure 12. Claude Opus 4.6 response for the false-positive example in Fig. 9. The model assigns a high-soundness
judgment to the low-soundness proposal.
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FreeLM: Fine-Tuning-Free Language Model

Hypothesis: A novel fine-tuning-free strategy for language models, which considers both language signal and a unified 'teacher signal’, can produce a reasonably sized model capable of generalizing to a wide
range of tasks without requiring task-specific fine-tuning. This is achieved by iteratively training the model on both raw language and a unified dataset of tasks formatted as 'proposition correctness judgments'.
Related Work: Pre-trained language models (PLMs) like the GPT series follow a pre-training then fine-tuning paradigm, which is costly for deployment and training. Zero-shot and few-shot approaches have
unsatisfactory performance, particularly on understanding tasks, because PLMs are trained only with a language signal that is not task-aware. Instruction-tuning models like InstructGPT and FLAN improve zero-
shot performance by making the language signal more task-aware, but adaptation is still necessary for best performance. The research gap is the need for a method to create a reasonably sized model that can
achieve good performance on a range of pre-defined tasks with low training and deployment costs, eliminating the need for fine-tuning.

Abstract: [Content omitted for brevity]

Experiments:

Description: To evaluate the language understanding ability of FreeLM in a fine-tuning-free scenario against strong baselines.

Method: FreelLM (a 0.3B parameter model based on GPT-2) will be evaluated on a subset of the GLUE benchmark (CoLA, SST-2, MRPC, QQP, MNLI, QNLI, RTE). The evaluation will be performed in a zero-shot
setting. Baselines for comparison will include GPT-2 (zero-shot, few-shot, and fine-tuned), 175B GPT-3 (zero-shot and few-shot), and InstructGPT (zero-shot and few-shot).

Metrics: Matthew's Correlation (CoLA), Accuracy (SST-2, MNLI, QNLI, RTE), F1/Accuracy (MRPC, QQP), Average score across tasks

Description: To evaluate the language generation performance of FreeLM to assess if it retains this capability after the proposed training.
Method: FreeLM will be evaluated against the baseline GPT-2 model. The evaluation will be conducted on three public datasets: LAMBADA, WikiText2, and PTB.
Metrics: Perplexity (PPL)

Description: To analyze the impact of the iterative training strategy by removing the language signal objective.

Method: An ablation study will be conducted by training a version of FreeLM without the language signal objective (‘w.o. L.S."). This model's performance will be compared to the standard FreeLM on the GLUE
benchmark tasks. The training loss curves will also be compared.

Metrics: GLUE benchmark metrics (Mat. Corr, Acc, F1), Proposition loss during training

Description: To evaluate the generalization ability of FreeLM on unseen tasks not included in the unified training data.

Method: A new model, FreeLM_U, will be trained by removing four datasets (MRPC, RTE, COPA, and CB) from the unified training data. This model's performance on these four unseen tasks will be compared to
the standard FreeLM and a fine-tuned GPT-2 baseline.

Metrics: F1/Accuracy (MRPC), Accuracy (RTE, COPA, CB), Average score across unseen tasks

Description: To qualitatively evaluate the generation ability, specifically text consistency, via a case study on a story cloze task.

Method: FreeLM and GPT-2 will generate text continuations for input prompts from the StoryCloze dataset. To ensure a fair comparison, a new FreeLM model will be trained with the StoryCloze dataset removed
from its unified data. The generated text will be manually inspected.

Metrics: Manual inspection for readability, grammatical correctness, and context consistency/logical association.

Risk Factor:
There are studies suggesting that PPL does not fully reflect the generation ability of language models Wang et al. (2022). Nevertheless, there are no good alternative metrics.
We believe that when the size of FreeLM exceeds 1B, task prefix will have little effect.
Meta ICLR criticism: The paper over claims and doesn't design experiment properly. FreeLM is claimed as "finetuning free" and compared with
GPT-3_apd InstructGPT at_zerojshot and few-shot setting. However, _trgining spl_it data of eval tasks (or of similal_' eval tasks) are use§ in Mean ICLR 3*Claude Opus 46.‘
pretraining. Thus, FreeLM is trained on much more information (and similar domains to eval tasks) than baselines, which make the comparison !
not fair. This also leads to questions how generalizable to unseen domains/tasks FreeLM will be. The method is not novel since the approach is Soundness Score ! GPT_S 4 Thlnklng l‘
simply a mixture of pretaining and multi-task finetuning. More experiments and analysis are required to show how FreeLM surpasses previous 1 25/4 0 I i *
techniques or introduces new capability to language models. FreeLM is limited to classification tasks. It's not clear how this approace can be :
extended to generative tasks or others. The introduction of SFT signals seems throwing away the main benefit of language models. '

4 Gemini3.1Pro s

Figure 13. Second false-positive example. A low-soundness proposal is predicted as high soundness by Claude
Opus 4.6, GPT-5.4 Thinking, and Gemini 3.1 Pro despite reviewer concerns that the paper overclaims, lacks experimental
support, and uses evaluation-task pretraining data that weakens the comparison.

FreeLM: Fine-Tuning-Free Language Model

( 4 Gemini3.1Pro |‘

The hypothesisis clear, specific, and testable, proposing a dual-signal training strategy to achieve zero-shot generalization in a reasonably sized language model. The experimental design is
comprehensive and highly rigorous. Experiment 1 directly tests the core claim of zero-shot performance on standard NLU benchmarks (GLUE) against strong and appropriate baselines (GPT-2, GPT-3,
InstructGPT). Experiment 2 ensures that the model does not suffer from catastrophic forgetting of its base language generation capabilities by evaluating perplexity on standard datasets (LAMBADA,
WikiText2, PTB). Experiments 3 and 4 are well-designed ablation studies that isolate the contributions of the language signal and the task prefix, which are critical components of the proposed
method. Experiment 5 is particularly strong as it rigorously tests true zero-shot generalization by explicitly holding out specific tasks during training and evaluating on them, directly addressing the
'generalizing to unseen tasks' claim. Finally, Experiment 6 provides qualitative insights into generation consistency. The metrics used throughout (Matthew's Correlation, Accuracy, F1, Perplexity) are
standard and perfectly suited for the tasks. Overall, the methodology is sound, controlled, and includes all necessary baselines and ablations.

Figure 14. Gemini 3.1 Pro response for the second false-positive example in Fig. 13. The model assigns a high-
soundness judgment to the low-soundness proposal.
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FreeLM: Fine-Tuning-Free Language Model

( GPT-5.4 Thinking 18 N

Step 1: Assess the hypothesis clarity and scientific value.

The hypothesis is reasonably clear and non-trivial: a fine-tuning-free training strategy that combines a language modeling signal with a unified teacher signal in proposition-judgment format can
yield a relatively small model that generalizes across tasks without task-specific fine-tuning. This is a meaningful claim because it targets transfer, zero-shot generalization, and training efficiency. So
on hypothesis formulation alone, this is stronger than a vague or trivial proposal.

Step 2: Assess whether the experiments directly test the core claim. The core claim has three main parts: (a) strong zero-shot task generalization, (b) retention of language modeling/generation
ability, and (c) benefit of the proposed training components. The proposed experiments map onto these parts fairly well:- Experiment 1 tests zero-shot task performance on GLUE against several
strong baselines.- Experiment 2 checks whether generation capability is preserved.- Experiments 3 and 4 provide ablations for the language signal and task prefix.- Experiment 5 tests generalization
to held-out tasks.- Experiment 6 gives a qualitative generation case study.This is a coherent experimental package and is a positive sign for rigor.

Step 3: Evaluate baseline quality and fairness.The baseline set in Experiment 1 is relatively strong and includes GPT-2 in zero-shot/few-shot/fine-tuned settings, plus GPT-3 and InstructGPT in zero-
shot/few-shot settings. This indicates awareness of relevant comparison points. However, there are fairness concerns: - Model scales differ dramatically (0.3B vs 175B), making comparisons
informative but not fully controlled.- It is not stated whether prompts, decoding settings, or evaluation protocols are standardized across models.- The proposal omits comparisons to other
instruction-tuned or multi-task small/medium models that may be more directly relevant than GPT-3.Even so, the inclusion of multiple baseline modes is better than a weak experimental setup.
Step 4: Evaluate controls and ablations.The submission includes at least two direct ablations tied to the method design: removing the language signal objective,- removing the task prefix.These are
meaningful controls because they isolate important components of the proposed method. Experiment 5 also acts as a form of generalization control by withholding tasks from the unified training
mixture. This strengthens the scientific design considerably.

Step 5: Evaluate metrics and task coverage.The metrics are standard and appropriate for the chosen tasks:- Matthews correlation for ColA,- accuracy for classification tasks,- F1/accuracy for MRPC
and QQP,- perplexity for language modeling datasets.These are suitable metrics. The use of multiple GLUE tasks plus LAMBADA/WikiText2/PTB provides reasonable coverage of understanding and
generation. However, the qualitative StoryCloze evaluation lacks a rigorous human evaluation protocol or automatic metric, so that component is weak. Still, it is only one part of the overall suite.
Step 6: Identify missing rigor elements. Despite the strengths, some methodological details are missing that reduce rigor:- No mention of statistical significance, confidence intervals, or multiple
random seeds.- No explicit discussion of hyperparameter tuning fairness across baselines.- The held-out-task experiment is useful, but evaluating only four removed tasks may not fully establish
broad generalization.- The unified proposition-format teacher signal may create train-test formatting advantages, and the proposal does not clearly discuss contamination prevention or prompt
design sensitivity.- Experiment 6 relies on manual inspection without a defined protocol, raters, or agreement measures. These omissions prevent the plan from being maximally rigorous.

Step 7: Decide between the available buckets. Given the forced choice between only 'low' and 'high', this proposal is closer to 'high' than 'low'. The hypothesis is clear and meaningful, the
experiments are aligned with the claim, there are strong baselines, standard metrics, and nontrivial ablations. While there are notable missing details and some fairness/statistical concerns, the
overall design is substantially more rigorous than a weak or fundamentally flawed study.

Step 8: Confidence assessment. | am fairly confident in this judgment because the hypothesis and experiment plan are understandable and map well to standard evaluation practice. However,
confidence is not maximal because several implementation details that matter for rigor are unspecified, and | cannot verify whether the comparisons would be fully fair in practice.

o /

Figure 15. GPT-5.4 Thinking response for the second false-positive example in Fig. 13. The model assigns a high-
soundness judgment to the low-soundness proposal.

FreeLM: Fine-Tuning-Free Language Model

/%lé Claude Opus 4.6 |‘

Let me analyze this hypothesis-experiment pair systematically:

Hypothesis Analysis: The hypothesis proposes a fine-tuning-free strategy for language models that combines language signal with a unified 'teacher signal' (proposition correctness judgments) to
create a model that generalizes across tasks without task-specific fine-tuning. This is a meaningful and clear research direction - it addresses the practical problem of requiring fine-tuning for each
task, which is computationally expensive. The hypothesis is specific enough to be testable.

Experiment Analysis: 1. Experiment 1 (GLUE evaluation): Strong design - evaluates on a standard benchmark (GLUE), includes multiple baselines (GPT-2 zero/few-shot/fine-tuned, GPT-3 1758
zero/few-shot, InstructGPT), and uses appropriate metrics. The comparison against much larger models (175B GPT-3) while being 0.3B is interesting but also potentially misleading if not
contextualized properly. 2. Experiment 2 (Language generation): Appropriate check to ensure the model doesn't lose language generation capability. Uses standard perplexity metrics on standard
datasets. However, only compared against GPT-2, not broader baselines. 3. Experiment 3 (Ablation - language signal): Good ablation study that isolates the contribution of the language signal
objective. Includes training loss curves for additional insight.4. Experiment 4 (Ablation - task prefix): Good ablation that tests another component of the proposed method. 5. Experiment 5
(Generalization to unseen tasks): Strong experiment that directly tests the generalization claim by holding out tasks during training. Includes appropriate baselines. 6. Experiment 6 (Qualitative case
study): Qualitative evaluation is weaker but provides complementary evidence. The design is thoughtful (removing StoryCloze from training data for fair comparison).

Strengths: - Multiple ablation studies - Generalization test on held-out tasks - Comparison against strong baselines including much larger models - Standard benchmarks and metrics - Both
quantitative and qualitative evaluation - The model size (0.3B) vs baselines (175B) comparison is interesting

Weaknesses:- The model is quite small (0.3B) and comparisons against 175B GPT-3 may not be entirely fair (though this could be afeature showing efficiency) - Qualitative evaluation in Experiment
6 is subjective - Limited to GLUE tasks for most evaluations - The 'proposition correctness judgment' framing is somewhat similar to existing instruction-tuning approaches, and the novelty
distinction could be clearer - No comparison against other instruction-tuning or prompt-tuning methods of similar scale

Overall Assessment: The experimental design is reasonably rigorous with appropriate ablations, baselines, and metrics The hypothesis is clear and the experiments are designed to test it
systematically. The work has some limitations but overall represents a solid scientific contribution with controlled experiments and meaningful baselines. I'd classify this as 'high' rigor, though
not exceptional.
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Figure 16. Claude Opus 4.6 response for the second false-positive example in Fig. 13. The model assigns a high-
soundness judgment to the low-soundness proposal.
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Differentially Private Steering for Large Language Model Alignment

Hypothesis: It is possible to effectively align LLM behavior using activation editing while safeguarding the privacy of the alignment dataset through Differential Privacy (DP). By adding calibrated Gaussian noise to
steering vectors computed from private demonstrations, we can create a differentially private alignment method, PSA, that allows an LLM to answer user queries with formal privacy guarantees with respect to
the private data, while minimally affecting its alignment, text generation, and general capabilities.

Related Work: Recent research has focused on aligning LLMs using techniques like RLHF, instruction tuning, and activation editing. Activation editing, which steers LLM behavior by modifying activations, is a
lightweight alternative to fine-tuning. However, while the privacy risks of fine-tuning and in-context learning have been studied, the privacy implications of using private demonstration data for activation editing
remain an unexplored research gap. This work aims to address this gap by developing the first activation editing method that adheres to formal Differential Privacy guarantees.

Abstract: [Content omitted for brevity]

Experiments:

Description: To evaluate the alignment performance of the proposed PSA algorithm against non-private methods and zero-shot baselines on multiple-choice question benchmarks.

Method: The PSA algorithm will be applied to several open-source LLMs (LlaMa-2 7B, Mistral-v0.3 7B, Gemma-2 2B, Qwen-2.5 7B). Performance will be evaluated on seven alignment-relevant benchmark datasets
from Anthropic's 'Advanced Al Risk' collection (Sycophancy, Hallucination, Refusal, Myopic Reward, Survival Instinct, Corrigibility, Coordination). Baselines for comparison will be non-private Mean Steering, PCA
Steering (In-Context Vectors), and the zero-shot performance of the LLMs

Metrics: Accuracy in choosing the correct behavioral option in multiple-choice questions.

Description: To evaluate the quality of open-ended text generation and instruction-following capabilities of LLMs steered with PSA.
Method: The Llama-2-Chat 7B model will be steered using PSA, Mean Steering, and PCA Steering. The models will be prompted with open-ended questions from the test set of Rimsky et al. (2024).
Metrics: Qualitative scores from GPT-4 used as an LLM evaluator to judge the behavior and quality of the generated text.

Description: To investigate the scaling behavior of PSA and the privacy-utility tradeoff across LLMs of varying sizes
Method: The performance of PSA and non-private mean steering will be tracked across the Qwen-2.5 series of models with varying sizes (0.58, 1.5B, 3B, 7B) on the Refusal dataset.
Metrics: MCQ Accuracy, GPT-4 Evaluation score for text generation, MMLU Performance

Description: To empirically evaluate the privacy leakage of activation editing and audit the effectiveness of PSA using a novel Membership Inference Attack (MIA).

Method: TA new MIA will be developed, tailored for activation editing. This attack involves inserting 'canary' demonstrations into the alignment dataset and checking if the steered LLM prefers the canary
information during inference. The attack will be run against both non-privately steered (Mean Steer) and PSA-steered LLMs (Llama-2-7B, Qwen-2.5-7B) using the Hallucination dataset.

Metrics: False Positive Rate (FPR), 'False Negative Rate (FNR), Empirical € (epsilon) privacy parameter

Risk Factor:
While mean steering is a straightforward and popular method to steer LLMs, recently more sophisticated methods have been proposed.
Another limitation of our work is that we only consider alignment on a specific set of axes and in a monolingual setting.

Meta ICITR reylew: The submission propose.s.Prlvate Steering for L.LN.I Allgnm.e.nt (PSA), an algorithm that performs.actlvat.lon editing W.Ith F Mean ICLR ‘—*Claude Opus 46 l‘
differential privacy (DP) guarantee on a sensitive dataset. The submission empirically evaluates the performance of this algorithm, comparing it H

to non-DP activation editing algorithms as well as the zero-shot capabilities of 3 state-of-the-art LLMs of different sizes on standard alignment Soundness Score 3 GPT‘S 4 Thlnkln [
benchmarks. The submission also proposes a membership inference attack (MIA) for this setting, and shows that this attack can be successful 3 25/4 0 ! M g

when non-DP steering is performed. Overall, the submission studies a timely problem, proposes a simple DP algorithm, and performs a * i | :
thorough evaluation of its performance. '

4 Gemini3.1Pro l‘

Figure 17. True-positive example. A high-soundness proposal is correctly predicted as high soundness by Claude
Opus 4.6, GPT-5.4 Thinking, and Gemini 3.1 Pro, matching the favorable reviewer assessment of the proposed method and
evaluation plan.

Differentially Private Steering for Large Language Model Alignment

( } Gemini 3.1 Pro |‘

The hypothesis is clear, novel, and addresses a meaningful problem: achieving LLM alignment via activation editing while maintaining Differential Privacy (DP) for the demonstration data. The
experimental design is highly rigorous and comprehensive, addressing all critical aspects of the hypothesis. Experiment 1 evaluates the core alignment efficacy across multiple modern LLM families
(Llama-2, Mistral, Gemma, Qwen) and established safety/alignment benchmarks, using appropriate non-private and zero-shot baselines. Experiment 2 and 3 thoroughly assess the 'utility' side of the
privacy-utility tradeoff by measuring open-ended generation quality (via GPT-4 evaluation) and general capability retention (via MMLU), ensuring the steering method does not degrade the model's
core competencies. Experiment 4 provides valuable insights into scaling behaviors across model sizes. Finally, Experiment5 is a standout addition, proposing a novel Membership Inference Attack
(MIA) to empirically audit the theoretical DP guarantees, which is a gold standard in privacy research. The metrics, baselines, and ablations are well-chosen and perfectly aligned with the claims
being tested.

Figure 18. Gemini 3.1 Pro response for the true-positive example in Fig. 17. The model assigns a high-soundness
judgment to the high-soundness proposal.
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Differentially Private Steering for Large Language Model Alignment

/GPT-5.4 Thinking yfg ™

Step 1: Assess the hypothesis clarity and significance.The hypothesis is clear, specific, and meaningful. It makes a concrete claim: activation editing can be combined with differential privacy by
perturbing steering vectors with calibrated Gaussian noise, yielding a method that preserves alignment behavior while providing formal privacy guarantees and minimally harming general model
capabilities. This is not trivial; it targets an important and underexplored intersection of LLM alignment and privacy.

Step 2: Assess whether the experiments are aligned with the hypothesis.The experiments map well onto the core claims:- alignment effectiveness is tested in Experiment 1,- open-ended behavior
quality is tested in Experiment 2,- preservation of general capabilities is tested in Experiment 3,- scaling and privacy-utility tradeoff are tested in Experiment 4,- privacy leakage and empirical
auditing are tested in Experiment 5.This is a strong sign of rigor because the empirical plan covers the major components of the hypothesis rather than only a narrow slice.

Step 3: Evaluate baselines and controls.The proposal includes relevant non-private activation-editing baselines (Mean Steering, PCA Steering) and zero-shot unsteered baselines. These are
appropriate comparisons for showing the cost of privacy and the value of steering. The inclusion of both private and non-private methods is important for isolating the effect of DP noise. However,
the baseline set is somewhat narrow: there is no comparison against stronger alignment methods such as fine-tuning-based private methods, RLHF-style alternatives, or other privacy-preserving
adaptation techniques if such exist. This weakens completeness somewhat, but does not fundamentally undermine the design.

Step 4: Evaluate the metrics.Some metrics are appropriate and standard:- MCQ accuracy for alignment benchmark choices,- MMLU performance for general capability retention,- privacy attack
metrics such as FPR/FNR.But there are also notable weaknesses:- Experiment 2 relies on GPT-4 qualitative evaluation, which can be useful but is subjective and vulnerable to evaluator bias unless
carefully rubricized and validated.- Experiment 3 uses average probability on the correct answer for MMLU instead of the more standard accuracy; this is not necessarily wrong, but it is less
interpretable and may complicate comparisons.- The reported privacy metric 'empirical epsilon' from an attack is not equivalent to the formal DP guarantee and could be misleading if not clearly
separated from theoretical privacy accounting.Overall, the metrics are mostly sensible but not uniformly strong.

Step 5: Evaluate methodological rigor of the privacy claim.This is the most important issue. The hypothesis claims formal privacy guarantees via DP, and the experiment description says Gaussian
noise is calibrated and privacy leakage will be audited empirically. This suggests awareness of both theoretical and empirical privacy evaluation. However, the experiment description does not
specify crucial DP methodology details such as:- the neighboring dataset definition,- sensitivity analysis of steering vector computation,- privacy accounting across tasks/models/layers,- whether
hyperparameter tuning consumes privacy budget,- composition across repeated evaluations,- clipping or boundedness assumptions required for Gaussian mechanisms.Without these details, the
experimental plan supports the idea of evaluatinga DP method, but does not fully demonstrate that the formal privacy claimis implemented rigorously. This is a significant concern, though the
presence of both formal-DP intent and attack-based auditing is better than many weak proposals.

Step 6: Evaluate breadth and robustness.The plan is fairly broad:- multiple model families and sizes,- multiple alignment dimensions,- both closed-form MCQ and open-ended evaluations,- general
capability tests,- scaling studies,- adversarial privacy audits.This breadth is a strong marker of rigor. The scaling study is especially helpful because it tests whether the proposed mechanism behaves
systematically rather than only on a single model.

Step 7: Identify missing ablations or controls.Important ablations are not explicitly described:- varying privacy levels/noise scales and plotting privacy-utility curves more systematically,- layer-wise
steering choices,- number of private demonstrations,- effect of clipping or vector normalization,- sensitivity to random seeds,- comparison of different attack strengths in the privacy audit. These
omissions reduce rigor. In particular, for a DP method, one would expect explicit sweeps over epsilon/delta and confidence intervals across seeds.

Step 8: Judge whether the flaws are fundamental or moderate.The flaws are moderate rather than fundamental. The proposal has a strong central hypothesis, relevant baselines, multi-angle
evaluation, and a privacy-specific attack audit. The main weaknesses are incomplete specification of the DP accounting and some evaluation choices that are weaker than ideal. Still, the overall
design is much stronger than a low-rigor submission, which would typically have vague claims, missing baselines, or no real privacy evaluation.

Step 9: Final bucket decision. Despite some methodological gaps, the proposal demonstrates a clear and meaningful hypothesis and a generally rigorous experimental plan with appropriate
controls, multiple evaluations, and explicit attention to privacy-utility tradeoffs and leakage auditing. Therefore it fits the high rigor bucket better than low.

Step 10: Confidence assessment. | am confident but not absolutely certain. The classification depends partly on assuming the formal DP mechanism is implemented correctly, while the provided
\descri ption omits some technical details needed to verify that. So confidence is 4 rather than 5. /

Figure 19. GPT-5.4 Thinking response for the true-positive example in Fig. 17. The model assigns a high-soundness
judgment to the high-soundness proposal.

Differentially Private Steering for Large Language Model Alignment

(" %Claude Opus 4.6, h

Let me evaluate this hypothesis-experiment pair step by step.

Hypothesis Assessment: The hypothesis is clear, specific, and meaningful. It proposes combining activation editing (steering vectors) with differential privacy (calibrated Gaussian noise) to create a
method (PSA) that provides formal privacy guarantees while maintaining alignment quality. This is a well-defined and non-trivial contribution at the intersection of privacy and alignment.
Experiment 1 (Alignment Performance): This is well-designed with multiple models (4 LLMs), multiple benchmarks (7 datasets from Anthropic's collection), and appropriate baselines (non-private
Mean Steering, PCA Steering, zero-shot). The metric (accuracy on MCQ) is standard and appropriate. Good breadth of evaluation. Experiment 2 (Text Generation Quality): Evaluates open-ended
generationusing GPT-4 as an evaluator, which is a reasonable approach for qualitative assessment. Compares against the same baselines. However, it's limited to one model (Llama-2-Chat 7B).
Using LLM-as-judge is now standard practice, though it has known limitations. Experiment 3 (General Capabilities): Tests for cap ability degradation using MMLU, which is a standard benchmark
for this purpose. This is an important control experiment to show that privacy-preserving steering doesn't harm general knowledge. Limited to one model though. Experiment 4 (Scaling Behavior):
Investigates how PSA scales with model size using the Qwen-2.5 series (0.5B to 7B). This is a thoughtful experiment that examines the privacy-utility tradeoff across scales. Uses multiple metrics.
However, it's limited to one dataset (Refusal) and one model family. Experiment 5 (Privacy Auditing via MIA): This is a particularly strong experiment. Developing a novel membership inference
attack tailored to activation editing is a meaningful contribution. The canary-based approach is well-motivated. Measuring empirical epsilon alongside FPR/FNR provides both practical and
theoretical privacy assessment. Testing on both private and non-private methods serves as a good control.

Strengths: - Multiple models and benchmarks\n- Appropriate baselines (non-private counterparts and zero-shot) - Multiple evaluation dimensions (alignment, generation quality, general
capabilities, scaling, privacy) - Novel privacy auditing experiment (MIA) - Formal privacy guarantees (DP) combined with empirical validation - Clear metrics for each experiment

Potential Weaknesses: - Some experiments are limited to a single model (Experiments 2, 3) - Experiment 4 uses only one dataset - No comparison with other private alignment methods (e.g., DP-
SGD fine-tuning), though this may be because the contribution is specifically about activation editing - The GPT-4 evaluation in Experiment 2 could benefit from more structured evaluation criteria
Overall Assessment: The experimental design is comprehensive, well-controlled, and addresses the hypothesis from multiple angles. The inclusion of a novel MIA for privacy auditing is a strong
methodological contribution. The baselines are appropriate, and the metrics are suitable. The breadth across models, datasets, and evaluation dimensions d emonstrates rigor. While there are
minor limitations (some experiments limited to one model), the overall experimental framework is thorough and well-designed.

- J

Figure 20. Claude Opus 4.6 response for the true-positive example in Fig. 17. The model assigns a high-soundness
judgment to the high-soundness proposal.
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Table 14. Low-soundness false-positive rate by raw ICLR primary area, restricted to areas with more than 10 bench-
mark pairs.

Primary Area Low-Soundness FP Rate
Applications (e.g., speech, vision, NLP) 81.82%
Deep Learning and Representational Learning 77.37%
Machine Learning for Sciences 85.19%
Reinforcement Learning (decision/control) 75.76%
Social Aspects of Machine Learning 81.82%
Alignment, Safety, and Security 78.34%
Applications to CV, Audio, and Language 88.80%
Applications to Neuroscience and Cognitive Science 49.55%
Applications to Physical Sciences 71.05%
Applications to Robotics, Autonomy, and Planning 78.38%
Datasets and Benchmarks 72.65%
Foundation and Frontier Models 7745%
General Machine Learning 5795%
Generative Models 72.54%
Interpretability and Explainability 64.20%
Graphs and Topological Data Analysis 75.00%
Time Series and Sequential Data 80.74%
Learning Theory 64.06%
Neurosymbolic Methods 52.73%
Optimization 5753%
Other Machine Learning 70.97%
Probabilistic Methods 74.05%
Reinforcement Learning 84.57%
Representation Learning for CV, Audio, and Language 80.18%
Transfer, Meta-, and Lifelong Learning 76.76%
Unsupervised, Self-, and Semi-supervised Learning 76.05%
All Primary Areas 74.29%

Table 15. Low-soundness false-positive rate by writing-quality band, using 2024-2026 subset data where presenta-
tion scores are available.

Writing Quality Band Low-Soundness FP Rate

Low (< 2) 71.4%
Mid (> 2 and < 3) 81.0%
High (> 3) 76.7%
All 73.87%
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