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ABSTRACT

What makes great scientists great? Even as Al systems start to make progress on
open problems, scientists remain far ahead of them at sensing which prior idea,
buried in an ever-growing archive of research, a new problem needs. To study this
skill, we draw on researchers who know firsthand which earlier work advanced
their completed projects, with papers serving as pointers to the ideas within. Using
our automated pipeline that makes author annotation scalable, we build SCHOL-
ARCATALYST by having 184 lead authors of 207 recent computer science papers
label which candidates did or could have advanced their project, each with a de-
tailed rationale. We introduce a retrieval task with author-provided judgments:
given an initial research question, retrieve these papers from only the literature
available when the project began. Agentic search does no better than embedding
retrieval (0.42 vs. 0.48 Recall@20) despite calling that same retriever as a tool.
Even an agent built on Claude Fable 5.1, which may have seen the completed pa-
pers during training, reaches only 0.51 R@20. These results highlight the need for
new training recipes that equip models with expert intuition for searching broad
corpora. We envision SCHOLARCATALYST as a step toward scientific agents that
can take a half-formed idea and point to the prior research it needs.
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Figure 1: SCHOLARCATALYST asks whether a system can retrieve prior papers that inspire
progress on a research project. Such a paper may share little semantic similarity with the ques-
tion yet offer an insight that advances the project (right), while topically related work may not (/ef?).
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1 INTRODUCTION To invent is to discern, to choose.— Henri Poincaré

Scientific research is inherently cumulative, with each project building on previous results and ideas.
Current Al systems for research mainly accelerate progress on an already well-defined subproblem,
where the remaining work is closer to engineering. Deciding which existing idea a new problem
should build on is still mostly left to human researchers. An insightful prior paper can turn a vague
question into a well-defined problem, for instance by revealing a limitation that motivates a new di-
rection or suggesting an approach worth adapting, thereby shaping and accelerating—catalyzing—
subsequent research. Making this choice well is a defining ability of great scientists, and a critical
part of what researchers call research taste. We ask whether models can make that decision through
a concrete task: given an early-stage research question, find its catalyst papers, by which we mean
prior papers whose ideas did or could have meaningfully advanced the project (Figure 1).

Evaluating this retrieval task requires ground truth about which papers were catalysts for a particular
project. Published papers record the outcomes of completed projects, but the ideation that shaped
them is largely undocumented, and bibliographies rarely distinguish the sources that provided non-
obvious, critical insights from the broader set of cited works. Existing scientific retrieval benchmarks
(Table 1) evaluate facet-level similarity or relevance to a stated information need (Wadden et al.,
2020; Wang et al., 2023; Ajith et al., 2024; Asai et al., 2024) or derive positives from citation-intent
annotations for queries that withhold the eventual method (Garikaparthi et al., 2025). These signals
do not capture whether a retrieved paper could have inspired an early-stage project, especially when
it was not cited by the eventual paper.

We introduce SCHOLARCATALYST, a literature inspiration retrieval benchmark grounded in re-
searchers’ firsthand knowledge of their own projects. 184 researchers who led 207 recent computer
science projects verified 894 research questions as they stood before each project’s key findings,
then labeled which prior papers did or could have advanced their work and explained why, including
papers they had not encountered at the time. Given a question, a system must rank these papers near
the top of a 191K-paper corpus restricted to work published before the project, using models whose
knowledge cutoffs predate every source paper. This knowledge is rarely documented, and we collect
it efficiently and at scale through an automated pipeline that only needs a paper’s arXiv ID to pro-
duce author-reviewable draft data. Because any newly published paper can become a fresh instance,
the pipeline keeps SCHOLARCATALYST ahead of model training cutoffs and lets the benchmark
grow with the literature.

Across sparse, dense, and multi-vector retrievers and LLM search agents, the strongest system re-
covers only 48% of gold (i.e., author-credited) papers in its top 20. We find that topical similarity
is a weak signal: catalyst papers are no more similar to the query than related papers the authors
rejected. Every search an agent issues still goes through a similarity-based retriever, so repeated
querying does not help (42% vs. 48% for the retriever alone). We also evaluate Claude Fable 5.1
as a lenient upper reference because its training data may include the source papers or secondary
sources describing them, and even with this advantage it misses nearly half of the gold papers in its
top 20. More broadly, our results point to the need for retrieval models with an expert-level sense of
which ideas matter, and SCHOLARCATALYST offers a way to measure progress toward them.

Table 1: Comparison with literature retrieval benchmarks. SCHOLARCATALYST combines
queries that precede a project’s solution (Pre-discovery query), direct author annotation (Author
annotation), and relevance judgment beyond what is published in the completed source paper (Un-
documented relevance).

-di ueries Corpus
Benchmark Relevance Pre-discovery ~ Author Undocumented ~ Q rp

query annotation relevance 19| |P|
SciFact (Wadden et al., 2020) Claim support X X 1.4K 5.2K
DORIS-MAE (Wang et al., 2023) Multi-aspect relevance X X X 100 100
ScholarQABench (Asai et al., 2024)  Claim support X X X 2,967 45M
LitSearch (Ajith et al., 2024) Citation relation X v X 597 64K
MIR (Garikaparthi et al., 2025) Methodological citation intent v X X 139 4.7K
ScholarCatalyst (ours) Author-judged inspiration v v v 894 191K

T LitSearch asks authors to write 246 of its 597 queries to retrieve their own papers.



2 RELATED WORK

Scientific discovery using LLMs. Accelerating science is a major opportunity for LLM-based
agents, which increasingly can propose relevant hypotheses and research ideas (Wang et al., 2024a;b;
Liuetal., 2025; 2026). We deliberately ground our task in existing papers. Unlike a newly generated
idea, which cannot be verified without running it (Si et al., 2025; 2026), a published paper comes
with a record of what worked, why, and where it fell short. The same grounding is what lets us collect
ground truth, since authors can judge existing papers against what actually advanced their project.
Existing scientific-discovery systems likewise draw on prior papers, either starting from a seed or
target paper and exploiting its citation graph or metadata (Wang et al., 2024a; Liu et al., 2025),
while others search a task-specific candidate corpus constructed in advance (Wang et al., 2024b;
Liu et al., 2026). Recent work studies how LLMs can generate scientific insights by combining
existing ideas (He-Yueya et al., 2026), further motivating the need to evaluate which prior work
agents choose to draw on. SCHOLARCATALYST directly addresses this evaluation gap by testing
whether scientific agents can retrieve insightful prior ideas for an early-stage research question,
guided by project authors’ firsthand experience of what helped their research.

Scientific literature retrieval. Existing scientific retrieval benchmarks evaluate how well systems
find evidence for claims (Wadden et al., 2020; 2022), retrieve documents for specified facets (Mysore
et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2023), and locate papers given document context or explicit information
needs (Ajith et al., 2024; Asai et al., 2024; He et al., 2025; Park et al., 2025; Shao et al., 2025).
Whereas existing benchmarks provide a retrieval objective that is explicit in the query, we pose
an open-ended problem that requires inferring the latent scientific relevance of papers to an early-
stage research idea. MIR (Garikaparthi et al., 2025) comes closest, since its queries also withhold
the project’s eventual method, but it derives positives from citation-intent annotations indicating
methodological influence (Lauscher et al., 2022). Rather than inferring relevance from the pub-
lished record, we elicit directly from paper authors otherwise undocumented data about the research
process behind it, including early-stage research questions and relevance judgments. To our knowl-
edge, SCHOLARCATALYST is the first scientific literature retrieval benchmark grounded in authors’
firsthand accounts of their research process.

Information retrieval systems. Lexical retrievers (Robertson & Zaragoza, 2009) and embedding
retrievers rank corpus papers through term overlap or learned semantic similarity (Karpukhin et al.,
2020; Khattab & Zaharia, 2020; Zhang et al., 2025b; Shanbhogue et al., 2026). For a given query,
these methods rank the corpus once and do not adapt the search to the returned papers. Search
agents use LLM reasoning to iteratively formulate queries and invoke these retrievers as tools over
multiple turns, enabling more adaptive search for complex information-seeking tasks (Yao et al.,
2022; Jin et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025). Deep research systems extend this approach with subquestion
decomposition, reading, and reflection over longer horizons (Team et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025a).
However, these agents still access the corpus through a retriever’s top-k candidates at each step.
Recent work instead gives agents direct access to the raw corpus through terminal tools such as
grep and file reads, letting the language model determine how to search and interpret documents (Li
etal., 2026; Sen et al., 2026). Whether such agentic search approaches can retrieve prior work whose
scientific inspiration is latent rather than lexically explicit remains unclear.

3 SCHOLARCATALYST: EVALUATING SCIENTIFIC LITERATURE RETRIEVAL
WITH AUTHORS’ FIRSTHAND ACCOUNTS

SCHOLARCATALYST evaluates whether retrieval systems can identify catalyst papers, prior work
whose ideas could inspire and help advance an early stage of research. To obtain firsthand judg-
ments about inspiration, we ask project authors which prior papers did or could have helped advance
their project and why, knowledge that is largely absent from the public record. We first define the
task of retrieving useful prior work, including its query types, retrieval corpus, and evaluation met-
rics (Section 3.1). We then describe our pipeline that supports effective and efficient data collection
(Section 3.2) and the subsequent author validation and revision process for finalizing the benchmark
instances (Section 3.3).
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Rationale

This paper showed that weak supervision can perform similarly to ground truth labels,
motivating us to ask how weak these signals could become while still providing meaningful

Core Research Query supervision for RL (...). Others studied RL for reasoning but did not consider weak signals.

CoreQ Reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards has proven highly effective at improving mathematical
reasoning in large language models. There have been methods showing that using a majority-voted
answer as the ground-truth labels can also help improve the model performance.

Therefore, we wondered if we can use that to help improve model performance, and if so, how much
noise in the majority-voted labels can it tolerate.

SubQ (Unsupervised RL) Previous work derives unsupervised reward signals from self-consistency or majority
voting rather than ground-truth labels. How much noise can this method tolerate when such signals are
unreliable in practice?

SubQ (Policy optimization dynamics) Without clipping bias, random rewards should yield no training signal.
Can clipping make the objective asymmetric and produce improvement even under random rewards?

Figure 2: An example SCHOLARCATALYST instance. An author of the source paper S provides
a research question ¢, expressed as a CoreQ or SubQ, along with positive and hard negative papers
D(‘;, D, and a rationale for these judgments.

3.1 TASK DEFINITION

Given a query ¢ from the authors of the source paper S, the task is to retrieve catalyst papers D; from
P~s, where P g is a corpus containing papers published before source paper S was completed. For
each query ¢, we also provide hard-negative documents, D, C P<g, which are related to ¢ but did
not inspire the authors of S.

Each query q is a short paragraph that reconstructs the research landscape at the outset of the project
underlying the source paper S. It describes what was known, what remained unresolved, and the
open question the authors set out to answer, without revealing the eventual solution. Specifically,
we consider two query types that reflect how an early-stage project develops from a broad central
research question into particular subfields, with an inspiring paper potentially shaping the next step
at either stage.

* A core research query (CoreQ) asks which prior ideas could help address the project’s central
research question.

* A subfield-specific query (SubQ) approaches the same research question from a particular re-
search subfield, asking which prior ideas could help advance the project from that perspective.

Figure 2 shows an example SCHOLARCATALYST instance (q, Dqﬂ D, ) derived from source paper
S. For each query ¢, the positive paper set D[; C P, contains papers that authors judge to offer
inspiration for pursuing g. The hard-negative set D, C P \ D(‘; contains papers that the authors
reviewed and rejected. Every hard-negative paper is topically related to ¢, since it was either cited
in S or ranked highly for ¢ by a retriever.

By making the retrieval corpus P contain only papers published before S (Yetisgen-Yildiz &
Pratt, 2008; 2009; Halawi et al., 2024), we approximate the literature available during the research
process. We also disable external web access to prevent retrieval of subsequent writing about the
project and the source paper. We evaluate retrieval performance using Recall@ N, which measures
the fraction of positive papers retrieved in the top N results, and normalized discounted cumulative
gain (nDCG@ N) (Jarvelin & Kekildinen, 2002), which additionally rewards higher rankings of
positive papers.
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Figure 3: SCHOLARCATALYST construction process. Our automated data-collection pipeline
constructs a retrieval corpus and author-review materials, including structured paper data and candi-
date papers (Section 3.2), which authors review through our interface to validate and revise queries,
judge candidate-paper relevance, and provide rationales (Section 3.3).

Table 2: Dataset statistics. For each query type, we report the number of queries, the average
number of positive papers (|D; ) and hard negatives (|D ), and the average query length in tokens.

Query type Queries Avg. [Df| Cited/ Uncited Pos. (%) Avg. |D;| Avg. Length
Core Research Query 207 3.19 9551745 10.01 131.8
Subfield-specific Query 687 6.09 56.4/43.6 6.88 63.5

3.2 OUR AUTOMATED PIPELINE FOR EFFICIENT DATA COLLECTION

We build an automated data construction pipeline that only requires a source paper’s arXiv ID and
produces the materials required for author annotation. The pipeline let us collect author-validated
data at scale. It also makes it easy to refresh SCHOLARCATALYST with newly published papers as
older instances go stale due to leakage into newer models’ training data.

Source-paper and corpus processing. For each source paper S, we use the arXiv API' to obtain
metadata and source files, parse the full text into a structured representation, and resolve bibli-
ography entries to canonical scholarly records. The resulting one-hop citation graph links inline
citations to the referenced papers’ metadata and abstracts. Our retrieval corpus P contains 190,896
papers. It combines references resolved from our source papers with 181K additional arXiv papers
from 2020-2024 across major computer-science categories. Scoping P to computer science and the
source papers’ publication years keeps the corpus relevant to SCHOLARCATALYST without indexing
all of arXiv, which now exceeds 3 million articles (arXiv, 2026). We show detailed corpus statistics
in Section B.2.

Pre-annotation and candidate construction. We use Gemini 3.1 Pro to generate pre-annotations
from the structured source paper S and its bibliography. These include one CoreQ, several SubQs,
and rationales explaining the proposed relevance of cited papers. We additionally retrieve uncited
candidates with BM25 and Qwen3-Embedding-8B (Robertson & Zaragoza, 2009; Zhang et al.,
2025b). Gemini 3.6 Flash (Google DeepMind, 2026b) reranks the pooled candidates for scientific
relevance, and the pipeline retains 10 candidates per query to balance coverage of potential false
negatives with a manageable author-review workload.

The resulting pre-annotations and candidates are loaded into a web interface for author review (Sec-
tion 3.3). We describe the implementation details of our pipeline in Section E.

3.3 COLLECTING RELEVANCE SUPERVISION FROM AUTHORS

We collect 207 projects from 184 researchers, each describing the intellectual path behind a source
paper S in computer science (CS) and artificial intelligence (AI), published in 2025-2026. Each

'https://info.arxiv.org/help/api/index.html
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project contributes one CoreQ task instance and one or more SubQ task instances, each of the form
(¢.DF, Dy ), together with a rationale for the relevance judgments.

1. Author recruitment. We recruit participants in two ways. We invite first authors of oral, spot-
light, and award papers at major Al conferences in 2025-2026°. We also reach out personally and
issue an open call to first, co-first, and corresponding authors of any paper accepted at a major
Al conference since 2025. More than 100 of the 207 source papers received an oral, spotlight, or
award distinction. Full details of the author interface and recruitment procedures are provided in
Appendix F.1.

2. Author validation and revision. Through a web interface, authors provide an account of the
research underlying their source paper .S and assess the relevance of candidate papers, as shown
in Figure 3. Starting from the pre-annotation of Section 3.2, they can validate, revise, or rewrite
any component to reflect their own account of the research (Table 7 shows one validated query set).
For each query g, authors label every candidate from Section 3.2 as offering an insightful idea for
pursuing ¢ or not, which yields the positives D; and hard negatives D_, and they explain each
judgment. Together, these author-validated task instances constitute the benchmark’s relevance
supervision.

3. Post-processing. We manually review all finalized task instances for consistency with the task
definition, paying attention to whether queries describe the research question from an early-stage
perspective. Of the 894 queries, 764 (85.5%) pass this review unchanged. In the rest, we reword a
phrase that gives away the eventual solution or treats the work as complete, keeping the authors’
meaning and voice and changing nothing else.

4 EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS

Our evaluation corpus of 191K computer-science papers is far smaller than the three million papers
on arXiv (arXiv, 2026), among which researchers are able to find work that inspires a project. Re-
trieval in this corpus is therefore an easier version of the problem researchers actually face. In this
section, we ask: can current retrieval systems identify the catalyst papers that inspired a project
from among the many topically related papers in the corpus? If not, where do they fail?

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We evaluate lexical, multi-vector, dense, and agentic retrieval. We include BM25 (Robertson
& Zaragoza, 2009) as a lexical baseline, since it performs strongly against dense models on
BEIR (Thakur et al., 2021) and LongEmbed (Zhu et al., 2024), and LateOn (Sourty et al., 2026) as
a multi-vector baseline. We evaluate seven dense retrievers. Qwen3-Embedding-4B and 8B (Zhang
et al., 2025b) and Gemini Embedding 2 (Shanbhogue et al., 2026) are general-purpose models.
SPECTER?2 (Singh et al., 2022) and OpenScholar (Asai et al., 2024) are trained on scientific docu-
ments. ReasonEmbed (Chen et al., 2025) and Inf-Retriever-v1-Pro (Yao et al., 2025) are optimized
for reasoning-intensive retrieval. Appendix D.I provides extended results for further embedding
retrievers.

We evaluate three search agents that represent common designs in the literature. The grep agent
follows DCI-Agent-Lite (Li et al., 2026) and searches titles and abstracts with regular expressions.
The tool-calling agent follows the search-then-select structure for literature search (He et al., 2025;
Pan et al., 2026). The deep research agent adopts the workflow of deep research systems (OpenAl,
2025; Zhang et al., 2025a): it breaks the query into subquestions and iterates over search, reading,
and synthesis. The latter two agents retrieve candidates for their search queries with Gemini Em-
bedding 2. We use GPT-4.1 (OpenAl, 2026a) and 03 (OpenAl, 2026¢) as backbone models since
they are among the strongest models with a knowledge cutoff (June 2024) before all source pa-
pers. To compare against a recent frontier model, we also evaluate Claude Fable 5.1 (Anthropic,
2026), which may have seen most source papers during training (June 2026 cutoff). Following pre-
vious work (Thakur et al., 2021; Su et al., 2025; Tchuindjo et al., 2026), we report nDCG@20 and
Recall@k (k = 5, 20, 100). Full experimental details are provided in Section C.

?ICLR 2026, ICML 2026, NeurIPS 2025, ACL 2026, CVPR 2026, CoLM 2025, and CoRL 2025.



Our main setting is retrieval from a temporally filtered local corpus. We disallow web search. Agent
backbones must have a knowledge cutoff before every source paper (all published 2025 or later). Models
past this cutoff serve only as points of comparison (} in Table 3).

4.2 MAIN RESULTS

All systems struggle to retrieve catalyst papers. Current retrievers miss most of the papers that
inspired a project (Table 3). General-purpose dense retrievers perform best, yet place 39% of author-
identified inspiration papers in the top 20 for CoreQ and 51% for SubQ. Scientific-document retriev-
ers (SPECTER2, OpenScholar) trail the general-purpose models by at least 16 points on CoreQ and
27 points on SubQ at Recall@20. BM25 and LateOn trail by 15-16 points on CoreQ and 18-25
points on SubQ. Together, these results suggest that domain-specific training on citation signals
does not by itself solve this task. Among the pre-cutoff systems in our main experiment, CoreQ
is harder than SubQ, consistent with its longer queries and smaller, almost entirely cited positive
sets (Table 2). We show later that reranking with an oracle candidate pool recovers part of this gap
(Section 4.4).

Agentic search does not improve over embedding retrieval. We compare LLM search agents
built on pre-cutoff models (GPT-4.1 and 03) against the strongest embedding model (Table 3). Grep-
based search, despite its recent success as a lightweight alternative to embedding retrieval (Li et al.,
2026; Sen et al., 2026), performs substantially worse. It finds only 8% of gold query—paper pairs
during search, compared with 46% for the tool-calling agent (Figure 4).

We attribute this gap to candidate coverage, since regardless of how a model reasons, an agent
can interact with the corpus only through its search queries. As the corpus scales, this constraint
becomes more important because an agent can inspect only a small fraction of the corpus. Consistent
with this account, agent recall rises with backbone capability yet remains close to the embedding
retriever’s even for the strongest model (Figure 5). If coverage is the limiting factor, progress will
require embedding retrievers that surface inspiration papers in the first place and agents that build
on those results to guide further exploration. We report Fable 5.1 separately because it falls outside

Table 3: Retrieval performance on SCHOLARCATALYST across both query types. nDCG@20
and Recall@k (k=5, 20, 100) on SCHOLARCATALYST for both query types. Bold marks the best
per column among the rows under the rule. Cells are shaded relative to Qwen3-Emb-8B, with green
for higher values and red for lower values.

Core Research Query (n=207) Subfield-specific Query (n=687)

Model nDCG@20 R@5 R@20 R@100 nDCG@20 R@5 R@20 R@100
BM25 0.16 0.12 023 039 0.21 0.12 026 045
LateOn 0.1B 0.16 0.12 024 037 0.27 0.16 033 055
SPECTER2 0.13 0.10 020 038 0.18 011 023 042
OpenScholar 0.16 0.13 023 040 0.19 0.12 024 046
Qwen3-Emb-4B 0.25 0.18 039 059 0.35 021 044  0.69
Qwen3-Emb-8B 0.26 021 037 058 0.41 025 051 073
Gemini-Emb-2 0.27 021 038  0.62 0.38 024 046 070
ReasonEmbed 0.23 0.18 033 053 0.33 0.19 040  0.65
Inf-Retriever-v1-Pro 0.26 020 037 053 0.31 0.19 038  0.63
GPT-4.1 + Grep Agent 0.05 0.04 0.06 056 0.09 0.07 0.09 | 0.66
GPT-4.1 + Tool-calling Agent 0.25 0.19 037  0.60 0.37 024 043 070"
03 + Deep research Agent 0.24 021 033  0.59f 0.33 022 038 0.697
Post-cutoff model (comparison only)*

Fable 5.1 + Grep Agent 0.41 036 052 0677 0.42 028 048  0.74f
Fable 5.1 + Tool-calling Agent 0.36 029 051 0.68F 0.41 027 049 0.71f
Fable 5.1 + Deep research Agent 0.40 0.35 0.53 0.69" 0.42 028 050 0.73%

T We backfill agent rankings with papers seen during search and Gemini-Emb-2 results (Appendix C.3).
 We evaluate Claude Fable 5.1 (June 2026 knowledge cutoff) as a stronger recent model for comparison.
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Table 4: Retrieval under different source-paper Table 5: Query rewriting does not consistently

access conditions. Recall@20 of the Gemini 3.7 improve retrieval. Recall@20 with Gemini-

Flash tool-calling agent on the 203-query split. Embedding-2 on 100 queries, with GPT-4.1 rewrites.
Setting CoreQ SubQ Method CoreQ SubQ
Agent w/ corpus search 0.39 0.47 Original query 0.40 0.42
Agent w/ web search 0.38 0.47 Single-Query Expansion 0.44 (+0.04) 0.37 (—0.05)
Agent w/ title and abstract 0.50 0.49 Multi-Query Generation 0.37 (-0.03) 0.41(—0.01)
Agent w/ source bibliography  0.74 0.57 HyDE (Mean-Pool) 0.23(—0.17)  0.22(—0.20)
Closed-book (no corpus) 0.31 0.24 HyDE (Multi-Query) 0.18(-0.22) 0.20(—0.22)

our knowledge cutoff, and we analyze its results, together with agent failure cases and retrieval
rationales, in Sections D.3 and D.6.

4.3 ANALYSIS OF AUTHOR-ANNOTATED CATALYST PAPERS

Inspiration relations are diverse and not captured by similarity. Prompting an LLM judge to
classify each of the 663 key-inspiration rationales under a nine-type taxonomy (Appendix B.3),
we find that authors most often credit a technique they adapted (method), empirical findings that
supported a direction (evidence), an idea extended to a new setting (generalization), or a limitation
that motivated a new approach (limitation), with more than one type applying to 55.8% of rationales
(Figure 7). Similarity to the query does not identify these papers: measuring lexical similarity as the
fraction of unique query words in a candidate’s title and abstract, and semantic similarity as cosine
similarity under Qwen3-Embedding-8B (Zhang et al., 2025b), hard negatives are at least as similar
to the query as positives on both measures (Table 11). This also limits agentic search, where grep
and embedding tools construct the candidate pool before an agent can reason about which papers
could inspire a project.

The published record does not reveal which papers inspired a project. Source-paper citations
provide an incomplete signal of inspiration. 43.6% of SubQ positives are not cited by the source
paper, and 67.8% of those share no references with it. Among cited papers, citation-intent labels
do not identify inspirations: only 46.2% of CoreQ and 34.0% of SubQ positives carry a uses or
extends label (Lauscher et al., 2022). Even given the entire finished source paper in addition to
its bibliography, LLMs fail to identify catalyst papers. Gemini 3.1 Pro (Google DeepMind, 2026a)
proposes candidate inspiration papers that cover only 32.2% of CoreQ positives on average and none
of the key inspirations in 28.0% of instances. Section B.3 and Table 12 give further details, including
an instance with both uncited positives and cited hard negatives.

4.4 ANALYSIS OF FACTORS BEHIND RETRIEVAL PERFORMANCE

Stronger rerankers benefit more from better candidate coverage. To separate retrieval cover-
age from recognition performance, we apply LLM-based reranking to the top-K candidates from
Gemini-Embedding-2 on a randomly sampled subset of 50 CoreQ and 50 SubQ queries. We com-



pare reranking with and without gold injection, which replaces negative candidates with positive
papers missing from the set while keeping the pool size fixed. Stronger rerankers gain more in Re-
call@5 from gold injection (Figure 6). The growing gap suggests that candidate coverage limits how
much we can benefit from stronger rerankers: their ability to select useful papers matters only when
those papers enter the pool. Better retrieval could therefore yield larger gains as rerankers improve.
Reranking prompts and procedures are provided in Section D.2.

Agents benefit from source context but not from fuller reading. We vary two kinds of agent
context: information about the source paper and how much of each retrieved paper the agent reads.
With a Gemini 3.7 Flash (Google DeepMind, 2026¢) (cutoff March 2026) tool-calling agent on the
203-query cutoff split (Table 4), the source title and abstract raise Recall@20 by 0.11 for CoreQ
and 0.02 for SubQ, while web search changes it by at most 0.01. The source bibliography, which
contains 95% of CoreQ gold papers, raises it by 0.35. Without search tools, the model given the
title and abstract reaches only 0.31 CoreQ Recall@20, below corpus search alone, so source context
helps by guiding search rather than through memory. In contrast, letting a GPT-4.1 tool-calling
agent read beyond abstracts on 50 queries per type changes Recall@20 by at most 0.04 (Figure 11),
and the best SubQ policy still trails the retriever (0.50 versus 0.55). Together, these results suggest
that the bottleneck lies in knowing what to search for rather than in understanding the papers already
found, consistent with the candidate-coverage explanation above. Source information is used only
in this analysis, and Sections C.3 and D.5 give details.

Query rewriting does not consistently improve retrieval. We test whether an LLM can improve
retrieval by reasoning over the original research question to generate single-query expansions, mul-
tiple queries, or hypothetical abstracts (Gao et al., 2023). We evaluate these strategies on 50 queries
of each type, using GPT-4.1 for generation and Gemini-Embedding-2 for retrieval. Neither single-
query expansion nor multi-query generation yields a meaningful improvement, while both HyDE
variants substantially reduce recall (Table 5). If the retriever’s misses were a matter of phrasing, an
LLM that reads the research question should be able to recover some of them by rewording. That
none of these strategies does so suggests the embedding space itself does not place inspiration pa-
pers near their queries, consistent with the similarity analysis in Section 4.3. We show prompts and
implementation details in Section D.4.

5 CONCLUSION

We introduced SCHOLARCATALYST, a benchmark for one ingredient of research ability: identifying
prior papers whose ideas could help a project move forward. Drawing on 184 researchers’ own
accounts of what shaped their work, we capture judgments that the published record largely omits.
Current systems recover only a fraction of the papers that authors credit, and agentic search does
no better than embedding retrieval, largely because limited candidate coverage keeps many useful
papers out of reach.

Limitations. SCHOLARCATALYST covers computer science papers from 2025-2026 with uneven
representation across research areas (Table 8), so our findings may not transfer to other fields. Our
labels are retrospective judgments by paper authors and are thus subject to hindsight. A more fun-
damental open question is the skyline, i.e., the performance ceiling of this task. As a point of
reference, the human reference accuracy on ImageNet (94.9% top-5 (Russakovsky et al., 2015)) was
later exceeded, and reannotation studies found that subsequent gains increasingly reflected the id-
iosyncrasies of the original labels (Beyer et al., 2020; Shankar et al., 2020). Catalyst paper retrieval
is harder to audit this way, since relabeling by anyone other than the authors would be costly and
would measure a different target, namely what an informed outsider can infer. Still, a preliminary
comparison on one paper with three author-annotators in SCHOLARCATALYST found that coau-
thors marking only about seven positives per thread recovered 43—-60% of the first author’s labels
at 84-88% precision. This is well above the best system’s overall R@5 of 0.24, which suggests
considerable room for improvement.

Outlook. Recent work on reasoning-intensive retrieval evaluates relevance relations that require
reasoning to recognize (Xiao et al., 2024; Su et al., 2025; Tchuindjo et al., 2026). SCHOLARCATA-
LYST pushes further, requiring judgments of how prior ideas could advance a research project. We
see two milestones ahead. The first is expert-level retrieval, matching a domain expert’s judgment
within their own field. The second is retrieval beyond any individual expert: being able to exercise



that level of intuition across a breadth of fields no single researcher can follow. This breadth may
be where such systems help most, since nearly half of the papers our authors credit (49.5%) come
from outside their project’s subject area, and 43.6% of subfield-specific positives were never cited
in the source paper. Researchers may therefore be limited more by what they have seen than by how
well they judge it. The full literature makes this gap far larger than our benchmark shows: Semantic
Scholar alone indexes over 225M papers (Kinney et al., 2023), compared with 190k in our corpus.
What stands between current systems and both milestones is an expert-level sense of which ideas
matter, and we hope SCHOLARCATALYST offers a starting point for developing it. If undiscovered
public knowledge (Swanson, 1986) is as common as our results imply, models capable of expert
judgment across fields could unlock a large backlog of progress hidden in plain sight.
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B THE SCHOLARCATALYST BENCHMARK

B.1 BENCHMARK INSTANCE

SCHOLARCATALYST evaluates whether a retrieval system can find prior work whose ideas would
have been insightful for pursuing a research project, rather than papers that are merely topically sim-
ilar. Each instance is anchored in a completed source paper and pairs its central research question
and distinct research directions with author-validated positive papers, topically related hard nega-
tives, and a temporally restricted search corpus. The 207 author-validated instances contribute 894
queries: 207 core research queries and 687 subfield-specific queries. This appendix first defines the
information in one benchmark instance (Section B.1), then reports the composition of the instances
and corpus (Section B.2), and finally examines the kinds of inspiration relations the benchmark
captures (Section B.3).

Table 6: Components of a SCHOLARCATALYST instance.

Component Information

Source paper (.5) The completed paper defining the instance. Withheld from the re-
triever, so its solution and bibliography cannot be used to find prior
work.

Search corpus (P<s) Papers published before S (temporal cutoff).

Core research query CoreQ Asks which prior ideas could help address the paper’s central re-

search question.
Subfield-specific query SubQ  Asks which prior ideas from one specific research direction could
help advance the paper.

Positive papers (D;r ) Papers in P« s that authors judge to offer an insight that could inspire
work on q.

Hard negatives (D) Papers in P<s \ D;r that are topically related to ¢ but judged not to
offer such an idea.

Rationale Every query carries a rationale for its positive set.

A project’s overarching question and its subfield-specific questions need not draw on the same prior
work. The core research query can identify ideas that organize the project as a whole, whereas
subfield-specific queries surface papers relevant to particular methodological or empirical directions.
Their overlap and divergence reveal complementary forms of inspiration within a single project.
Table 7 shows what this looks like for one full instance.

B.2 DATASET STATISTICS

The author-validated benchmark contains 207 source papers and 894 queries concentrated in ma-
chine learning and adjacent Al fields. Table 8 reports each source paper’s primary arXiv category,’
where Other comprises stat. ML, c¢s.SE, cs.IR, cs.MA, c¢s.HC, cond-mat.mtrl-sci, cs.CE, g-bio.NC,
cs.IT, cs.GR, and cs.NE. The author-validated set comprises 894 queries (207 central, 687 direc-
tional). Table 2 summarizes the query and corpus statistics.

The retrieval corpus contains 190,896 papers: resolved references cited by our source papers, to-
gether with a pool of additional arXiv papers drawn from five main computer science domains and
published between 2020 and 2024. Table 9 reports the primary arXiv category of every corpus paper,
and Table 10 reports its publication year.

Of the 190,896 corpus papers, 189,296 (99.2%) are sourced from arXiv* directly. The remaining
1,600 papers (0.8%) come from Semantic Scholar (S2)° and OpenAlex (OA) (Priem et al., 2022),
used only when a cited paper could not be found on arXiv itself. Because the corpus includes
every resolved reference our source papers cite, it also ends up containing a small number of papers
published in 2025 or later, past the nominal collection window between 2020 and 2024. This does

3arXiv category taxonomy: https://arxiv.org/category_taxonomy
*https://arxiv.org
Shttps://www.semanticscholar.org/product/api
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not cause temporal leakage: at evaluation time, we restrict each query’s search to only the papers
published no later than that query’s own source paper.

B.3 QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF INSPIRATION RELATIONS

This section provides further detail on the analysis of author-identified inspiration in Section 4.3 and
presents additional qualitative examples. To examine the inspirations captured by SCHOLARCAT-
ALYST beyond topical relevance, we qualitatively analyze author-provided rationales for catalyst
papers. We first introduce a multi-label taxonomy of inspiration relations, and then present case
studies illustrating cross-subfield transfer, the context-dependent role of prior work, and the imper-
fect correspondence between citation and inspiration. The authors’ accounts offer a rare view of the
research process that finished papers seldom document: which prior ideas researchers found use-
ful, and why. We find that these judgments are diverse in kind and unrelated to similarity, and that
neither citations nor an LLM reading the finished paper can recover them.

Inspiration relations are diverse and not captured by similarity. Prompting an LLM judge to
classify each of the 663 key-inspiration rationales under a nine-type taxonomy, we find that authors
most often credit a technique they adapted (method), empirical findings that supported a direction
(evidence), an idea extended to a new setting (generalization), or a limitation that motivated a new
approach (limitation), with more than one type applying to 55.8% of rationales (Figure 7). Similarity
to the query does not identify these papers: measuring lexical similarity as the fraction of unique
query words in a candidate’s title and abstract, and semantic similarity as cosine similarity under
Qwen3-Embedding-8B (Zhang et al., 2025b), hard negatives are at least as similar to the query as
positives on both measures (Table 11). This also limits agentic search, where grep and embedding
tools construct the candidate pool before an agent can reason about which papers could inspire a
project.

Citation Status Is an Imperfect Proxy for Inspiration. Citation status and author-identified inspi-
ration can diverge in both directions. Table 12 illustrates one source-paper instance in which two of
four CoreQ positives are uncited, while two cited papers are hard negatives. The uncited positives
informed the source paper’s exploration and offline-learning mechanisms, whereas the cited hard
negatives are topically adjacent but did not shape its approach. This pattern also appears at scale:
43.6% of SubQ positives are not cited by the source paper, and 67.8% of those share no references
with it. Even among cited papers, citation intent does not single out inspirations: only 46.2% of
CoreQ and 34.0% of SubQ positives carry a uses or extends label (Lauscher et al., 2022).

Diversity of Inspiration Relations. Prior work inspires new research through diverse mechanisms,
including direct method transfer, generalization to a new setting, limitations of existing work, and
conceptual reframing. To characterize how a key inspiration paper shaped a target work, we define a
nine-type taxonomy, given in Table 13, and prompt an LLM judge to label each core-research-query
key-inspiration rationale with every type it clearly expresses. To capture the ways a single paper
can shape a project, we allow each rationale to receive multiple type labels. The rationales receive
1.69 labels on average, with 55.8% receiving two or more and 12.7% receiving three or more. This
pattern shows that inspiration often operates through several mechanisms at once.

Method A 40.3%
Evidence A 39.1%
Generalization - 31.5%
Limitation - 21.7%
Reframing 1 10.7%
Framework 10.0%
Motivation - 7.7%
Phenomenon - 6.6%
Others 4 18%
0%  10%  20%  30%  40%

Figure 7: Distribution of inspiration types. Share of key-inspiration rationales labeled with each
type. Percentages sum to more than 100% because a rationale can receive multiple types.
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Context-Dependent Roles of the Same Source Paper. A prior paper does not have a fixed role
across research projects. It may offer a transferable method for one target, motivate a different
line of inquiry for another, and provide little value for a third despite topical overlap. Its usefulness
depends on the question a project is trying to answer. Table 15 shows one key catalyst paper, selected
as a CoreQ positive by three unrelated source papers, each applying it in a different way.

C EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

This appendix specifies the model configurations, agentic baselines, and evaluation conditions used
in our experiments. Supplementary analyses are in Section D, and all prompts are in Section G.

C.1 MOoODEL CONFIGURATIONS

Table 16 summarizes the retrieval models used in SCHOLARCATALYST, including their architec-
tures, input limits, and whether they receive a task-specific instruction. Resource links point to the
corresponding checkpoint, API, or implementation. Table 17 lists the language-model backbones
used for agentic search and LLM reranking. GPT-4.1 and 03 run under the knowledge-cutoff rule of
Table 3; the other backbones serve the reranking, backbone-swap, and leakage analyses, and Claude
Fable 5.1 also appears in the rows of Table 3 marked {.

For Qwen3-Embedding models, we prepend each query with the following task instruction:

Given a scientific research question, retrieve papers that could inspire or
contribute to answering the question, including relevant background knowledge,
methods, and ideas.

C.2 EVALUATION SETUP FOR PRE-DISCOVERY RETRIEVAL

Our main setting is retrieval from a temporally filtered local corpus. For each query, we exclude
corpus papers published after its source paper, so that the retriever can access only literature available
when the project began. We disallow web search. Table 18 reports the resulting searchable corpus
size per query. Although the temporal cutoff removes later work, the searchable corpus remains
large, with a median of 190,574 papers across both query types.

C.3 AGENTIC SEARCH BASELINES

Shared setup. Under the main setting, agents search a temporally filtered local corpus of paper
titles and abstracts, with no access to the web or the source paper, and their backbones have knowl-
edge cutoffs preceding all source papers. The corpus-search tool returns the ten papers the retriever
ranks highest under the temporal cutoff. All calls use temperature 0, except GPT-5.6 backbones
(Section D.3), which set a reasoning effort instead, and Claude Fable 5.1, which uses its default
thinking setting.

Agents return rankings of different lengths, so we score each on a depth-100 list. The list starts with
the agent’s ranking, adds up to 25 papers the agent saw but did not rank, in discovery order, and fills
the rest with the retriever ranking of the original query, without duplicates or the source paper. The
cap of 25 keeps an agent that sees many papers but ranks few from displacing the retriever back-fill.
R@5 and R@20 thus come from the agent’s own ranking unless it holds fewer than £ papers, which
happens mainly for the grep agent (440 of 894 queries at R@20, against 10 and 95 for the tool-
calling and deep research agents, and at most 93 for any Claude Fable 5.1 row). Trajectory recall is
the share of gold papers among the papers an agent sees during its run.

Tool-calling agent. The agent combines the ReAct function-calling pattern (Yao et al., 2022), the
five-round budget of PaperScout (Pan et al., 2026), and the search-then-select design of PaSa (He
et al., 2025). It first searches the query as written, then runs up to 5 rounds, each one backbone reply
with any number of search calls. Returned papers enter a pool of at most 60. The backbone then
scores each pooled paper from 0 to 10 from its title and abstract, by how much its ideas could help a
researcher pursue the query, and the scores sorted with ties in discovery order give the ranking. We
do not run PaSa or PaperScout as released, because both search the web and PaperScout releases no
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checkpoint of its trained policy, whose base model has no vendor-stated knowledge cutoff. We omit
their citation-expansion step because the corpus has no citation graph resolved to corpus papers.

Deep research agent. The agent follows the plan, search, read, and synthesize procedure of deep
research systems (OpenAl, 2025; Zhang et al., 2025a), with the same search tool and 03 (OpenAl,
2026e) as backbone. It splits the query into at most 6 sub-questions, searches the query as written,
then makes up to 20 searches, 10 reads, and a pool of 150 papers. A read returns the paper’s title
and abstract. After every 5 calls, a reflection step asks which sub-questions remain uncovered. A
final synthesis call ranks up to 50 pooled papers by usefulness, and this list is the ranking, with no
per-paper judge.

Grep agent. We re-implement DCI-Agent-Lite (Li et al., 2026), which searches the raw corpus
using shell commands rather than a retriever. The released harness has read and shell tools and
a 300-turn budget; ours has one shell tool, 20 rounds, and results truncated to 4,000 characters.
The corpus is given as monthly files with one paper per line (identifier, title, abstract, date), and
the prompt asks the agent to search abstracts with regular expressions and return an ordered list of
identifiers. The backbone is GPT-4.1.

Claude Fable 5.1 rows. We also run all three agents with Claude Fable 5.1 (Anthropic, 2026),
which compares the procedures using a single backbone. Its June 2026 knowledge cutoff follows all
but 6 of the 207 source papers, so these rows fall outside the rule of Section 4.1 and are marked in
Table 3. The model’s safety classifiers sometimes decline a call, which we treat as an empty reply.
Declines occur on 47 of the 894 queries for the tool-calling agent, 95 for the deep research agent,
and 33 for the grep agent. About half of the deep research agent’s declines are labeled as requests for
the model’s reasoning, almost all at or right after the reflection step; all others are labeled biology
or cyber-security risk. A declined judge call ranks the paper after all scored papers, a declined loop
turn ends the search, and a declined synthesis leaves the deep research agent with only the seen
papers and the back-fill.

Analysis conditions. The remaining conditions relax the main setting and are used only for anal-
ysis in Section D.3, not for direct comparison with the query-only agents. The last three give extra
information to the tool-calling agent with Gemini 3.7 Flash (Google DeepMind, 2026c¢), and all are
back-filled to depth 100 as above.

* Closed-book (recall-from-memory). A backbone may know the source papers’ bibliographies
from training, so part of its agent’s recall could come from memory. To measure this, the backbone
receives the query and the source paper’s title and abstract, has no tools, and names up to 30 prior
papers. Each title is resolved to the top hit of a retriever search under the temporal cutoff, with no
similarity threshold, and we drop duplicates, titles whose search returns nothing, and the source

paper.

* Source paper. This measures how much the query-only restriction costs, since a real user would
know more than the query. The agent’s first message includes the source paper’s title and abstract.

* Web search. This tests whether web access, where the source paper and its citations may appear,
can substitute for the local corpus. The agent also gets a web-search tool (ten results per call) and
a page-reading tool (pages truncated to 6,000 characters, at most five per query), and must call
a tool in its first two rounds. A web result enters the pool only if its address contains an arXiv
identifier or its normalized title matches a corpus paper. Other results are shown to the agent but
not pooled.

* Bibliography. This gives an upper bound on what any leak of the answer could achieve. We map
the source paper’s bibliography, taken from its arXiv HTML version, to corpus papers by arXiv
identifier or exact title (46 of 54 entries on average). The leak upper-bound row of Table 22 adds
these papers to the agent’s pool and prompt, and the bibliography-alone row ranks them in citation
order without a model.
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D ADDITIONAL ANALYSES

This appendix gives details and supplementary results for our extended comparison of embedding
retrievers and for the analyses of LLM reranking, knowledge cutoffs, query generation, full-text
reading, and agent search failures.

D.1 EXTENDED RESULTS FOR EMBEDDING RETRIEVERS

This section reports extended results for a broader set of recent embedding retrievers, including
models trained on scientific documents and models optimized for reasoning-intensive retrieval. Re-
cently, several embedding retrievers have been developed for reasoning-intensive retrieval, where
identifying relevant documents for complex queries requires reasoning beyond surface-level seman-
tic matching (Xiao et al., 2024; Su et al., 2025; Tchuindjo et al., 2026). We evaluate SciNCL (Os-
tendorff et al., 2022), OpenScholar (Asai et al., 2024), GTE-Qwen2-7B (Li et al., 2023), Rea-
sonEmbed (Chen et al., 2025), INF-X-Retriever (Yao et al., 2025), Llama NV-Embed-Reasoning-
3B (NVIDIA, 2026), and DIVER (Long et al., 2025). Interestingly, none of the reasoning-optimized
models improves over the strongest general-purpose embeddings. Their lack of gains suggests that
current objectives for reasoning-intensive retrieval do not adequately capture the relationships that
make a prior paper useful for advancing a research project. As discussed in Section 5, closing this
gap may require an expert-level sense of which ideas matter, enabling retrieval of useful connections
across fields beyond the scope of any individual expert.

D.2 LLM RERANKING

We test whether an LLM can reorder the retriever’s candidates to place gold papers higher, using two
procedures over candidate pools from Gemini-Embedding-2. The listwise reranker gives the top
20 candidates to a single LLM call, which returns them in ranked order. The tournament reranker
handles larger pools by ranking batches of b = 20 papers and promoting the top k£ = 4 of each batch
to the next round, until one batch remains and its ranking is the final order. Both use the prompt
in Section G.2. We additionally extend the evaluation to candidate pools of K € {20, 40, 80, 160};
Table 20 and Figure 8 report standard and oracle reranking results across these pool sizes.

Core Research Query Subfield-specific Query
0.60 0.40
0.50
0
©]
‘© 0.40
(8]
O
x
0.30
0.20{ Gemini2 Emb 0151 Gemini2 Emb
20 40 80 160 20 40 80 160
Pool size K Pool size K
Pre-cutoff: Gemini 2.5 Flash GPT-41 -m Gemini 31Pro
Post-cutoff: GPT-5.6-Sol =0~ Gemini 3.7 Flash -O- Claude-Fable

Figure 8: Reranking performance as the candidate pool grows. Recall@5 for six LLM backbones
across candidate pools from Gemini-Emb-2. Solid curves show oracle reranking and dashed curves
show standard reranking. The gray horizontal line marks retriever-only performance.

These results suggest that reranking requires recognizing which prior papers in a retrieved candidate
set contain ideas that may inspire the project. Reranking performance generally improves with the
backbone’s reasoning capability. Claude Fable 5.1 is the most recent backbone we evaluate and
achieves the strongest results. Weaker models provide little benefit and can even underperform the
retriever-only baseline on SubQ queries.
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Figure 9: Backbone capability tracks core research query recall but not subfield-specific query
recall. Recall@20 of the tool-calling agent with seven backbones on the post-cutoff split, with both
date slices pooled, plotted against the Artificial Analysis Intelligence and Omniscience scores (Arti-
ficial Analysis, 2026). The top row shows the 46 CoreQ and the bottom row the 157 SubQ. Spearman
p with the Intelligence Index is 0.86 at the CoreQ and 0.09 at the SubQ. GPT-5.6 Luna, Terra, and
Sol use medium reasoning effort. Lines are least-squares fits, and y-axis ranges differ between rows.

Luna, reasoning effort Medium effort, model tier
T T T T T T T

Recall@20

L L L L 0 L L L
none low med. max Luna Terra Sol
16 22 25 38 25 30 39
AA Intelligence Index of the backbone AA Intelligence Index of the backbone

—ll— Closed-book (source abstract, no tools) —@—  Agent with the source abstract
o) Agent, query only - - - Retriever (Gemini-Emb-2)

Figure 10: With the same source context, search helps weaker backbones more than memory
alone. CoreQ R@20 over the 46 CoreQ of the post-cutoff split, with both date slices pooled. All
variants share the February 2026 knowledge cutoff (OpenAl, 2026b;c;d). Filled marks show the
tool-calling agent with the source title and abstract, hollow marks show the query-only agent, and
closed-book marks show papers named from memory with the same source context. The left panel
varies Luna’s reasoning effort, and the right panel compares Luna, Terra, and Sol at medium effort.
The dashed line marks Gemini-Emb-2 at 0.38.

D.3 POST-CUTOFF BACKBONES AND BENCHMARK LEAKAGE

Setup. Our main experimental setup keeps every backbone’s knowledge cutoff before every source
paper and gives the agent neither the source paper nor web access. This section asks what happens
when these restrictions are lifted: whether newer backbones gain from having seen the source papers,
and how much the source paper, the web, or its bibliography would help. We use two slices of the
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author-written set, matched by primary arXiv category. The pre-cutoff slice contains 23 source
papers published between February 12 and December 23, 2025, with two cs.SE slots filled by ¢s.CE
and cs.MA papers. The post-cutoff slice contains 23 source papers published between May 8 and
August 14, 2026, four months later. A backbone whose cutoff falls between the slices can have seen
the first but not the second.

The pre-cutoff slice is harder for every system (core research query retriever R@ 100 of 0.49 against
0.63), so we compare each system with the retriever within the same slice. Table 21 evaluates
five backbones and their closed-book counterparts, and Table 22 varies the availability of access to
source papers, the web, and the bibliography for Gemini 3.7 Flash.

The cutoff split shows no sign that stronger backbones gain from having seen the source pa-
pers. With GPT-5.6 Sol and Claude Fable 5.1, the tool-calling agent exceeds the retriever at core
research query R@20 on both slices, while the other three backbones stay close to it (Table 21).
Because every system scores higher on the post-cutoff slice, we compare each backbone’s margin
over the retriever within a slice. For GPT-5.6 Sol, whose cutoff falls between the slices, the margin
is the same on both (0.07 and 0.06), so it shows no gain from having seen the earlier papers. Claude
Fable 5.1 cannot be tested this way because its cutoff falls inside the post-cutoff slice. Closed-book
recall rises with capability, but this fits memorization and general capability equally well, so it does
not settle the question. At the subfield-specific query level, no agent or closed-book row exceeds the
retriever on either slice.

With the same source context, search adds more to weak backbones than to strong ones. Fig-
ure 10 holds the February 2026 cutoff fixed across the GPT-5.6 family and varies capability through
Luna’s reasoning effort and the model tier. Given the source abstract, the agent beats recall from
memory by 0.25 for Luna at no reasoning effort, and the gap shrinks to within noise for the stronger
runs. Raising Luna’s effort helps memory and hurts the query-only agent, while a stronger tier helps
both. Figure 9 shows a related pattern across seven backbones: capability tracks core research query
recall but not subfield-specific query recall.

The source abstract helps, web search does not, and the bibliography nearly gives away the
answer. With Gemini 3.7 Flash, the source title and abstract raise core research query R@20 by
0.11 on both slices (Table 22). Web search leaves recall almost unchanged, even though the source
paper appears in the web results for 85 of the 203 queries. The bibliography alone contains nearly
all gold papers (R@100 above 0.9). The main protocol therefore withholds the source paper, its
bibliography, and the web.

D.4 QUERY GENERATION METHODS

These methods test whether rewriting the research question with an LLM brings retrieval closer to
the gold papers, which often use different vocabulary from the question. All use GPT 4.1, with the
prompts in Section G.2 as the system message and the research question as the user message.

* Single-query expansion. The model’s output, the question plus a short continuation, replaces the
question as the retrieval query.

* Multi-query generation. The model returns up to five augmented questions, each used as a
separate retrieval query. Their top-1,000 rankings are fused with reciprocal rank fusion (k=60,
Cormack et al. (2009)).

* HyDE (Gao et al., 2023). The model writes five hypothetical abstracts of prior papers, and each
is used as a retrieval query, with the rankings fused as above. Its user message is the question
prefixed with Research question:.

Tables 23 and 24 show generated outputs for the same CoreQ instance from the fixed CoreQ/SubQ
subset. For this instance, dense retrieval on the original question recovers a gold paper that the
generated queries do not recover in their top 100 results. Table 23 shows the original question
alongside single- and multi-query generation. Table 24 shows three hypothetical abstracts generated
by HyDE for the same question.
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Core Research Subfield-Specific
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Abstract only N 35 [
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Chosen Sections NG 35 I 50
0 20 0 o 30 60
Recall@20 Recall@20

Figure 11: Reading corpus papers beyond their abstracts adds little. Recall@20 of the GPT-4.1
tool-calling agent under six read policies and abstract-only reading, on 50 queries of each type from
the full-text subset. The top bar is the retriever alone, the second the agent with no read tool.

D.5 READING FULL PAPERS VERSUS ABSTRACTS

Agents in the main setting see only titles and abstracts. An abstract states a paper’s main result
but often omits other critical details, so a gold paper could look unrelated to the question from its
abstract alone. Indexing full text is not a simple fix, since embedding-based retrievers handle long
documents poorly (Zhu et al., 2024) and a paper’s body far exceeds the input length they are trained
on. We therefore keep search over abstracts and instead let the agent read more of the papers it finds,
testing whether that extra text helps it judge and pursue candidates.

Full-text subset. Full text is available for 180,399 corpus papers, converted from arXiv HTML,
IATEX source, or PDF and split by section heading. A query qualifies when all of its gold papers have
full text. A source paper enters the subset when its CoreQ qualifies and at least one of its SubQ does,
giving 158 CoreQ and 403 SubQ. We sample 50 queries of each type, separate from the 100 queries
used in the other analyses. The search tool and the back-fill are restricted to the full-text papers.
Reads share the five-round budget with searches. All other settings follow that of the tool-calling
agent.

Read policies. Four policies add to the abstract the introduction, the method sections, the bibli-
ography, or both the introduction and the bibliography. A fifth returns the full paper, and a sixth
lets the agent request one section from a list returned by a second tool. Introductions are matched
by their heading, methods by headings containing method, approach, model, framework, algorithm,
or architecture, and bibliographies by references or bibliography. If no heading matches, the tool
returns the abstract. Each read is capped at 12,000 characters, about 41% of the body at the median
for papers read in full, and an included bibliography has its own 6,000-character cap.

D.6 ANALYSIS OF AGENT SEARCH FAILURES AND RATIONALE EXPLANATIONS

We analyze why agentic search fails to improve over retrieval, studying three possible causes in turn:

* Coverage. We measure how many gold papers agents find outside the retriever’s candidates.
* Ranking. We trace three search trajectories to see where gold papers are found and lost.

* Recognition. We check whether agents explain the gold papers they rank highly the same way
the authors do.

Coverage: agents rarely find gold papers beyond the retriever’s pool. Table 26 splits gold papers
by two outcomes, whether Gemini-Emb-2 retrieves them in its top 100 and whether each agent ranks
them in its own top 20. The retriever’s top 100 covers 70% of gold papers, and the agents recover
almost none of the rest. About half of gold papers are returned by no search during an agent’s run.
The first search, which uses the query as written, accounts for about two-thirds of the gold papers an
agent sees, and follow-up searches add few. The grep agent, which writes its own search commands
instead of using the retriever, keeps only 8% of the gold papers the retriever covers.

Ranking: agents drop many of the gold papers they do find. Among the gold papers in the
retriever’s top 100, the tool-calling and deep research agents each keep 57% and 48% in their top
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20. Tables 27 to 29 trace one agent’s searches and final ranking on each of three core research query
queries, marking gold papers wherever a search returns them. The grep agent retrieves no gold
papers in any of the three.

Case A. Ranking failure. The retriever ranks two gold papers first and fifth, and both agents retrieve
them in their first search. The tool-calling agent keeps only one in its ranking, and the deep
research agent keeps neither.

Case B. Follow-uprecovery. A follow-up search by both agents finds a gold paper that the retriever
ranks beyond 100.

Case C. Query drift. The retriever’s top 30 contains three of the four gold papers. The agents’
follow-up searches narrow to a subtopic and miss them, and the deep research agent leaves
the one gold paper it does retrieve out of its ranking.

Recognition: agents usually explain gold papers the way the authors do. For the gold papers an
agent does rank highly, we check whether its backbone understands why they matter. For each of
the 238 core research query gold papers in the tool-calling agent’s top 20, GPT-4.1 explains from the
query, title, and abstract how the paper could help pursue the query, and a GPT-4.1 judge compares
this explanation with the author’s rationale. Of the 219 pairs whose author rationale is long enough
to compare, 76% describe the same relationship, and almost all others describe a different but valid
one (Table 30). Because the same model writes and judges, this agreement is an upper estimate. The
analysis also shows only that the backbone can explain a paper’s relevance once given it, not that
this understanding is why the paper entered the ranking.

D.7 CoOST AND SEARCH EFFORT OF THE AGENTS

Table 31 reports the search effort, API cost and time per query of each agent in Table 3. With GPT-
4.1 and 03, the grep and deep research agents carry a growing context through 14 to 20 tool calls
per query and cost about eight times as much as the tool-calling agent, which makes few searches
and scores each pooled paper in a short, separate call. With Claude Fable 5.1 the tool-calling agent
issues more than twice as many searches within the same five rounds, and every agent costs more
than a dollar per query. Times are medians over queries run in parallel and include API latency and
retries, so they vary with provider load.

E AUTOMATED DATA CONSTRUCTION PIPELINE

We construct SCHOLARCATALYST through an end-to-end pipeline that transforms raw arXiv papers
into benchmark instances for inspiration literature retrieval. Starting from recent computer science
papers, the pipeline constructs a collection of source papers, reconstructs benchmark annotations,
assembles a retrieval corpus with a time cutoff, and augments benchmark instances through candi-
date retrieval and validation. Figure 3 summarizes the overall construction pipeline.

Existing publicly available scientific corpus (Lo et al., 2020) and kaggle arXiv datasets® do not
provide the combination of recency, full-text representation, bibliography information, and citation
relations required by our setting. We therefore build directly from raw arXiv data, processing each
paper into a structured representation with explicit citation links that supports all subsequent stages
of benchmark construction.

E.1 SOURCE-PAPER PROCESSING

We enumerate candidate source papers from recent oral and spotlight lists for recent Al conferences,
match each accepted paper to its arXiv preprint by title, and exclude surveys and review articles. For
each paper, we obtain a structured representation from the arXiv HTML rendering when available
and otherwise by converting the corresponding IATEX source using LaTeXML’, which better pre-
serves document structure and citation information than PDF-based processing (Frankston et al.,
2024). Because some papers cannot be reliably converted due to source formatting or parsing fail-
ures, we apply quality filtering to remove papers with incomplete text or citation structure. The

Shttps://wuw.kaggle.com/datasets/sumitm004/arxiv-scientific-research-papers-dataset
"LaTeXML project: https://math.nist.gov/ BMiller/LaTeXML/
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Table 27: Case A. Ranking failure. The deep research agent (03) retrieves two of the four gold papers
in its first search, one of them again in its second, and lists neither in its final ranking. Each gold
paper’s position in the search result is in parentheses.

[[query]l] CoT is the main tool used to tackle reasoning problems. There has been
much work done investigating the theoretical capabilities of CoT in models from an
expressive perspective...

Call Search query Positive papers returned

1 [[query]] Lower Bounds for
Chain-of-Thought. .. (#1); Let
Me Think!... (#5)
2 multi-agent chain-of-thought language Lower Bounds for
models communication complexity limits Chain-of-Thought. .. (#2)
3 multi-agent debate large language models none
theory communication complexity

Calls 4-22 return no additional gold papers. The final ranking includes neither of the two gold papers found.

Table 28: Case B. Follow-up recovery. The deep research agent (03) finds a gold paper the retriever
ranks beyond 100 with its second search and places it second in its final ranking. Each gold paper’s
position in the search result is in parentheses.

[[queryl] Diffusion models are slow because they repeatedly perform denoising over
many timesteps. Dynamic caching methods speed up this process by measuring the
distance between intermediate features...

Call Search query Positive papers returned
1 [[query]] Timestep Embedding Tells. ..
#9)
2 spectral evolution diffusion models low A Fourier Space Perspective on
frequency first generative modeling Diffusion Models (#1)

Calls 3—13 return no additional gold papers. The final ranking places A Fourier Space Perspective on
Diffusion Models second and Timestep Embedding Tells... thirteenth.

Table 29: Case C. Query drift. The retriever’s top 30 holds three of the four gold papers, but the
tool-calling agent (GPT-4.1) drifts to generic transfer learning and never sees any of them. Each gold
paper’s position in the search result is in parentheses.

[[queryl] LLM agents struggle to put past experience to use in complex scenarios.
There has been a lot of recent work along similar lines that jointly optimizes
memory or reasoning banks together with the model weight...

Call Search query Positive papers returned
1 [[queryl] none
2 meta-learning approaches for none
generalization in LLM agents
3 transfer learning in reinforcement none

learning agents with memory

4 representation learning for transferable none
skills in AI agents

5 case-based reasoning and analogical none
transfer in AI agents

Call 6 returns no gold papers. The final ranking contains no gold papers.
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resulting full text is converted into a structured representation in which inline citations are replaced
with explicit citation markers linked to bibliography entries, providing a citation-grounded repre-
sentation for all downstream stages.

We resolve every cited reference to a canonical scholarly record using the arXiv®, Semantic Scholar’,
and OpenAlex (Priem et al., 2022) APIs based on the bibliography text. Citation parsing, inconsis-
tent bibliography formatting, and search engine limitations occasionally prevent reliable resolution
of the intended paper. We retain only source papers for which at least 70% of cited references are
successfully resolved, and discard the rest before they proceed to the remaining pipeline stages,
ensuring sufficient citation coverage for annotation reconstruction.

E.2 PRE-ANNOTATION GENERATION

From the structured source paper, we automatically reconstruct the benchmark instances. The model
(Gemini 3.1 pro) reads the full paper together with its bibliography to recover the motivating research
question (query ¢, one CoreQ and several SubQs), inspiration papers (positive papers D;r) for each
query. It further generates detailed rationales explaining how each selected paper contributed to the
resulting research. These annotations form the benchmark instances used throughout the evaluation.
This reconstruction uses the prompts provided in Appendix G.3.

E.3 CANDIDATE RETRIEVAL

We augment the benchmark beyond the paper’s cited bibliography by recovering insightful papers
that were not cited. For each retrieval query, we retrieve the top-15 candidate papers from the corpus
using both sparse (BM25 (Robertson & Zaragoza, 2009)) and dense (Qwen3 8B embeddings (Zhang
et al., 2025b)) retrieval systems, deduplicate them, and rerank with a reasoning model (Gemini-
3.6-flash) that scores each candidate for scientific relevance to the query rather than mere topical
similarity. We retain the top 10 for author review, where authors mark inspiring papers as positives
and closely related but non-inspiring papers as hard negatives.

Retrieval corpus. We construct a retrieval corpus containing 190,896 papers. The corpus includes
resolved references cited by our source papers together with a pool of 181K additional arXiv papers
published between 2020 and 2024, drawn from five main computer science domains (cs.CL, cs.CV,
¢s.LG, cs.RO, and cs.Al), each restricted to papers with at least 1 citation. To construct a realis-
tic literature pool beyond the cited literature, we estimate the citation distribution of recent ICML,
ICLR, and NeurIPS oral and highlight papers and use it to determine the publication-year and cate-
gory distributions of additional corpus papers. At retrieval time, we additionally apply a per-query
temporal cutoff based on the query’s source-paper publication date, restricting candidate documents
to those published no later than the query paper itself. This precludes temporal leakage, ensuring
that no candidate postdates the query paper it is retrieved for.

The prompts used in the pipeline are in Section G.3.

E.4 AUTHOR VALIDATION OF THE AUTOMATED PIPELINE

Evaluation against author judgments. The final author-written set results from authors validating
and revising the pipeline’s reconstructions, enabling us to measure how closely the pipeline’s initial
outputs align with author judgments. In total, 184 researchers completed the validation form for
207 source-paper instances, together reviewing 687 subfields. Table 32 summarizes the validation
results across all annotation stages.

Authors rated the reconstructed CoreQ as accurate or mostly accurate for 98.1% of the 207 instances
(60.9% fully accurate). The same holds for individual subfields: across all 687 subfields, the recon-
structed SubQ was rated accurate or mostly accurate 95.9% of the time (64.9% fully accurate). The
pipeline’s reconstructed questions thus capture what authors recall motivating their work, both for a
paper as a whole and for each of its research directions.

$https://arxiv.org
“https://www.semanticscholar.org/product/api
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For SubQs, the candidate step shows the value of pooling. Authors retained 85.1% of origi-
nally cited candidates as positives, making citations a high-yield starting point. More importantly,
authors judged 35.1% of pooled, non-cited candidates—papers absent from the source paper’s
bibliography—as genuine inspirations.

Finally, we evaluate the pipeline’s key-inspiration nomination for CoreQs. For each paper’s CoreQ,
the pipeline selects cited papers as likely key inspirations. We compare these nominations with the
cited papers that the author ultimately labels positive.

Model-generated dataset. Given this fidelity, we apply the pipeline to 250 additional papers to
form the model-reconstructed set, yielding 250 central queries and 863 directional queries.

F AUTHOR DATA COLLECTION

F.1 AUTHOR RECRUITMENT

We recruit first-author, co-first-author, and corresponding authors of highlighted papers (oral, spot-
light, and award) at recent iterations of ICLR, ICML, NeurIPS, CVPR, CoLM, CoRL, and ACL,
together with institution-wide public recruitment open to any first, co-first, or corresponding author
of a paper accepted at a major Al conference from 2025 onward. Participants were invited through
direct email and public calls. The recruitment page in Figure 12, and the annotation interface in
Figure 13. In total, 184 authors contributed 207 author-written instances.

F.2 ANNOTATION INTERFACE

We developed a web-based interface through which authors annotate their own research projects.
For each source paper, authors write or revise a research question intended to reflect their pre-
solution information state. They organize the question into distinct research subfields and identify
prior papers that provided meaningful scientific inspiration for each direction. Authors then review
additional candidate papers, labeling papers that provided meaningful inspiration as positives and
plausible but non-inspirational papers as hard negatives. For each judgment, they provide a rationale
explaining how the paper did or did not contribute to the development of the target work. The
resulting author-written instances contain research questions, positive and hard-negative labels, and
open-ended rationales.

G ProOMPTS

G.1 AGENT PROMPTS

Prompt for the Tool-Calling Agent Search Loop

You are a research agent. Given an early-stage research question, find prior
papers whose ideas could genuinely help a researcher pursue it, not papers that
are merely on the same topic. You have at most 5 rounds of tool calls. Call
search with different angles of the question. Do not assume or reveal a
solution to the question. When you have enough candidates, reply with the
single word DONE.

Prompt for the Tool-Calling Agent Candidate Judge

Research question:
<research question>

Candidate paper:
Title: <title>
Abstract: <abstract>
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Would this paper's ideas meaningfully help a researcher pursue the research
question, beyond being topically related? Reply with one integer from O (no) to
10 (certainly), nothing else.

Prompt for the Deep Research Agent Search Loop

You are a research agent. Given an early-stage research question, find prior
papers whose ideas could genuinely help a researcher pursue it, not papers that
are merely on the same topic. Work through the sub-questions of your plan: call
search with different angles (20 searches at most) and read on promising papers
to see their full abstract (10 reads at most). Do not assume or reveal a

solution to the question. When the plan is covered, reply without calling a
tool.

r

Prompt for Deep Research Planning

Research question:
<research question>

Split this question into at most 6 sub-questions a literature search should
answer to find prior work whose ideas could help pursue it. Reply with a JSON
array of strings and nothing else.

r

Prompt for Deep Research Reflection

Reflection. The plan was:
<the plan, one sub-question per line>

Which sub-questions are still uncovered by the papers found so far, and what
will you search or read next? Reply in a few sentences, without calling a tool.

Continue with the searches and reads your reflection names.

,

Prompt for Deep Research Synthesis

Papers found (<pool size>):
[<id>] <title>

Research question:
<research question>

From these papers only, pick the ones whose ideas would meaningfully help a
researcher pursue the question, most useful first, at most 50. Reply with a
JSON array of their ids and nothing else.

Prompt for the Grep Agent

You are a research agent searching a local paper corpus for prior work whose
ideas could genuinely help a researcher pursue an early-stage research
question, not papers that are merely on the same topic.

The current directory holds the corpus as files named YYYY-MM.jsonl, one paper
per line as JSON with the fields id, title, text (the abstract) and published;
only papers the researcher could have read are present. Search the abstracts,
not only the titles. Use bash with ripgrep, for example
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rg -i 'phrase one|phrase two' *.jsonl | head -c 4000

with id, title and abstract

rg -i -c 'phrase' *.jsonl | sort -t: -k2 -nr | head

have the most matches

rg -i -o '"id": "[~"]+", "title": "[~"]1{0,120}' 2023-*.jsonl | rg -i 'phrase'

| head -30 # compact id + title list
Try 5 to 10 different angles, including specific technical terms, method names
and problem formulations that a relevant paper would use even if the question
does not. Read the abstracts of at least 20 candidates before answering; a
paper counts only if you have seen its abstract. You have at most 20 commands.
Do not assume or reveal a solution to the question. When done, reply with a
JSON array of paper ids, most useful first, and nothing else.

# matching papers

# which months

G.2 RERANKING AND QUERY GENERATION PROMPTS

Prompt for Listwise and Tournament Reranking

[System]

You are an expert at scientific literature retrieval.

Your goal is to identify prior papers that could help a researcher pursue the
given research question.

Given a research question and a list of candidate papers, rank ALL papers from
most to least likely to be useful for advancing this research question.

Rank a paper higher when its scientific contribution would meaningfully inform
how a researcher thinks about or approaches this question.

Rank it lower when it is merely topically related and does not provide insight
for this research.

Output only a JSON array of paper IDs in ranked order, most relevant first.
Example: ["id_a", "id_b", "id_c"]

[User]
Query: <research question>

Papers:
id=<paper_id_1> title=<title_1>
abstract=<abstract_1>

id=<paper_id_2> title=<title_2>
abstract=<abstract_2>

Prompt for Single-Query Expansion

You are helping a researcher find prior

make retrieval more effective. Keep the

pursue an early-stage research question.

scientific papers that could help them
Augment the researcher's question to
original question text unchanged, and

add a short continuation that makes the search more specific, using concrete
terms that prior work in this area would use. Do not change or remove any part
of the original question. Do not introduce a different research direction or a
solution. Write natural prose only, no keyword lists. Output the original
question followed by the continuation.
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Prompt for Multi-Query Generation

You are helping a researcher find prior scientific papers that could help them
pursue an early-stage research question. Generate up to 5 augmented versions of
the researcher's question. Each version must keep the original question text
unchanged and add a short continuation that makes the search more specific.
Make the continuations diverse: each should point toward a distinct plausible
line of prior work that could inform the same research situation. Do not
introduce a different research direction or a solution. Write natural prose
only, no keyword lists. Output one augmented question per line and nothing
else.

Prompt for HyDE Hypothetical Abstracts

You are helping a researcher find the prior work that inspired a new research
idea.

Below is a research question written by the authors of a paper before they
solved it. Your job is NOT to answer the question. Your job is to imagine the
earlier papers that the authors might have read and drawn on when forming this
question.

Write 5 hypothetical abstracts of such prior papers. Each abstract should:

- Read like a real paper abstract (title + 120-180 words): problem, method, key
finding.

- Describe a paper that already existed before the question was written, so it
must not solve the question itself. It contributes one idea, tool, observation,
or framing that the authors could have borrowed.

- Come from a different angle than the others. Cover at least one adjacent
field or task where the same underlying idea appears under different
terminology.

- Use the vocabulary that paper's own community would use, not the vocabulary
of the question.

Do not name real papers, authors, or years. Do not mention the research
question or the target paper. Output only the abstracts.

Output format (JSON):
[
{"title": "...", "abstract": "..."},

,
\

G.3 PRE-ANNOTATION CONSTRUCTION PROMPTS

This section details the exact prompts used in our pre-annotation construction pipeline. We show the
prompt for reconstructing the research question and key inspiration papers, for identifying meaning-
ful subfield direction, and for extracting key citations from each subfield.

Prompt for Research Question and Key Inspiration Reconstruction

You are an expert research analyst.

Given a research paper and its bibliography, your task is to reconstruct the
research question the authors were pursuing before they developed the solution
presented in the paper, and identify the cited prior paper(s) whose
contribution

most directly inspired the target paper's central contribution.
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<paper>
{paper_text}
</paper>

<bibliography>
{bibliography}
</bibliography>

Each citation in the paper is marked inline as ~[CITE:<key>]" and listed in the
bibliography above. Use the exact “<key>" string when referring to citations in
your output.

**xTask:**

1) Identify the line of research this paper belongs to and reconstruct the
research context that led to the authors' research question. Describe this from
the authors' own perspective rather than as a neutral outside summary. Use only
information that would have been available before this work was conducted.

2) Write the research question the authors would have asked from this context,
before they knew how to solve it. Briefly describe only the research context
that

naturally led to the research question, then end with exactly one central
research question.

3) Given this research question and the target paper, identify the cited prior
paper(s) whose contribution most directly inspired the target paper's central
contribution. A key inspiration paper is not simply the most relevant,
representative, or highly cited prior work. Instead, it is the prior work whose
contribution most directly inspired the target paper's central contribution.

**Research Question Requirements:**

- Reconstruct only the research context available before the work was
conducted.

- Reflect the authors' research perspective rather than a broad field-level
question. Briefly describe only the scientific problem and its limitations that
naturally led to the research question.

- End with exactly one research question in question form.

**kAvoid:xx*

- Revealing or implying the paper's eventual answer, solution, proposed
paradigm,

or high-level approach.

- Using the paper's own methods, systems, datasets, benchmarks, findings, or
other solution-specific concepts.

- Using terminology, names, or phrases introduced by the target paper itself.

**Key Inspiration Requirements:*x*

**Selection Criteria:*x*

- Select the cited prior paper(s) using the exact bibliography key(s).

- Select only the cited paper(s) whose contribution most directly inspired the
target paper's central contribution.

**xRationale Requirements:**

- Briefly explain the selected paper's main contribution.

- Explain what idea from this work informed the target paper's central
contribution and how it influenced that contribution.

- Explain why this work should be regarded as a primary source of inspiration.
- Focus on explaining the scientific connection between the selected work and
the

target paper, rather than summarizing either paper independently.

*kAvoid:x*

- Selecting papers simply because they are representative, foundational, or
highly

cited unless they directly inspired the target paper's central contribution.

- Referring to the selected work by its citation key, title, or author names.
Instead, describe it through its contribution and scientific role.

**xCRITICAL: **
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- Every “cite_key  must exactly match a key listed in the bibliography.

- NEVER invent, modify, shorten, normalize, paraphrase, or partially copy a
“cite_key".

- Write as continuous natural language rather than keywords, concept lists,
paper

titles, or multiple questionms.

- Prefer clear, direct sentences. Do not use em dashes or semicolons.

**xReturn a JSON object:*x
{
"research_question": "a short paragraph describing the research context that
led to the research question, ending with exactly one research question",
"key_inspiration": [

"cite_key": "the exact bibliography key",

"rationale": "a dense paragraph explaining the selected paper's main
contribution, what idea from this work informed the target paper's central
contribution, how this idea influenced that contribution, and why this work
should be regarded as a primary source of inspiration."

}
]
}

Return ONLY the JSON object, nothing else.
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Source Paper
Hi Robot: Open-Ended Instruction Following with Hierarchical Vision-Language-Action Models
(cs.R0O)

Core Research Query

Robots working in human-centric settings receive language that is far messier
than the atomic commands studied in language-conditioned imitation learning.

A line of work trains policies to map instructions such as ’pick up the coke
can’ to actions and generalizes well within that regime, but real requests carry
constraints, preferences, and mid-execution corrections ("that’s not trash",
"I’m allergic to pickles") whose meaning depends on what the robot is currently
seeing and doing. A separate line of work uses LLMs and VLMs off the shelf to
decompose long-horizon tasks over predefined or hand-designed skills. These
systems parse richer language but inherit the limited dexterity of their skill
libraries and rarely react to a user who interrupts mid-task. Both lines leave
a gap between the semantics a system can interpret and the physical behavior

it can actually produce, and it is not obvious whether that gap is best closed
by making language interpretation more capable or by making dexterous learned
policies more promptable. How can a robot with dexterous, learned manipulation
skills interpret open-ended prompts and real-time human feedback, grounded in
its own observations, and act on them while the task is underway?

Subfield-Specific Query 1

Vision-language-action models fine-tune pretrained VLMs to emit low-level
continuous actions conditioned on images and a language instruction, and have
shown strong dexterity and some language generalization on real hardware.
However, their instruction supervision comes from demonstration annotations that
are short and literal ("put the cup on the plate"), so it is unclear how much
of their language-following ability survives when a prompt carries constraints,
negations, preferences, or a correction issued partway through a rollout. What
language can an end-to-end VLA actually be steered by at execution time, and
where does its instruction-following break down as prompts depart from the
literal commands seen in its training data?

Subfield-Specific Query 2

A line of work uses pretrained LLMs and VLMs to reason over a scene and break
a long-horizon goal into a sequence of calls to predefined or hand-designed
skills. These models bring broad semantic and world knowledge, enough to infer
that a paper cup is trash while a reusable one is a dish, or that "something
sweet" means candy, but they have never seen the robot’s observations, its skill
repertoire, or what its execution actually looks like mid-episode. What limits
an off-the-shelf foundation model’s ability to serve as a robot’s high-level
reasoner: can it stay grounded in the robot’s own visual stream and affordances
across a long rollout, and does its output remain something the low-level
controller can physically carry out?

Subfield-Specific Query 3

A line of work already lets users correct a robot while it acts. Some approaches
edit trajectories from verbal feedback, others train recovery behaviors from
simulator-constructed perturbations, and others route spoken corrections
through a language channel between a high-level and a low-level policy. Each
demonstrates that mid-execution language can redirect behavior, but each is
bounded: by a single task prompt, by the specific correction phrases human
annotators happened to produce, or by feedback that never depends on what

the robot is currently seeing. Utterances like "that’s not trash" or "leave

it alone" are unresolvable from text alone. They refer to whatever is in the
gripper right now. What determines the range of corrections such a system can
absorb, and can a robot ground feedback in its live observations while also
handling phrasings and situations that never appeared in its interaction data?

Table 7: Example query set for one research project. The core research query describes the
project’s overarching goal, while subfield-specific queries isolate the distinct directions through
which it is pursued.
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Table 8: Primary arXiv category of the author-validated instances.

Primary category Count %
¢s.LG (Machine Learning) 66 31.9%
¢s.CV (Computer Vision) 46  22.2%
¢s.CL (Computation and Language) 38 18.4%
cs.Al (Artificial Intelligence) 23 11.1%
¢s.RO (Robotics) 20 9.7%
Other 14  6.8%
Table 9: Primary arXiv category of the 190,896 corpus pa- Table 10: Publication year of the
pers. 190,896 corpus papers.
Primary category Count % Year Count %
¢s.CV (Computer Vision) 64,919 34.0% Before 2020 1,783 0.9%
¢s.LG (Machine Learning) 57,151  29.9% 2020 28,570  15.0%
cs.CL (Computation and Language) 33,255 17.4% 2021 34,894  18.3%
¢s.RO (Robotics) 18,922  9.9% 2022 33,956 17.8%
cs.Al (Artificial Intelligence) 10,933 5.7% 2023 42,091 22.0%
Other arXiv category 4,116 2.2% 2024 47,029 24.6%
Non-arXiv (S2, OA) 1,600 0.8% 2025 or later 2,573 1.3%

Table 11: Inspiration papers are not more similar to queries than hard negatives. Mean BM25
lexical similarity and Qwen-3-8B semantic similarity between each query and its positive papers
(D[{) or topically similar hard negatives (D).

BM25 Sim. Emb. Sim.
Query D D; DF D;

CoreQ 28.7 292 645 66.2
SubQ 345 344 65.1 642

CoreQ. How can RL agents leverage the temporal dynamics of spiking neural
networks when randomly initialized networks fail to collect sequences long
enough to expose those dynamics?

CoreQ Positive CoreQ Hard Negative

Cited Elucidating the theoretical underpinnings of  Evolving Connectivity for Recurrent Spik-
surrogate gradient learning in SNNs; Neuro-  ing Neural Networks; Deep RL with Spiking
morphic Attitude Estimation and Control Q-learning

Uncited Jump-Start Reinforcement Learning; Revis- 8 further topically adjacent papers, includ-

iting the Minimalist Approach to Offline RL  ing surrogate-gradient variants and neuro-
morphic control work

Author rationale for uncited positives. Jump-Start Reinforcement Learning suggests using a
secondary controller to bridge the warmup period, enabling the spiking network to
learn from the start. Revisiting the Minimalist Approach to Offline RL supports
combining secondary-controller demonstrations with the spiking actor’s own TD3
rollouts.

Table 12: Citation Status Does Not Identify Inspiration. For a CoreQ about leveraging tempo-
ral SNN dynamics in RL, citation status is crossed with the author-provided positive/hard-negative
judgment. The highlighted rationale explains why the uncited positives were useful.
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Table 13: Taxonomy of inspiration types. Definitions describe how a source work shaped the
target work.

Inspiration type Definition

Method A specific method, mechanism, component, formulation, or principle from the
source work is adopted or adapted.

Generalization An idea, finding, or method from the source work is extended to a new domain,
modality, task, setting, or broader scope.

Limitation A limitation, failure mode, or unresolved issue in the source work motivates the
target work to address it.

Framework The target work builds on the source work’s overall framework, model, or sys-
tem rather than a specific component.

Phenomenon An empirical phenomenon or observation in the source work motivates the target
work to explain, characterize, or formalize it.

Reframing An insight from the source work provides a new perspective, abstraction, or
interpretation of the target problem.

Motivation The source work motivates the research problem or direction pursued in the

target work. This label is used only when the motivation is not better captured
by limitation, phenomenon, or evidence.

Evidence The source work provides evidence or an independent finding that supports the
plausibility or direction of the target work without being directly transferred.
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Source Paper Towards Understanding the Mechanisms of Classifier-Free Guidance (cs.CV) (NeurIPS
2025 Spotlight)

Core Research Question

Classifier-free guidance (CFG) is a highly effective inference-time guidance
method that significantly improves sample quality and condition alignment

in diffusion models, but its underlying mechanisms remain poorly understood.
Existing theoretical analyses mainly study isotropic Gaussian mixtures or
one-dimensional distributions, where much of the complex structure of natural
images is absent. This made us wonder (i) whether we could construct a
simplified model in which the effects of CFG on image structures become directly
visible, hence capturing the underlying mechanism of CFG more faithfully than
the simplified settings considered in prior theoretical analyses and (ii)
whether the mechanisms identified in this simplified setting extend beyond
itself and can help explain, at least partially explain the CFG’s mechanism in
real-world diffusion models?

Key Inspiration Paper: Abid, Zhang, Bagaria & Zou (2018). Exploring patterns enriched in a dataset
with contrastive principal component analysis. Nature Communications 9, 2134.

Rationale

Contribution: This paper shows that the eigendirections associated with
differences between the covariance structures of two datasets can reveal
features that are distinctive to one dataset relative to the other. These
directions, referred to as contrastive principal components, characterize
prominent structures that distinguish the target data from the background data.

New idea I brought into my own research: When analyzing CFG in our simplified
linear model, I found that the guidance term involves the difference between
two covariance matrices: the covariance of the conditional distribution and
that of the unconditional distribution (CPC guidance component in equation
(12) of my paper). This suggested that the effect of CFG might be understood
through the structure of this covariance difference. I then searched for prior
work studying such differences between covariance structures and came across
contrastive PCA. This connection suggested that the relevant eigendirections
could identify structures that are particularly prominent in the conditional
distribution relative to the unconditional distribution, which we later show
contribute to the CFG’s effect.

Why I expect that idea to work: The mathematical structure arising in our analysis
of CFG closely resembles that underlying contrastive PCA: both are governed

by differences between the covariance structures of two distributions. This
similarity suggested that the interpretation of contrastive principal components
could provide useful insight into how CFG emphasizes structures that distinguish
the conditional distribution from the unconditional one.

Table 14: Inspiration can cross research domains. In the above example, contrastive PCA supplies
the covariance-difference perspective used to analyze classifier-free guidance.
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Key Inspiration Paper: Self-Consistency Improves Chain of Thought Reasoning in Language Models
(cs.CL, arxiv:2203.11171)

Source Paper: Benefits and Limitations of Communication in Multi-Agent Reasoning (cs.MA,
arxiv:2510.13903)

Role: naive baseline.

Proposes multiple CoT with a voting mechanism at the end to improve performance.
This work seemed to be the perfect naive baseline as the simplest "multi-agent"
protocol where multiple agents think and do not communicate during their
thinking process. Here all agents have all the context and think the full CoT,
in contrast with multi-agent approaches where context is chunked and CoT is
distributed. We used this as a baseline in our empirical experiments section.

We expected this to be a good naive baseline as it does not adaptively allocate
resources and models are given full context. These were the two main levers by
which we conceived multi-agent reasoning to be superior.

Source Paper
Self-Consistency for LLM-Based Motion Trajectory Generation and Verification (cs.CV,
arxiv:2603.29301)

Role: generalization to a new modality.

The key work that our approach extends from, we bring it to the visual domain,
whereas this work only works for language-based tasks.

Source Paper
Accelerated Test-Time Scaling with Model-Free Speculative Sampling (cs . CL, arxiv:2506.04708)

Role: structural premise to exploit.

This paper proposes parallel test-time scaling, which is one of the core bases
of our work. We aim to accelerate test-time scaling, along the setting that the
given paper suggested. We expected the idea to work because speculative decoding
is already known to accelerate decoding, and we found redundancy to leverage.

Table 15: A single paper can inspire different projects in different ways. In the above example,
Self-Consistency serves as a baseline, a cross-modal generalization, and a systems premise across
three source papers.
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Table 16: Retriever configurations used in SCHOLARCATALYST. Configurations are reported
from the official model documentation and checkpoint configuration files. Maximum lengths denote
the reported input limits or recommended retrieval caps of each checkpoint or API. “Instruction”
indicates whether we prepend the task-specific instruction to queries.

Model Size  Arch. Max.|Q| Max.|D| Instr. Link

Sparse retriever

BM25 (Robertson & Zaragoza, 2009) — Sparse 00 oo No ©

Multi-vector retriever

LateOn (Sourty et al., 2026) 149M ColBERT 32 300 No ¥

Scientific embedding retrievers

SPECTER2 (Singh et al., 2022) 110M Encoder 512 512 No ©

SciNCL (Ostendorff et al., 2022) 110M  Encoder 512 512 No ©

OpenScholar (Asai et al., 2024) 110M  Encoder 512 512 No &)

General-purpose embedding retrievers

%7 Quen3-Embedding-4B (Zhang et al., 2025b) 4B Decoder 32K 32K Yes &
%7 Quen3-Embedding-8B (Zhang et al., 2025b) 8B  Decoder 32K 32K Yes &
¢ Gemini Embedding 2 (Shanbhogue et al., 2026) —  Encoder 8,192 8,192 No 4

GTE-Qwen2-7B-Instruct (Liet al., 2023) 7B Bi-decoder 32K 32K No ¥

Reasoning-optimized embedding retrievers

Reason-Embed-Qwen3-8B (Chen et al., 2025) 8B Decoder 512 512 No &

Inf-Retriever-vi-Pro (Yao et al., 2025) 7B Decoder 8,192 8,192 No =0

NV-Embed-Reasoning-3B (NVIDIA, 2026) 3B Bi-decoder 8,192 8,192 No ¥

Diver-Retriever-4B (Long et al., 2025) 4B Decoder 40K 40K No ©

Table 17: Language-model backbones used in SCHOLARCATALYST. GPT-4.1 and 03 run under
the knowledge-cutoff rule of Section 4.1. The other rows serve the reranking, backbone-swap and
leakage analyses, and Claude Fable 5.1 also appears in the rows of Table 3 marked §.

Model Knowledge Cutoff
Under the knowledge-cutoff rule
GPT-4.1 (OpenAl, 2026a) June 2024
03 (OpenAl, 2026e) June 2024
Analysis backbones
¥ CGemini 2.5 Flash (Comanici et al., 2025) January 2025
¢ Gemini 3.1 Pro (Google DeepMind, 2026a) January 2025
GPT-5.6 Luna (OpenAl, 2026b) February 2026
GPT-5.6 Terra (OpenAl, 2026d) February 2026
GPT-5.6 Sol (OpenAl, 2026¢) February 2026
¥ Gemini 3.7 Flash (Google DeepMind, 2026¢) March 2026
€2 Claude Fable 5.1 (Anthropic, 2026) June 2026

Table 18: Effective searchable corpus size per query after the temporal cutoff.

n Mean Median Min Max
Full corpus (no cutoft) 190,896
CoreQ (cutoff) 207 190,306 190,574 188,526 190,896
SubQ (cutoff) 687 190,300 190,574 188,526 190,896
All queries (cutoff) 894 190,302 190,574 188,526 190,896
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https://github.com/xhluca/bm25s
https://huggingface.co/lightonai/LateOn
https://github.com/allenai/SPECTER2
https://github.com/malteos/scincl
https://huggingface.co/collections/OpenSciLM/openscholar-v1
https://github.com/akariasai/openscholar
https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen3-Embedding-4B
https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen3-Embedding-8B
https://huggingface.co/Alibaba-NLP/gte-Qwen2-7B-instruct
https://huggingface.co/hanhainebula/reason-embed-qwen3-8b-0928
https://huggingface.co/infly/inf-retriever-v1-pro
https://github.com/yaoyichen/INF-X-Retriever
https://huggingface.co/nvidia/llama-nv-embed-reasoning-3b
https://github.com/AQ-MedAI/Diver

Table 19: Extended results for embedding retrievers on SCHOLARCATALYST. Recall@Fk (k=5,
20, 100) and nDCG@20 across both query types. This table includes all embedding retrievers
evaluated in our experiments.

Core Research Query Subfield-specific Query
Model nDCG@20 R@5 R@20 R@100 nDCG@20 R@5 R@20 R@100
Sparse retriever
BM25 0.16 0.12 0.23 0.39 0.21 0.12 0.26 0.45
Multi-vector retriever
LateOn 0.1B 0.16 0.12 024 0.37 0.27 0.16 0.33 0.55
Scientific embedding retrievers
SPECTER2 0.13 0.10 0.20 0.38 0.18 0.11 0.23 0.42
SciNCL 0.13 0.10 0.20 0.40 0.18 0.10 0.22 0.42
OpenScholar 0.16 0.13  0.23 0.40 0.19 0.12 0.24 0.46
General-purpose embedding retrievers
GTE-Qwen2-7B 0.23 0.17 0.32 0.51 0.30 0.18 0.38 0.62
Qwen3-Emb-4B 0.25 0.18 0.39 0.59 0.35 021 044 0.69
Qwen3-Emb-8B 0.26 0.21 0.37 0.58 0.41 0.25 0.51 0.73
Gemini-Emb-2 0.27 0.21 0.38 0.62 0.38 0.24 046 0.70
Reasoning-optimized embedding retrievers
NV-Embed-Reasoning-3B 0.23 0.18 0.32 0.51 0.32 0.20 040 0.63
Diver-Retriever-4B 0.26 0.19 0.36 0.56 0.37 0.23 045 0.70
Reason-Embed-Qwen3-8B 0.23 0.18 0.33 0.53 0.33 0.19 040 0.65
Inf-Retriever-v1-Pro 0.26 0.20 0.37 0.53 0.31 0.19 0.38 0.63

Table 20: Reranking performance across candidate-pool sizes. Recall@5 on 50 queries of each
type after reranking Gemini-Emb-2’s top-K candidates. Bold and underlining indicate the highest
and second-highest values, respectively, within each condition and column.

Core Research Query Subfield-specific Query

Verifier Condition K=20 K=40 K=80 K=160 K=20 K=40 K=80 K=160
GPT-4.1 Standard ~ 0.27 0.29 0.26 0.28 0.18 0.17 0.15 0.16

Oracle 0.38 0.32 0.29 0.29 0.26 0.20 0.18 0.17
Gemini 2.5 Flash Standard ~ 0.22 0.24 0.20 0.24 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.15

Oracle 0.36 0.30 0.30 0.24 0.26 0.23 0.18 0.14
Gemini 3.1 Pro  Standard  0.31 0.30 0.27 0.30 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.21

Oracle 0.47 0.43 0.32 0.35 0.30 0.23 0.21 0.22

Gemini 3.7 Flash  Standard 0.33 0.32 0.33 0.33 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.21
Oracle 0.51 0.42 0.39 0.33 0.32 0.27 0.23 0.22
GPT-5.6 Sol Standard 0.26 0.29 0.28 0.32 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.18
Oracle 0.47 0.39 0.38 0.34 0.33 0.26 0.21 0.20
Claude Fable Standard 0.31 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.22 0.25 0.25 0.26
Oracle 0.60 0.51 0.50 0.47 0.40 0.33 0.29 0.26
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Table 21: GPT-5.6 Sol and Claude Fable 5.1 exceed Gemini-Emb-2 at CoreQ R@20 on both
cutoff slices. CoreQ Recall@k (k=5, 20, 100) and trajectory recall for the tool-calling agent with
five backbones and their matching closed-book conditions. Gemini-Emb-2 is the retriever reference
within each slice. Closed-book rows receive the source paper’s title and abstract and name papers
from memory. Agent rows receive the query only. Parentheses indicate vendor-stated knowledge
cutoffs.

Pre-cutoff slice Post-cutoff slice
System R@5 R@20 R@100 Traj. R@5 R@20 R@100 Traj.
Gemini-Emb-2 retriever 023 0.35 0.49 025 041 0.63

Tool-calling agent

GPT-4.1 (June 2024) 020 0.32 044 033 025 0.39 0.60 042
Gemini 3.1 Pro (January 2025) 0.21  0.36 047 040 026 0.37 0.53 045
GPT-5.6 Sol (February 2026) 021 042 050 049 025 047 0.64 0.58
Gemini 3.7 Flash (March 2026) 0.29  0.37 049 038 028 041 0.59 041
Claude Fable 5.1 (June 2026) 0.36  0.42 0.60 0.64 026 047 0.66  0.63

Closed-book, given the source title and abstract

GPT-4.1 007 0.14 057 0.14 0.05 0.12 0.64 0.15
Gemini 3.1 Pro 020 0.29 0.61 031 0.18 0.26 072 026
GPT-5.6 Sol 0.30 0.40 0.64 040 040 048 0.81 0.51
Gemini 3.7 Flash 025 034 0.66 034 020 0.29 072 028
Claude Fable 5.1 036 0.55 0.66 056 044 0.54 0.80  0.55

Table 22: Source-paper context improves CoreQ retrieval, whereas web search changes little.
CoreQ Recall@F (k=5, 20, 100) and trajectory recall of the Gemini 3.7 Flash tool-calling agent on
the two cutoff slices. The local-corpus row is the main protocol. The remaining rows add the source
paper’s title and abstract, web search, or mapped source-bibliography entries. The bibliography-
alone row ranks the same entries in citation order without a model.

Pre-cutoff slice Post-cutoff slice
Condition R@5 R@20 R@100 Traj. R@5 R@20 R@100 Traj.
Local corpus only 0.29 0.37 049 038 0.28 041 0.59 041
+ source paper (title and abstract) 0.34  0.48 0.57 051 034 052 0.69 0.56
+ web search 029 034 048 037 028 042 0.61 044
+ source-paper bibliography 0.36  0.68 093 093 042 0.81 098 0.98

Source-paper bibliography alone  0.23  0.60 093 093 0.18 0.60 098 098

42



Table 23: Generated queries for a CoreQ instance. We show the original question, the single-
query expansion, and five multi-query outputs.

Original query

Enhancing the reasoning capabilities of large language models
traditionally involves supervised fine-tuning followed by
reinforcement learning applied to reasoning-specific datasets.
Recent advancements have shown that applying reinforcement
learning directly to base models can autonomously elicit
sophisticated reasoning behaviors without relying on supervised
fine-tuning data. However, these methods still depend on
rule-based verifiers, verified golden answers, or pre-trained
rewvard models to generate reward signals during the reinforcement
learning phase. Relying on such explicit feedback limits
scalability in domains where ground-truth verification is costly
or unavailable. Can we enhance the reasoning capability of LLMs in
a fully unsupervised manner?

Single-query
expansion

Enhancing the reasoning capabilities of large language models
traditionally involves supervised fine-tuning followed by
reinforcement learning applied to reasoning-specific datasets.
Recent advancements have shown that applying reinforcement
learning directly to base models can autonomously elicit
sophisticated reasoning behaviors without relying on supervised
fine-tuning data. However, these methods still depend on
rule-based verifiers, verified golden answers, or pre-trained
reward models to generate reward signals during the reinforcement
learning phase. Relying on such explicit feedback limits
scalability in domains where ground-truth verification is costly
or unavailable. Can we enhance the reasoning capability of LLMs in
a fully unsupervised manner? I am particularly interested in prior
work exploring self-supervised objectives, intrinsic motivation,
or unsupervised reward shaping techniques for language models, as
well as approaches that leverage emergent properties or
self-consistency signals to improve reasoning without external
supervision.

Multi-query
generation

(1) Enhancing the reasoning capability of LLMs in a fully
unsupervised manner? I am particularly interested in approaches
that leverage self-supervised objectives or intrinsic motivation
signals to guide reasoning skill acquisition without any external
rewvard models.

(2) Enhancing the reasoning capability of LLMs in a fully
unsupervised manner? I would like to explore whether emergent
reasoning behaviors can be fostered through unsupervised
pre-training on synthetic or automatically generated reasoning
tasks.

(3) Enhancing the reasoning capability of LLMs in a fully
unsupervised manner? I am curious about prior work that
investigates the use of mutual information maximization or
contrastive learning techniques to improve reasoning without
labeled data.

(4) Enhancing the reasoning capability of LLMs in a fully
unsupervised manner? I am seeking studies that examine the role of
curriculum learning or self-play in enabling models to develop
reasoning skills autonomously.

(5) Enhancing the reasoning capability of LLMs in a fully
unsupervised manner? I am interested in research that analyzes the
emergence of reasoning abilities in large-scale language models
trained solely on raw text corpora, without any explicit reasoning
supervision.
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Table 24: HyDE-generated hypothetical abstracts. We show three of the five abstracts generated
for the same CoreQ instance as Table 23.

Original query

Enhancing the reasoning capabilities of large language models
traditionally involves supervised fine-tuning followed by
reinforcement learning applied to reasoning-specific datasets.
Recent advancements have shown that applying reinforcement
learning directly to base models can autonomously elicit
sophisticated reasoning behaviors without relying on supervised
fine-tuning data. However, these methods still depend on
rule-based verifiers, verified golden answers, or pre-trained
reward models to generate reward signals during the reinforcement
learning phase. Relying on such explicit feedback limits
scalability in domains where ground-truth verification is costly
or unavailable. Can we enhance the reasoning capability of LLMs in
a fully unsupervised manner?

Hypothetical
abstract 1

Emergent Reasoning in Language Models via Self-Consistency
Training. Recent work has demonstrated that large language models
can exhibit improved reasoning abilities when trained to produce
self-consistent outputs. In this study, we investigate a
self-consistency training paradigm where models are encouraged to
generate multiple solutions to a given problem and are rewarded
for producing answers that agree with the majority of their own
outputs. We apply this approach to arithmetic and commonsense
reasoning tasks, showing that self-consistency training leads to
modest improvements in accuracy without requiring external
supervision or gold-standard answers. Our analysis suggests that
self-consistency acts as a form of internal regularization,
promoting the emergence of more robust reasoning patterns. These
findings highlight the potential of leveraging a model’s own
outputs as a weak supervisory signal for enhancing reasoning
capabilities.

Hypothetical
abstract 2

Unsupervised Skill Acquisition in Reinforcement Learning via
Intrinsic Motivation. Traditional reinforcement learning relies on
extrinsic rewards provided by the environment, which can be sparse
or unavailable in many real-world scenarios. We propose an
unsupervised RL framework where agents are driven by intrinsic
motivation signals, such as curiosity or novelty, to autonomously
acquire diverse skills. Our method employs a self-supervised
objective that rewards agents for exploring novel states and
behaviors, without access to task-specific rewards or external
supervision. Experiments in simulated environments demonstrate
that agents trained with intrinsic motivation develop a repertoire
of complex behaviors, including multi-step reasoning and
problem-solving strategies. This work suggests that unsupervised
RL can serve as a foundation for skill acquisition in domains
where explicit reward signals are difficult to define.

Hypothetical
abstract 3

Bootstrapping Commonsense Knowledge in Neural Language Models via
Iterative Self-Labeling. Acquiring commonsense knowledge remains a
challenge for neural language models, particularly in the absence
of large-scale annotated datasets. We introduce an iterative
self-labeling approach in which a language model generates
candidate answers to commonsense questions and then refines its
predictions by training on its own high-confidence outputs. Our
method leverages confidence estimation to select pseudo-labels,
enabling the model to bootstrap its knowledge without external
supervision. We evaluate our approach on several commonsense
reasoning benchmarks and observe consistent improvements over
baseline models trained without self-labeling. Our results
indicate that iterative self-labeling can be an effective strategy
for enhancing the reasoning abilities of language models in a
data-efficient and unsupervised manner.
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Table 25: Reading beyond abstracts changes agent recall little. Recall@k (k=5, 20, 100),
nDCG @20, and trajectory recall for GPT-4.1 with Gemini-Emb-2 search on 50 CoreQ and 50 SubQ
from the 180,399-paper full-text subset. The table gives the full results behind Figure 11.

Core Research Query Subfield-specific Query

Read policy nDCG@20 R@5 R@20 R@100 nDCG@20 R@5 R@20 R@100 Traj.
Gemini-Emb-2 retriever 0.25 0.19 0.35 0.61 0.43 0.27 0.55 0.79

Abstract only (no read tool) 0.25 022 0.35 0.58 0.41 032 046 0.76  0.37/0.52
Abstract + intro 0.26 022 0.34 0.61 0.41 029 048 0.78 0.36/0.51
Abstract + method 0.24 022  0.32 0.61 0.41 028 047 0.78 0.33/0.53
Abstract + bib 0.26 023  0.34 0.61 0.41 0.30 048 0.79 0.36/0.52
Abstract + intro + bib 0.25 023  0.34 0.60 0.42 0.30 049 0.77 0.36/0.53
Full paper 0.25 023  0.34 0.60 0.42 029 049 0.78 0.35/0.51
Sections chosen by the agent 0.26 0.23  0.35 0.60 0.42 0.30  0.50 0.77 0.36/0.53

Table 26: Agents rarely recover positives beyond the retriever’s pool. Distribution of the 4,845
author-validated positives across 894 queries by whether Gemini-Emb-2 retrieves them in its top
100 and whether each agent ranks them in its top 20. Each of the first four columns reports the
percentage of all positives in the corresponding retriever-agent outcome cell. The final two columns
report the agent top-20 rate conditional on whether the retriever places the positive in its top 100.

All positives (%) Agent top-20 rate (%)
Retriever top 100  Outside top 100 Retriever top 100 Outside top 100
Agent Top20 Missed Top?20 Missed Top 20 Top 20
Tool-calling agent (GPT-4.1)  40% 30% 1% 29% 57% 4%
Deep research agent (03) 34% 36% 2% 28% 48% 6%
Grep agent (GPT-4.1) 6% 64% 1% 29% 8% 4%
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Table 30: Agents usually explain a positive paper the way its author does. For each core re-
search query positive in the tool-calling agent’s top 20, GPT-4.1 explains how the paper could help
pursue the query, and a GPT-4.1 judge compares that explanation with the author’s rationale. Of
the 219 comparable pairs, 76% describe the same relationship, and almost all others give a different
relationship that is still valid. Two examples below are judged the same and one different but valid.

The judge’s explanation is in gray. Bolding within the rationales is ours.

Verdict

Author’s rationale

Backbone’s rationale (GPT-4.1)

TTRL: Test-Time Reinforcement Learning

Same relationship This is the most significant paper that

impacted my initial experiments. I was
following their setup and used their
code to run test-time training with un-
supervised labels, but I found the cor-
rectness of the labels seems to not
matter too much on the Qwen-Math
models they used. [...]

The TTRL paper’s main contribution
is the demonstration that reinforce-
ment learning can be effectively per-
formed on reasoning tasks in large lan-
guage models using only unlabeled
data, by leveraging majority-voted an-
swers as a proxy for ground-truth re-
wards. [...]

Judge: Both rationales identify that TTRL demonstrates the effectiveness
of using majority-voted, potentially noisy, unsupervised labels as rewards
for reinforcement learning in LLMs, directly informing the author’s [...]

Consent in Crisis: The Rapid Decline of the AI Data Commons

Same relationship The paper did a large-scale, longitudi-

nal audit of the consent protocols for
the web domains underlying Al train-
ing corpora, and pointed out there is
a decline in data owners’ willingness
to contribute data to Al training. This
paper made an important observation

[...]

The key contribution of “Consent in
Crisis: The Rapid Decline of the Al
Data Commons” is its rigorous, longi-
tudinal audit quantifying how quickly
and extensively web data sources are
restricting Al training use, particularly

[..]

Judge: Both rationales identify the paper’s empirical audit of declining
data consent as foundational for understanding the real-world consequences
of respecting opt-outs on LLM training, emphasizing the importance of the

[...]

DOME: Taming Diffusion Model into High-Fidelity Controllable Occupancy World Model

Different, valid

One of the existing sota methods, with
high reconstruction accuracy but se-
vere degradation of future predic-
tion performance, inspired us to think
about the limitations of autoregressive
correlation design.

The DOME paper’s primary contribu-
tion is the introduction of a spatial-
temporal diffusion transformer that
directly models 3D occupancy evolu-
tion over time, bypassing the limita-
tions of discrete tokenization and rigid
geometric priors [... ]

Judge: The author focuses on DOME’s limitations in autoregressive design
for future prediction, while the model highlights DOME’s diffusion-based
architecture and its advantages over tokenization and priors, both valid

but [...]
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Table 31: Search effort, cost, and latency of agent baselines. All numerical columns except total
cost report per-query values. Tool and backbone calls are means, while time is the median. Total
cost is for all 894 queries. Costs use list prices and include prompt caching for Claude Fable 5.1.
A tool call is a search, read, or shell command. Backbone calls include the tool-calling agent’s per-
paper scoring calls.

Agent Backbone Tool calls Backbone calls Cost ($) Total cost ($§) Median time (s)
Grep GPT-4.1 20.3 18.5 0.37 332 22
Tool-calling  GPT-4.1 5.8 44.3 0.05 42 25
Deep research 03 14.3 18.3 0.39 345 60
Grep Claude Fable 5.1 19.3 20.2 1.14 1,016 139
Tool-calling ~ Claude Fable 5.1 13.9 63.2 1.32 1,178 88
Deep research Claude Fable 5.1 22.7 12.4 1.39 1,240 146

Table 32: Author validation results, computed on the final 207-paper, 687-subfield-specific query
benchmark. Reconstructed query quality is rated per CoreQ or SubQ. Candidate pool judgement is
rated per individual candidate document the author judged for an SubQ. Key-inspiration selection
vs. author is evaluated only for CoreQs, treating the pipeline’s per-paper nomination as a binary
prediction over every cited candidate the author judged for that paper.

Category Metric Value
CoreQ rated fully accurate 60.9%

Reconstructed query ~ CoreQ rated accurate or mostly accurate 98.1%
quality SubQ rated fully accurate 64.9%
SubQ rated accurate or mostly accurate 95.9%

Candidate pool Original citation retained as positive 85.1%
judgement Pooled candidate promoted to positive 35.1%
. Precision 58.2%
Key-inspiration Recall 26.0%

selection vs. author Pipeline’s full nominated set exactly equals the author’s 9.2%
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Help Us Reconstruct What Inspired Your Paper

About the Project

LLMs show promise as tools for scientific discovery, from generating hypotheses to planning experiments and writing up results. But these
systems are usually given their scientific context upfront. They are not tested on a fundamental step that we all had to face: identifying which
prior work is worth building on.

A final paper cannot fully capture the intellectual path behind a discovery: why certain prior work mattered, how different ideas came
together, and which connections changed the direction of the research. Across the community, expert researchers collectively hold this
missing layer of the scientific record.

We are a research team, asking researchers to turn this firsthand knowledge into an author-validated dataset. We will publicly release it both
as a benchmark for evaluating scientific-retrieval systems and as a training signal for future models that can navigate the scientific literature
and identify which prior work is worth building on.

Ultimately, we aim to answer: Given only an early-stage research question, can an LLM search a large scientific corpus and retrieve the
prior work that offers genuine scientific inspiration, rather than papers that are merely topically related?

How You Can Help

For an eligible paper on which you were a first, co-first, or corresponding author, we will show you our initial reconstruction of its motivating
research question and prior inspirations.

We will ask you to:

¢ Correct or refine the research question

* Review the candidate papers we identified

¢ Add important inspirations we missed

¢ Briefly explain which prior work mattered to you and why

The review takes about 20 minutes per paper. Your responses will help create expert-authored benchmark annotations and validate our
automated reconstruction process. Contributors will be acknowledged in our paper and the public release of the benchmark. Please note that
participation does not constitute co-authorship.

Participate

To participate, please leave your information below. We will contact you after confirming that one or more of your papers are eligible.
Thank you for your time!

Name *

Affiliation *

Email *

Google Scholar or personal website *

Your papers on arXiv (IDs or links) *
Papers accepted at major Al conferences from 2025 onward where you are a first, co-first, or corresponding author. Papers you know well will make
the survey easier to complete. Some papers may be excluded for technical reasons, so feel free to add as many as you like.

Your role v Venue v m

Anything you would like to share (optional)

Figure 12: Recruitment page shown to participants, where eligible authors submit their arXiv papers
accepted at major Al conferences from 2025 onward.
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Benchmark Study for Scientific Inspiration

Introduction

LLMs show promise as tools for scientific discovery, from generating hypotheses to planning experiments and writing up results. But these
systems are usually given their scientific context upfront, so they are rarely tested on a step every researcher has to face: identifying which

prior work is worth building on. A final paper cannot fully capture the intellectual path behind a discovery, why certain prior work mattered,
how different ideas came together, and which connections changed the direction of the research.

We are turning this firsthand knowledge into an author-validated dataset, released both as a benchmark for evaluating scientific-retrieval
systems and as a training signal for future models that can navigate the scientific literature. Ultimately, we aim to answer: given only an
early-stage research question, can an LLM search a large scientific corpus and retrieve the prior work that offers genuine scientific
inspiration, rather than papers that are merely topically related?

For papers that you were the lead author of, we will ask you to review our reconstruction of what inspired your research and describe what
actually influenced your work. Your revisions will become the gold-standard annotations for our benchmark, helping the research community
build and evaluate Al systems that can meaningfully support scientific discovery.

Task Overview

© ® O] ®

Research Key Prior Paper Related Research Supporting
Question Select the key paper that most Directions Papers
Review and revise the central directly shaped the central Review and revise the question Review and finalize the
research question for your paper scientific idea behind your work reconstructed for each related supporting papers for each
research direction research direction

Your Information .
Before you begin v confirmed

Full Name *
¢ Tunderstand that only my annotations will be included in the publicly released author-validated

dataset, which may be used for future research, including the evaluation or training of Al systems

for scientific discovery.
Academic Affiliation * . N L .
* My annotations may undergo grammar and formatting checks before being included in the

benchmark, without changing their intended meaning.

Email * I have read and understood the information above.

h k A

@ Iagree to be acknowledged as a benchmark contributor.

I prefer to remain anonymous.

Paper List
Paper 1 In progress

arXiv:0000.00001
Last saved: August 20, 2026

Paper 2 Not started
arXiv:0000.00002

Paper 3 Submitted
arXiv:0000.00003
Last saved: August 18, 2026

Please make sure to click "Submit" at the end.

Feedback

General Feedback (optional)

We welcome any thoughts or suggestions you may have about this study.

Send Feedback

Figure 13: The web-based annotation interface presented to authors.
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< Home

Paper Title (Placeholder)

Authors
Author One, Author Two, Author Three

Abstract
Placeholder abstract text

View on arXiv

@ 2 3 4 5

Research Question Key Prior Paper Related Research Supporting Papers Submission
Directions

Step 1: Research Question

We reconstructed the research question that motivated your paper. Please write it in your own words, reflecting how you would frame it in the context
of your paper.

Guideline

* Write a short paragraph (about 4-5 sentences) describing your research question together with the scientific context in which it arises, ending with
exactly one research question in question form.

* Capture the line of prior work your paper builds on and the key distinction your paper draws from that prior work.

* Reflect how you would have framed the research question before developing the solution presented in your paper. Do not reveal or imply your
paper's proposed method, system, dataset, benchmark, or findings.

Research question

Placeholder central research question reconstructed for this paper.

Quality [ Accurate] { Mostly Correct \ [ Incorrect J

Your Research Question

Write your own version of the research question here, in about 4-5 sentences.

Rationale (optional)

Describe how you revised the research question above, or add any other relevant note.

Figure 14: Author annotation, Step 1 (Research Question). Authors rate our reconstructed research

question, rewrite it in their own words to reflect their pre-solution framing, and optionally add a
rationale.
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0—@ 3 4 5

Research Question Key Prior Paper Related Research Supporting Papers Submission
Directions

Step 2 : Key Prior Paper

Select the prior paper(s) whose scientific contribution most directly shaped the central scientific idea behind your work. Then compare your selection
with the other papers below.

Your research question

Not yet written. Please complete this in Step 1.

Your Key Prior Paper

Identify the prior paper(s) whose scientific contribution most directly inspired the central scientific idea behind your work, rather than papers that
are simply related to the topic.

For each paper you selected, write rationale:

* Describe what this selected paper's own contribution was.

* Explain the new idea you brought into your own research from that contribution.

* Explain why you expected that idea to work, backed by evidence from this paper rather than assumption alone.

Candidate Paper A (2023) Abs  Link Remove

Placeholder rationale in the author's own words.

Other Cited Papers
Compared to the key inspiration paper(s) above, indicate how much each paper contributed to the development of your research question.

e Equal: Contributed just as much as the selected paper(s) above in shaping the central scientific idea behind your work. It should also be considered a
key inspiration paper.

* Less: Contributed useful ideas or context, but was not essential in shaping the scientific idea behind your work.

e Irrelevant: Related to the topic or cited for other reasons, but did not meaningfully contribute to the development of your research question.

Candidate Paper B (2022) Abs  Link

Candidate Paper C (2021) Abs  Link

Figure 15: Author annotation, Step 2 (Key Prior Paper). Authors select the prior paper(s) whose
contribution most directly shaped the central idea, write a rationale for each, and mark every other
cited paper as an equal, lesser, or irrelevant influence.
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o o ® : :

Research Question Key Prior Paper Related Research Supporting Papers Submission
Directions

Step 3 : Related Research Directions

Below, we provide a question for each related research direction, derived from the central research question in Step 1. Each question represents one
specific line of prior work that meaningfully informed your research, rather than rephrasing the overall problem. Please review each question and
revise it as needed so it accurately reflects how you would frame that research direction in the context of your paper.

Guideline

* Judge whether each question accurately captures one distinct research direction represented in your paper.

* Based on the central research question from Step 1, revise this question to reflect how you would frame that specific research direction.
* Reflect how you would have framed this research direction before developing your paper's solution. Do not reveal or imply the solution.

Q1. Research Direction 1

Q2. Research Direction 2

Placeholder LLM-suggested research direction question 2.

Quality [ Accurate] { Mostly Correct \ ( Incorrect ]

Your Revised Question

Write your own version of this research direction's question, reflecting how your paper would frame it. If it already reflects your intent, you
may copy it asis.

Rationale (optional)

Describe how you revised this research direction's question above, or add any other relevant note.

Figure 16: Author annotation, Step 3 (Related Research Directions). For each reconstructed research
direction, authors rate its question, revise it to reflect how their paper frames that direction, and
optionally add a rationale.
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o o © ® :

Research Question Key Prior Paper Related Research Supporting Papers Submission
Directions

Step 4 : Supporting Papers

Given the question for this research direction, decide which candidate papers would meaningfully inform research on that direction. Review the
papers currently identified as Positive, and classify the remaining candidates as either Positive or Negative. When you are finished, click Mark Review
Done.

Guideline

* Apaper is Positive only if its primary scientific contribution provides an idea, insight, formulation, or methodology that would meaningfully inform
research on this direction. Mark a paper as Positive only if it clearly satisfies this criterion.

e Apaperis Negative if it is merely topically related or cited for other reasons, but does not provide a scientific contribution that would meaningfully
inform research on this direction.

* Briefly explain why the selected positive papers contributed to this research direction, and why the remaining papers did not.

Q1. Research Direction 1

Q2. Research Direction 2

Placeholder LLM-suggested research direction question 2.

Positive Papers

* Supporting Paper 3 (2023) Abs  Link Negative

Candidate Papers

« Candidate Paper E (2022) Abs  Link Positive  Negative

Negative Papers

(empty)

Criterion

Briefly explain how the selected papers contributed to this research direction, and why the remaining papers do not.

Mark Review Done

Figure 17: Author annotation, Step 4 (Supporting Papers). For each research direction, authors
classify candidate papers as positive or negative according to whether the paper’s contribution would
meaningfully inform that direction, with a brief justification.
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Prompt for Identifying Key Subfields

You are an expert research analyst. Given a research paper, identify the
distinct

inspiration threads underlying the paper and formulate a retrieval query for
each

identified thread.

<paper>
{paper_text}
</paper>

**Task*x

Identify between 3 and 5 distinct inspiration threads reflected in how the
paper

discusses, organizes, and builds upon prior work.

An inspiration thread is one coherent line of prior work representing a
distinct

scientific direction that informs the development of the paper. Different
inspiration threads should correspond to distinct lines of prior work at a
comparable level of abstraction, rather than broad research directions and
their

finer grained subdirections.

For each inspiration thread:

1. Inspiration Thread Identification

- Identify the distinct inspiration threads reflected in the paper's discussion
of

prior work and motivation (e.g., the Introduction, Related Work, and other
relevant sectiomns).

- Each inspiration thread should correspond to one coherent line of prior work
representing a distinct scientific direction.

- Define all inspiration threads at a comparable level of abstraction. Avoid
creating separate threads for closely related subdirections within the same
line

of prior work.

- Do not merge distinct lines of prior work simply because they belong to the
same

broader research area. Likewise, do not split a single line of prior work into
multiple threads because of method variants or incremental improvements.

- Assign a short, canonical name that reflects the shared scientific direction
represented by the thread. Prefer naming the underlying scientific direction
over

a representative paper, specific method, or implementation.

2. Thread Description

- Describe the scientific direction represented by the thread, the shared
scientific insight unifying the prior work belonging to it, and how this
direction

contributes to the development of the target paper.

- Focus on the scientific direction and shared scientific insight rather than
paper-specific methods, techniques, terminology, or implementations introduced
by

individual papers.

- Clearly distinguish this thread from the other inspiration threads by
explaining

what makes its scientific direction unique.

3. Thread-Specific Retrieval Query

- Generate a retrieval query by specializing the source paper's research
question

toward the scientific direction represented by this inspiration thread. The

query
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should reflect how the authors would investigate this perspective in the
context

of their own research problem.

- The query should reflect how the authors framed this scientific perspective
within their overall research problem before developing the solution.

- Briefly describe the line of prior work represented by this perspective, then
end

with exactly one research question.

- The query should be specific enough to retrieve the prior work that most
substantially contributed to the target paper from this perspective, rather
than

broadly retrieving related work.

- Write the retrieval query as continuous natural language rather than
keywords,

concept lists, paper titles, or Boolean style search queries.

- Do not reveal or imply the paper's eventual solution, proposed paradigm, or
high-level approach.

- Do not mention methods, systems, datasets, benchmarks, coined terminology, or
other solution-specific concepts introduced by the paper itself.

*xCRITICAL: **

- Write as continuous natural language rather than keywords, concept lists,
paper

titles, or multiple questions.

- Prefer clear, direct sentences. Do not use em dashes or semicolons.

**Return a JSON object with one field "threads" containing a list of thread
objects.*x

*kFormat**
{
"threads": [
{
"thread_name": "short, canonical name of the scientific direction
represented by this inspiration thread",
"description": "the scientific direction represented by this inspiration

thread, the shared scientific insight represented by the thread, and the
scientific role this direction serves in relation to the paper's contribution",

"query": "natural-language retrieval query for retrieving papers from
this
inspiration thread"

}
]
}

Prompt for Extracting Subfield-specific Inspiration

You are an expert research analyst.

Given a research paper, its bibliography, and a set of pre-identified
inspiration

threads, identify the key cited papers in the bibliography for each inspiration
thread.

<paper>
{paper_text}
</paper>

<bibliography>
{bibliography}
</bibliography>

<threads>
{threads_block}
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</threads>

**xTask**x

For each inspiration thread, identify the cited papers that contributed most
substantially to the development of the target paper from the scientific
perspective represented by that thread.

*xGuidelines: **

For each inspiration thread:

1. Key Inspiration Paper Selection

- Select only papers whose primary scientific contributions were essential to
the

development of the target paper within this perspective.

- Select at most 5 papers for this thread, choosing the ones whose primary
scientific contributions were most essential to the development of the target
paper within this perspective.

- Use the paper's discussion of prior work as the primary evidence for
selecting

key papers for inspiration threads.

- Avoid selecting a paper merely because it shares the thread's general topic.
Select it only if its specific contribution was essential to the target paper's
approach within this thread.

- Do not select papers that are cited primarily for background, comparison,
datasets, benchmarks, or implementation details unless they also made a core
scientific contribution within this perspective.

- Use the inline citation markers (e.g., [CITE:key]) together with the
surrounding

discussion to determine the scientific role of each cited paper.

2. Rationale

- Explain the shared scientific contribution represented by the selected
papers.

- Explain how this contribution was interpreted, adapted, extended, or
transformed

within the target paper.

- Explain why this shared contribution makes these papers the most important
prior

work from this scientific perspective, compared with other related cited
papers.

- Do not refer to the selected papers by their citation keys, titles, or author
names. Instead, describe their shared scientific contribution in natural
language.

*xCRITICAL: **

- “cite_key  must exactly match a key listed in the bibliography.

- NEVER invent, modify, shorten, normalize, paraphrase, or partially copy a
“cite_key".

- Write as continuous natural language rather than keywords, concept lists,
paper

titles, or multiple questions.

- Prefer clear, direct sentences. Do not use em dashes or semicolons.

**xReturn a JSON object:*x

{
"threads": [
{

"thread_name": "exact thread name as given",

"cite_keys": ["key 1", "key 2", ..., "key n"],

"rationale": "A dense paragraph explaining how the selected papers
collectively contributed to the target paper from the perspective represented
by

this thread, what key scientific contributions they provided, how those
contributions influenced the target paper, and why these papers were selected
over other related cited papers within this perspective."
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}
]
}

Return ONLY the JSON object, nothing else.

Prompt for Reranking Retrieved Candidates

You are an expert in scientific literature analysis. Your task is to rank
candidate papers according to how well they satisfy the scientific relevance
criterion below.

{query_block}

Reference Scientific Contribution:
{reference_rationale}

Scientific Relevance Criterion:

- Use the reference scientific contribution above to infer the scientific
contribution criterion for this question.

- Rank candidates higher if their primary scientific contributions provide
ideas, insights, formulations, or methodologies that satisfy this criterion and
would meaningfully inform research on this question.

- Rank candidates lower if they are merely topically related, address a similar
problem, use similar methods, datasets, or benchmarks, or belong to the same
broad research area without satisfying the scientific contribution criterion
represented above.

- Evaluate candidates based on their scientific contributions rather than their
topical similarity.

Candidates:
{listing}

Rank all candidate papers from most to least likely to satisfy the scientific
relevance criterion above.

Return only valid JSON in the following format:
{"ranked": [every candidate number, ordered from most to least suitable]}
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