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Figure 1. We introduce Scientist World. Each research paper becomes an executable environment, where an
AI-Scientist’s Frontier-Normalized Improvement (FNI) is above zero when its method improves on the paper’s
reproduced one. We test how well AI-Scientists improve existing research (left) and innovate new research from scratch
(right). We show the best model of each lab plus the next best overall; full leaderboards are in Figure 12.

Abstract
AI-Scientists arrived, but a world for them to grow in did not. Human scientists take theirs for
granted — centuries of open problems and shared ideas, waiting in the scientific literature. To
AI-Scientists, that world is readable but not runnable, so we build Scientist World for them: every
research paper becomes an executable environment. Our autonomous pipeline extracts each paper’s
open-ended research question and reproduces its proposed method as the baseline; an AI-Scientist
entering the environment is evaluated against what the human authors achieved. We release the first
1,000 verified environments. With the world as an evaluation, we found that frontier AI-Scientists
can already surpass the human researchers 74% of the time. As a record of how AI does science,
it contains 6,400 hours of research traces, with every idea, experiment, failure, and success. As a
training ground, we are able to raise (↑158%) a small model to match frontier models in research
ideation. At last, AI-Scientists’ own world has arrived, grown from and growing with science itself.
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1 Introduction
A new kind of scientist has arrived — for the first time, an intelligence advances the very thing it is made of.
AI-Scientists are the first whose discoveries improve the discoverer (Boiko et al., 2023; Gottweis et al., 2025;
Mitchener et al., 2025). They now invent new AI on their own (Yamada et al., 2025; Schmidgall et al., 2025;
Lu et al., 2026). This could set off a chain reaction, and every gain makes the next one faster (Romera-Paredes
et al., 2024; Novikov et al., 2025). This is the power of a scientist, the power of research.

What is research? It is not a single ability, and it is not a single task. Watch a scientist at work: they read
until they find something no one has explained, guess at the reason, and build an experiment to test it. It
fails. They eventually figure out what the failure is telling them, adjust, and run it again. It works. Next
month they are doing the same on a different problem, in a different part of the field. What makes them a
scientist is not any one of these moves; it is the judgment that runs through all of them, and carries from one
problem to the next. That is why research cannot live in a single task. Nailing one problem is a trick; research
is the ability to discover again and again, problem after problem. We believe the same for a scientist of AI.

A scientist like that keeps growing, and it needs a world big enough to grow in. Human researchers already
live in such a world: the scientific literature. It provides two things. The first is problem: each paper defines a
different research question no single answer can exhaust. The second is idea: each paper contributes to the
field’s shared memory of approaches, findings, successes, and failures. Together, they drive research as target
and foundation. This is the world human scientists have always relied on, and the one AI-Scientists need.

We introduce Scientist World : a living research universe built from the scientific literature itself. In it, each
paper becomes an executable scientific environment. We designed a multi-agent pipeline for this conversion,
with no human in the loop. There are four steps: (1) reproduce the paper’s method until it recovers the paper’s
result; (2) design a research task by defining what counts as scientific progress without shortcuts or gaming;
(3) package it so it runs on any machine; and (4) verify it with independent agents. An AI-Scientist is then
scored by how much its own method improves over the human researchers’ method, which we call its Frontier-
Normalized Improvement (FNI). Building from high-quality papers, we first release 1,000 environments, and
it keeps growing with the literature (Figure 1).
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Figure 2. Where Scientist World stands.
Prior AI-Scientist environments sit on
the trade-off surface we describe; Sci-
entist World reaches the corner where
scale, evolve, and execution meet.

Because the pipeline runs with no human in the loop, Scientist World
is Scalable: it can grow fast to cover a broad range of fields and
topics. Two more properties are inherited from science itself. Evolving:
science never stands still, so a fixed set measures yesterday, what
a scientist has already seen; Scientist World absorbs new literature
every day, measuring research rather than recall. Execution-grounded:
a fluent AI-Scientist can make any idea sound bold, but ideas that
impress on paper might fail on execution (Kapoor et al., 2024; Si et al.,
2025); because every environment is built and measured through real
experiments, research is judged by execution, not rhetoric.

Environments for research exist, but none, to our knowledge, holds
the three properties together. Most are not scalable: they recycle
problems from past competitions (Huang et al., 2024; Chan et al.,
2025; Nathani et al., 2025), confine to simulated worlds (Jansen et al.,
2024; Chen et al., 2025b), or hand-pick tasks from a few papers (Wijk
et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025b; Garikaparthi et al., 2026). Nearly all
are not evolving: sets are fixed at release and age into training data
(Sainz et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2024), and those that refresh cover only
narrower skills such as code (Jain et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025a). And others are not execution-grounded:
they reproduce results the field already knows (Siegel et al., 2024; Starace et al., 2025; Kon et al., 2025) or
judge proposed ideas as text (Guo et al., 2025; Si et al., 2025). Scientist World holds three at once (Figure 2).
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We first use Scientist World to evaluate frontier AI-Scientists. Each scientist attempts an environment in two
modes: improve, which starts from the paper’s idea with its reproduced method; and innovate, which starts
from the problem alone. The two abilities prove distinct, since the best improver is not the best inventor.
Every attempt leaves a trajectory, each decision paired with the measured outcome of a real experiment, and
we release this corpus alongside the environments. Then we train with it: rewarded only by real outcomes,
a small scientist learns to propose ideas that, implemented by a fixed frontier executor, reach the frontier
cohort’s level on the median held-out environment. Taken together, Scientist World is three things at once:

• A benchmark. The standing measure of whether AI-Scientists can advance real research.
• A dataset. A growing corpus of research being done, with every attempt preserved in full loop.
• A gym. The same environments become training grounds, with real experimental results as rewards.

If research is the ability to discover again and again, it needs a world that never runs out. is
that world, grown from science itself and open today. The chain reaction now has a place to happen.

84%

improve

74%

innovate

(a) we test how well they do research

3.7 25 6failure

idea experiment revise success

(b) we release their research traces

41
base

84
SFT

106
GRPO

frontier

(c) we raise a small scientist
Figure 3. Scientist World is three things at once. One set of environments, grown from real papers, serves all three.

2 From Papers to Environments
How well can AI-Scientists do research? Any answer must come from a research environment: a real problem
to work on, and an objective measure of progress. A research paper is almost such an environment. It states
a problem, proposes a method, and reports what happened. Yet it is only a record of science done, not a
place to do science. We turns the record back into the place. It (1) rebuilds the paper’s idea and experiment,
(2) defines what constitutes an improvement, and (3) judges every scientist’s new solution.

We design builder agents to perform this conversion autonomously. They reproduce a paper’s experiment,
extract the problem to solve, and design both into a self-contained environment: the problem becomes a task
any new scientist can take up, and the reproduced result becomes the bar their solutions are scored against.

2.1 The Builders
We convert each paper through a sequence of agent iterations on one shared workspace (Figure 4). Four
roles divide the work, from reproducing the paper to verifying the finished environment. A single paper
can take hundreds of unattended turns without a human in the loop. To hold the sequence together, a
ladder of milestones is used to track progress. Each rung marks how much of the environment stands, from a
first runnable experiment to an environment ready for new scientists. A builder agent ends its iteration by
reporting the rung it believes it reached; the next builder begins by checking and verifying that report. At the
end of the builder iterations, the final environment is accepted or rejected based on the milestone reported.

Workflow. A paper moves through builder roles in iterations. Each agent inherits the workspace, audits the
claimed milestone, and demotes whatever it cannot support. Every iteration ends at a gate: a milestone below
the requirement reverts the work to an earlier iteration, or exits as failure. To be accepted, the experiment
must run to support the paper’s central claim. We rotate different builder models across iterations to avoid
any blind spots. What survives is a repository that any scientist can use without knowing how it was made.
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Figure 4. Builders turn a paper into an environment. Construction runs like an assembly line: a published paper
enters at one end, and a reusable research environment leaves the other. Specialized builders take turns on a single
shared workspace, each refining what the previous one built and offloading heavy computation to a shared cluster. A
quality gate guards the line, sending unfinished work back for another pass, so only what clears verification is accepted.

(1) Reproducer. The reproducer re-establishes the paper’s main result. It implements both the method and
the paper’s original evaluation, from the authors’ code if released or from scratch otherwise. Its experiments
scale up from quick checks toward the full run, until the result appears. What it leaves behind we call the
source method and the source result: the reproduced method and the numbers it achieved.

(2) Designer. The designer turns the reproduction into a task that others can attempt. It writes the problem
statement that a new scientist will read, and it fixes the rules of the task: which metric to improve, which
settings must stay fixed, and which kinds of solution are allowed. It sets the source result as the bar, so a
new solution is scored by how much it improves on it. It prepares two evaluation sets: a visible one that the
scientist may test against freely, and a held-out one to detect shortcuts or overfitting.

(3) Packager. The packager makes the designed environment run anywhere, not only on machines that built
it. It replaces every local file with a script that downloads it, and declares every dependency the experiments
need. The check is simple: a fresh clone of the workspace must be able to rebuild and rerun on its own.

(4) Verifier. The verifier audits the packaged environment before it is accepted. It rereads the workspace
with a skeptic’s eye, checking the code is valid, the scores match the logs, and the task follows the design
rules. We keep this role separate on purpose, where the builder that grades the work never built it.

submits asleep wokenbuilder

compute shared machines

enforced GPU quotabudget

Figure 5. Using compute. A builder submits a job
to the shared pool, sleeps, and is woken with the
logs; its GPU budget is enforced outside the loop.

Infrastructure. All experiments run on a shared pool of
compute machines (Figure 5), described in §A with details.
A builder never runs jobs on its own hardware: it submits
a job, waits, and is woken with the logs when the job ends.
We cap each paper’s GPU time a builder can use with
a budget enforced outside the builder; when it runs out,
the builder wraps up with what it has. With thousands of
papers queuing, no single one deserves unbounded compute.

4



original paper's selected
baselines for sanity check

problem.md
state research question

direction.md
desired type of methods

constraints.md
changes not allow

targets.md
what should improve

scores.json
the aggregated scor

baseline/

1 briefing/ 2 3 4data/ eval/ method/ scoring/

download.sh
data fetch script

downloads/
raw data files

prepare.sh
process task data

splits/
data in multiple subsets

<method>.py, run.py, ...

provide a starting point
for future scientists
serve as the reference to
compute final scores

source method
eval/
grade any given method 

./visible

./hidden
metrics for tuning
metrics held-out

reference.json
how to grade a method

Figure 6. Anatomy of an environment. A produced environment is a single self-contained workspace, laid out so the
problem stays separate from the solution. The briefing, data, and scoring fix what to solve and how it is judged
without referring to any one method, which keeps the task open to future approaches and stops a score from depending
on the implementation. The method is the paper’s source method reproduced, and the scores it reaches are the reference
we compare against, so a new method’s final score is the improvement it makes over them.

2.2 The Environment

An accepted environment is a paper refactored into an executable research setting. It does not ask a future
scientist to reproduce the paper again; it gives that scientist a prepared place to work on the paper’s problem.
The repository contains four parts, in the order a scientist encounters them: (1) a task briefing that states the
problem, target, allowed direction, and constraints; (2) data and evaluation files that define what a method
must produce and how it is scored; (3) the reproduced method and baselines, which provide starting solutions
(the source method can optionally be withheld during evaluation); and (4) scripts, score files, logs, job outputs,
and commits kept as the construction record. Figure 6 walks through one produced environment in full.

What makes it an environment. An environment is more than reproduction code. It keeps the paper’s
research situation open for new methods. We design each environment around three principles. First, builders
may shrink the experiment scale to reduce compute cost, without changing the scientific question. The smaller
task should still ask whether the paper’s idea improves the same kind of outcome under the same kind of
evaluation. Second, the task must remain non-trivial. The source method should still leave a meaningful gap
over simple baselines, so future methods have something real to improve. Third, we treat the reproduced
method as one solution, not as the task itself. The data interface and evaluator are written independently of
the source method, so a future method can replace it by producing the same kind of artifact.

What makes it a fair task. We want a future method to win by making progress on the same question, not by
changing the question itself. So we write research rules across four files. The problem file states the research
question. The target file names what should improve, such as loss or accuracy. The direction file says what
kinds of method changes still answer that question. The constraints file lists changes we disallow because they
would make the result about a different problem. The constraints also rule out direct scale gains, for example
by holding model size, data size, or compute budget fixed when those factors are not the research question.

How a scientist’s attempt is graded. A scientist’s proposed method is graded on how far it improves over
the paper’s source method, on the quantity the claim is about, such as accuracy or loss. This can be viewed as
a comparison with human researchers. We score the method over multiple experiments with different metrics
used in the original paper. Besides a visible set for development, we reserve a held-out slice, so a method
must improve the task rather than exploit one visible number through shortcuts or overfitting (§E.3).

Frontier-Normalized Improvement (FNI). We introduce FNI, scored per paper as FNI = 100
∑︀

𝑐 𝑤𝑐 𝛿𝑐/(𝜎𝑐𝑏),
where 𝛿𝑐 is the signed gain over the source method on metric 𝑐, 𝑤𝑐 its weight, 𝜎𝑐 a frozen frontier cohort’s
spread on it, and 𝑏 sets the cohort’s mean |FNI| to 100; 0 matches the paper, and negative is worse (§E.3).
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Figure 7. Selecting 1,000 papers from 124,816 indexed. In a first pass (a), we drop papers that are low quality or are
mainly a type of theory, a benchmark, a dataset, or a single finding, which leaves 21,354. In (b), we look at these more
closely and favor work that is both high quality and compute-friendly, keeping the best 1,000. In (c), we check the
result: the papers we picked (blue) are clearly stronger and more reproducible than the pool we started from (grey).

3 Scientist World
is the artifact built from the environment-construction system: the selected paper set, the

generated repositories, and the records produced while building them. This section reports how we choose a
valuable, buildable 1,000-paper source set and how the batch conversion ran.

3.1 Building at Scale

Selecting papers. Our selection pipeline keeps papers that are worth building under budget (Figure 7). We
start from arXiv’s core AI categories over fourteen months to obtain 124,816 unique papers. We (1) run
two fast screens with MiniMax M2.7 (MiniMax, 2026). The quality screen keeps papers in roughly the top
25% quality band. The type screen keeps empirical-method papers, whose main contribution is quantitative
optimization. Together they leave 21,354 papers. Then (2) we run more detailed judgments for each paper on
two quantities: research quality and reproduction difficulty (we prefer papers with low compute costs). From
the remaining pool, with a geometric-mean utility over quality and feasibility, we sample the category-balanced
top 1,000 papers.

per paper median total
compute jobs 76 239,506
GPU-hours 0.4 2,286
CPU-hours 6 28,338
agent turns 730 947,056
input tokens 28M 51B
output tokens 163k 231M

Table 1. Per-paper and total build cost.
Median and the total cost over 1,000 papers.

Automation. No human reviews any paper at any stage in our
pipeline. The source arXiv categories add roughly 9,000 unique
papers per month, of which about 1,500 survive screening and
remain feasible. The current 1,000 are the first release; future
batches extend the window through the same pipeline.

The build. We build every paper with the same nine-iteration
workflow: three reproducers, three designers, one packager, and
two verifier passes (we repeat a role for multiple iterations for
additional quality checks), with the model family rotating across
GPT, Claude, MiniMax, and GLM. A paper may draw up to 70
GPU-hours, yet the median spends under half of one (Table 1).
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environment average
# experiments 3.3
# metrics (16 visible + 16 hidden) 32
# datasets 1.6
# files (3.8k lines of code) 59

Table 2. A produced environment on average. The
mean size and makeup of one environment.

across 1,000 envs rate
reproduced method score within margin 99%

beats paper’s baselines 82%
reverted iteration by a
later cross-check (573 total, 1.6 avg) 37%

approved by independent verify 100%

Table 3. Quality and validity. How it reproduces
paper method, beats baselines, and survives audit.

3.2 The Built World
Composition. We first release 1,000 environments spread across eight areas (Figure 8). A scientist therefore
meets problems of many kinds, not one narrow family. A typical environment is substantial, closer to a small
research project than a single script (Table 2). Because most carry several experiments rather than a single
headline result, a later method has multiple quantities to improve rather than one number to chase.

Quality. Every environment is built without a human in the loop, so we do not take any single builder’s word
for its quality. Four checks stand behind an accepted environment, one per row of Table 3:

• Reproduction fidelity. The reproduced source method’s numbers are checked against the paper’s
reported results within a small margin, across every experiment and metric used by the environment;
the few exceptions are accepted only with documented justification.

• Baseline separation. Where a paper provides baselines, we reimplement them and require the reproduced
source method to outperform them, preserving a real gap for future methods to close; the rate in Table 3
counts all 1,000 environments, including those without a reimplementable baseline.

• Iterative cross-checking. Each builder audits the previous milestone claim and demotes whatever the
workspace cannot support. A demotion rolls the workflow back to the previous iteration; construction
then resumes from that checkpoint until it passes the later checks without further reversion.

• Independent verification. The final environment must pass a verifier that did not participate in
construction. Every released environment satisfies this final check.

Example. Figure 9 shows one environment end to end. The paper’s question survives intact, whether a
transformer can train without normalization, while its experiment shrinks to ImageNet-50 so attempts fit a
bounded budget. The constraint is what keeps the task honest: the same model scale, data, and pretraining
as the source method, so any gain must come from the method itself. Half of every evaluation stays hidden,
so the score reflects what generalizes rather than what was tuned against the visible half.
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Figure 9. An example environment. This environment turns a Transformer architecture paper into a constrained
improvement task: raise ImageNet accuracy without changing scale, pretraining, or data. The scripts make the task
runnable, the source and baseline implementations anchor the comparison, and the scoring matrix defines progress as
weighted improvement over the reproduced source method.
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Figure 10. Environments’ openness. From
fully prescribed (0) to fully open (100).

Openness. Research rarely hands the scientist an approach. De-
ciding what to build is much of the work, and a world that always
prescribes it would train executors rather than scientists. We there-
fore judge each task’s materials and place it on a 0 to 100 scale,
where 0 means the approach is fully prescribed and 100 means the
task fixes only what counts as success and leaves the way there
entirely to the scientist. We find that every area covers nearly the
whole range (Figure 10): the level of freedom of an environment
depends on the task itself, not on where in the world it sits.

Architecture
Post-Train
Evaluation
Safety
Encoding
Detection
Generation
Agents

correctness
getting it right

efficiency
faster/cheaper

robustness
surviving stress

Figure 11. What the environments ask for. Each task
names, in its own words, what should get better.

Goals. Each environment sets its own goal.
Most tasks seek correctness (for example, push-
ing accuracy), and the rest split mostly between
efficiency and robustness, with many naming
more than one (Figure 11). No goal belongs to
one area alone: correctness leads everywhere,
efficiency appears from architecture to agents,
and robustness reaches well beyond safety. The
full chain from areas through goals to the work
they take is shown in Figure 34.
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Figure 12. Leaderboards. Mean FNI by model in improve mode (top) and innovate mode (bottom), averaged over
visible and held-out splits. Zero matches the reproduced source method; higher is better. Improve mode gives models
the source method, while innovate mode requires them to design from scratch. We use xhigh effort for all models.

4 Scientists in the World
4.1 Benchmark
We now use the environments to evaluate AI-Scientists. Running every model on all 1,000 environments is too
costly to repeat, so we evaluate on a fixed cohort of ten lower-compute environments. Each model attempts
every environment under the same compute budget, in two modes:

• Improve mode. The model receives the reproduced source method and tries to improve its result.
• Innovate mode. The model receives no source code and must design a method from scratch. We ensure

there is no leakage of the paper’s original solution.
Each attempt is evaluated on both the visible and held-out splits, with the final FNI score averaged across the
two. Zero FNI matches the reproduced source method, while a positive FNI improves on it. Since different
environments have different scoring scales, we normalize the scores to aggregate (§E.3).

In the result, the two modes show different strengths across models (Figure 12): Fable 5 is the strongest at
improving existing methods, while Fable 5.1 and Fable 5 take the top two places at designing new methods from
scratch. Among open models, GLM 5.2 comes closest to the frontier, placing third at innovating. Notably, the
AI-Scientists beat the paper’s reproduced method in 84% of improve and 74% of innovate attempts (§F.1).
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Figure 13. The two abilities are loosely tied. Each
model’s rank at improving against its rank at innovating.

The leaderboards show which models score highest in
FNI score, but not what kind of ability it reflects. We
first compare the two modes directly. If improving
an existing method and inventing a method from
scratch measured the same skill, models would keep
similar ranks across the two leaderboards. Instead,
the relationship is loose (Figure 13). Some models
are much stronger when building on source code,
while others rank higher when forced to design from
scratch. We therefore treat improve and innovate as
related but distinct research abilities.

Is performance just a scaling effect? Better results
could come from scaling the attempt in two ways:
using more external compute, or doing more model-
side work through longer trajectories and more trial-
and-error. We do not find either pattern. Compute
hours and agent turns explain almost none of the
variance in scores (𝑅2 ≤ 0.02, Figure 14a; turns are
our provider-agnostic proxy for model-side effort,
since token counts may not be available). The lead-
ing models therefore do not win by simply spending
more; they make better use of the same setting.

Then what drives it? The quality of the research itself. An LLM judge reads every attempt, blind to its
score, and rates it on five properties: creativity (was the idea genuinely new, and did it pay off), engineering
(was the implementation substantial, building on the existing code), rigor (was the reported gain real and
honestly measured), significance (how far it moved the metric), and depth (how thoroughly the problem was
explored). These ratings track the models’ actual scores almost exactly (𝜌 = 0.89, Figure 14b): the models
that win are the ones doing better research, not the ones trying hardest.
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Figure 14. Effort versus outcome, and research quality. (a) each run’s score against the compute hours (top) and
agent turns (bottom) behind it, pooling both modes; effort explains almost none of the variance in score (𝑅2 = 0.00,
0.02). (b) research quality by dimension, judged apart from the score. Newest model per family, colored by provider.
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Research is contingent. Research is inherently random. A strong attempt does not always produce a high
score: a creative idea can be implemented well and still fail empirically, and a great idea might not suit the
current setting, while a simpler idea may happen to work. Aggregating across many environments lets us
measure progress without pretending that research has no outcome variance.

4.2 Dataset
record average
idea revisions 3.7
method revisions 6
experiments run 25
commits 35
hours of work 5.4

Table 4. Dataset statistics. Each
experiment is stored with its log;
hours of work is the scientist’s end-
to-end running wall-clock time.

We preserve every scientist’s research in full, so we collect a set of research
traces, released per environment, model, and run mode. We record the
scientist’s research idea and their revisions, the method and the full turn-
by-turn trajectory, and the per-experiment logs and scores (Table 4). We
store each attempt as a version-controlled repository, so each preserves the
complete development history rather than the final state alone.

In total, the corpus records roughly 6,400 hours of research being done
(§H.1). With multiple scientists’ attempts, one environment accumulates
multiple independent solutions to a fixed problem, each labeled with its
measured improvement over the reproduced source result.

4.3 Gym

Finally, we raise a scientist of our own. We train Qwen3-8B (Qwen Team, 2025), a scientist small enough that
whatever it learns must come from the world, with Tinker (Thinking Machines Lab, 2025), in two stages:

• Supervised fine-tuning. 1,000 examples drawn from the trajectories, each pairing a task specification with
an attempt’s reasoning and final idea, cleaned so that no fabricated result survives. (details in §H)

• GRPO. We do off-policy group relative policy optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al., 2024) on 1,500 already-
scored ideas, rewarded by measured outcomes. Advantages are relative to the other ideas for the same task,
and updates are clipped to a trust region around the SFT policy. The scientist trains only with execution.

base SFT GRPO

50

100

he
ld

-o
ut

 sc
or

e

frontier
cohort

41

84

106

Figure 15. Raised in the world. Median held-out FNI of
each stage’s ideas, implemented identically; after GRPO
it reaches the frontier cohort’s anchor.

A scientist this small cannot yet carry the whole loop:
implementing and debugging a method over a long
horizon is frontier work in itself. We therefore sepa-
rate ideation from implementation (Si et al., 2026).
The trained scientist proposes the idea, and a single
fixed frontier implementer (GPT 5.6 Sol) executes every
idea under identical conditions on ten held-out papers
(§H.4), so only the idea’s origin varies. We prompt
the implementer to follow exactly the ideator’s idea.

The gain is monotone. The median implemented idea
scores 41 FNI from the base scientist, 84 after SFT,
and 106 after GRPO (Figure 15); the mean rises from
51 to 90. Ideas from the trained scientist, faithfully implemented, reach the anchor of the frontier cohort.
What it demonstrates is the mechanism: the world supplied the data, the reward, and the held-out exam, and
a scientist raised on its trajectories proposes measurably better research. The training loop works end to end.
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5 Background
Autonomous scientific discovery and AI-Scientists. Automating discovery is a long-standing goal. Early
systems recovered natural laws and governing equations directly from data (Schmidt and Lipson, 2009;
Cranmer et al., 2020; Udrescu and Tegmark, 2020), and robot scientists closed the loop from hypothesis to
physical experiment (King et al., 2004, 2009; Williams et al., 2015). Within machine learning, automated
search took over bounded parts of the pipeline: model and hyperparameter selection (Thornton et al., 2013;
Feurer et al., 2015), neural architecture design (Zoph and Le, 2017; Real et al., 2019), and even the discovery
of faster fundamental algorithms (Fawzi et al., 2022; Mankowitz et al., 2023). Program search guided by
language models extended this to open mathematical and algorithmic problems (Romera-Paredes et al., 2024;
Novikov et al., 2025). Language models then widened the scope toward the full workflow: tool-augmented
systems run their own chemical experiments (Boiko et al., 2023; Bran et al., 2024), and agentic pipelines
generate ideas, write code, and draft papers end to end (Lu et al., 2024; Yamada et al., 2025). A newer wave
organizes many agents into collaborative or self-directed discovery loops (Schmidgall et al., 2025; Schmidgall
and Moor, 2025; Ghareeb et al., 2026), and general-purpose AI-Scientists now attempt discovery across
whole fields (Gottweis et al., 2025; Mitchener et al., 2025). This line builds better scientists;
is complementary, turning finished papers into environments where such scientists can be handed the same
problem and scored on it.

Measuring AI-Scientists. Evaluating agents in executable settings began with general benchmarks for tool
use and repository-level code editing (Jimenez et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024; Mialon et al., 2024), then moved
to machine-learning experimentation and engineering (Huang et al., 2024; Chan et al., 2025; Wijk et al., 2025;
Nathani et al., 2025). A parallel line probes scientific reasoning and data-driven discovery (Jansen et al., 2024;
Majumder et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2025b), extending to hypothesis formation and frontier domain research
(Liu et al., 2025; Miao et al., 2026). A closely related group scores whether an agent can reproduce a paper’s
results from its description (Siegel et al., 2024; Starace et al., 2025), reimplement its method and code (Xiang
et al., 2025; Hua et al., 2025), or take on research framed as an open-ended challenge (Zhang et al., 2025b;
Chen et al., 2025a). These suites are almost always fixed and hand-curated, and critiques of agent evaluation
warn that they can confound cost, leak through weak holdouts, and reward shortcuts (Kapoor et al., 2024).
Concurrent work also turns real papers into research tasks but curates them by hand, which does not scale
(Garikaparthi et al., 2026). instead treats construction itself as the object: it selects papers at
scale and refactors each into a scored, reproduce-then-improve environment, so a method is judged by its gain
over a faithfully reproduced result rather than its distance from a reported number.

6 Conclusion
Every published paper with code is a finished piece of research: a problem, a method, and a measured result.

turns that record back into a place where research happens: 1,000 papers become runnable,
scored environments, and the collection grows with the literature rather than with annotation effort. The
same environments measure today’s AI-Scientists and train the next ones; each is a scaled-down paper and
each score one contingent trajectory, but the loop they are built for, a scientist that proposes, executes, and
updates inside the world, is just beginning. As the models and the literature both move, the world keeps
pace, and the problems it poses stay as open as the research it was built from.
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Appendix
This appendix details the builder system that constructs environments (Appendices A–C), how
papers are selected (Appendix D), and evaluates scientist agents on them (Appendices E–G), the dataset and
training details (Appendix H), followed by a worked example and the agent prompts (Appendices I–J).
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A System Design
relies on agents that repeatedly alternate between reasoning and computation. This agent stack

is the substrate that makes this loop practical at scale. It separates four concerns that are otherwise entangled:
running compute jobs, bounding each experiment’s resource use, coordinating many papers, and normalizing
different agent interfaces. We separate the system into four parts: Hive provides the compute pool; Nexus
makes compute accountable to a particular attempt; Swarm coordinates many runs; and Worker presents
each agent scaffold through the same interaction contract. Figure 16 summarizes these layers.
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Figure 16. System design overview. Hive supplies execution capacity for CPU and GPU jobs; Nexus accounts for the
budget and resource boundary of each attempt; Swarm maintains one paper-level trajectory across roles, restarts, and
handoffs; and Workers connect different agent scaffolds through the same system interface. Together, these layers let
many agents iterate on open-ended papers while preserving the evidence, budget state, and handoff context.

A.1 Hive: Interactive Compute Pool

Agent-driven reproduction needs a compute layer designed for interactive iteration. An agent may run a small
debugging command, inspect the result, edit the code, and then launch a longer training or evaluation job.
If every such step pays the full overhead of acquiring resources and preparing execution, the research loop
becomes dominated by infrastructure latency rather than by scientific reasoning. Hive keeps compute capacity
available, monitored, and controlled, so these iterations remain close to an interactive workflow.

Hive exposes compute as an experimental action: given a requested experiment, declared resources, and a
workspace, it reports what happened. The result is not only a terminal success or failure label. It includes
the execution evidence the agent needs to decide what to do next: logs, completion status, timing, and partial
output when a job is still running. This matters because reproduction agents rarely need a single monolithic
training run; they work through a trial and error sequence of tests, attempts, fixes, ablations, and evaluations.
Figure 17 shows the execution path inside Hive.

Input. Hive’s input is a job request. In our interface, the concrete entry point is a terminal command: hive
submit, whose parameters specify what should run. –workdir anchors the run to the code and files it should
see, –gpus and –cpus declare the requested capacity, –resource targets a named pool such as test, CPU, or
GPU capacity, and –timeout-sec bounds jobs that hang or run past their intended scale. Optional fields
such as retry count and log directory make the request easier to recover and inspect. These fields are useful
because they turn an open shell command into a schedulable execution unit: Hive can decide where it can
run, how much capacity it needs, when it should stop, and where its evidence should be recorded.
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Figure 17. Hive execution overview. A job request enters Hive with a command, resource target, working directory,
and time limit. Admission queues the request, dispatch routes it to test, CPU, or GPU capacity, and monitor records
the return code, runtime, and logs that form the job record.

Output. Hive returns a job identifier and maintains a job record, not an experiment-specific result file. The
record directory contains meta.json, stdout.log, and stderr.log: metadata for status, timing, resource
use, and return code, plus streamed logs for diagnosis. Any checkpoints, metrics, or plots created by the
command remain in the working directory; Hive records how the execution went.

Elasticity. A job asks for a category of resource (test, CPU, or GPU) and Hive places it on whatever node is
free, without the agent naming a specific machine. The pool can grow or shrink as capacity becomes available,
so the first worker to come online is useful immediately, and the same request format serves every experiment.

Node Types. Hive exposes three node types through the same job interface. CPU nodes support CPU-only
experiments, setup, preprocessing, and other jobs that do not require accelerators. GPU nodes run accelerator-
heavy experiments such as training and large-scale evaluation. Test nodes are for quick code validation and
small-scale testing, with jobs capped at one hour so agents do not tie up long-running allocations.

Reliability. Long-running jobs are not perfectly reliable: a job can stall or be killed before it finishes, and its
partial output is often still useful. Hive therefore treats an interruption as a reportable outcome rather than
a silent failure: it writes the job’s last state and logs into the job record, then requeues it on another valid
machine, where the command restarts from the beginning; the interrupted attempt is recorded for inspection
like any completed one, and its incomplete work is not charged against the budget.

Implementation. We use Ray (Moritz et al., 2018) to implement Hive. Ray starts each job on a free
machine and runs it; everything else the compute pool needs for agent-driven reproduction is built on top. A
resource manager tracks CPU, GPU, and test capacity; a dispatcher turns agent requests into queued jobs;
an agent-facing client/API submits jobs and streams progress back; and a persistent job store records logs,
status, and final outputs outside the Ray runtime. These pieces are what make the compute pool usable as
research infrastructure, not just a distributed execution engine.
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A.2 Nexus: Experiment Boundary

Nexus is the experiment boundary that manages the resources agents use. It is a bridge between agents and
compute. An autonomous agent should not be trusted to enforce its own compute budget simply because the
prompt tells it to be careful. Nexus makes the budget a property of the system. Each reproduction attempt
receives a bounded project: jobs must fit within its resource limits, its concurrent usage cap, and its remaining
GPU-hour budget before they are allowed to run. Compute is no longer something the agent can spend freely;
every job is counted against the project’s budget. The operations view in Figure 18 shows these exchanges:
agents submit or review jobs through Nexus, and Nexus communicates between infrastructures and agents.
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Figure 18. Nexus operations overview. Nexus stores the job, project, budget, and review state needed to translate
agent requests into Hive actions and to translate Hive execution evidence back into agent decisions.

Quota Semantics. Nexus enforces several constraints that matter for reproducibility: how much compute a
paper can spend in total, how much it can hold at once, which kinds of resources it may use, and how long
any single job may run before it times out. At the job level, these limits cover CPU, GPU, memory, and time
requests. These constraints are checked outside the agent. The project-level example in Figure 19 makes the
gate concrete: a request can be rejected because it exceeds the remaining budget or concurrency capacity, or
requests a resource pool outside the given policy.
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request
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Resources: A100, H100
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Figure 19. A Nexus project turns resource policy into
explicit accept/reject decisions. The example shows how
budget, concurrency, and allowed resource pools gate agent
requests before they reach Hive.

Fairness. This accounting matters for both fairness
and interpretability. Without it, one agent can con-
sume resources in ways that alter the conditions for
others, and the resulting comparison would conflate
scientific difficulty with uncontrolled resource use.
With Nexus, the amount of compute available for a
single reproduction is explicit and enforceable. The
agent can still decide how to reasonably spend its
budget, but it cannot silently exceed the given total.

Periodic Review. Nexus makes long jobs interruptible without requiring the agent to keep an active turn
open for the whole execution. At each configured review interval, Nexus snapshots the latest logs, records
them in the workspace, and wakes the responsible agent to inspect them. The agent can then continue the
run, cancel it, or change strategy before spending the remaining budget. Interval review pays off because
many broken reproductions are visible well before natural termination: imports fail after setup, data paths
are wrong, losses diverge, or an evaluator writes clearly invalid output. A run that would otherwise consume
hours can stop after the first snapshot that shows it is going nowhere. If the agent does not respond within
the review window, Nexus continues the job rather than leaving compute blocked by a missing response.

Separation. This layer is intentionally separate from Hive, and can accept any compute infrastructure.
Nexus is optimized for accountability. Keeping them separate prevents the compute pool from accumulating
task-specific policy and prevents Swarm from having to reason about low-level execution state.
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A.3 Swarm: Builder Coordination

Swarm has two jobs. The first is per paper: it drives one reproduction across many agent turns and several
roles, keeping the attempt coherent as builders hand off, retry, and audit each other’s work. The second is
across papers: it runs many of these attempts at the same time, each as its own trajectory, without their
states blurring together. Both are hard because the work is open-ended. A reproduction can produce useful
code without supporting the paper’s central claim, support the claim but leave no reusable environment,
or produce scores that look plausible until a later audit checks them. If these judgments live only in chat
transcripts, the result is a collection of anecdotes. Swarm therefore turns each paper attempt into an auditable
trajectory: the assigned agent, budget, workspace state, results, milestone, and next role are explicit at every
step. Figure 20 shows the end-to-end path: a pool of paper workspaces, each driven through an ordered role
workflow under a milestone gate, ending in an artifact that is either accepted or set aside.
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Figure 20. Swarm coordination overview. Swarm drives a pool of paper workspaces in parallel. Each paper moves
through an ordered role workflow—reproduce, design, package, verify—whose transitions are driven by wake events:
worker start, job submit, job update, validation failure, and role transition. Progress is graded against a milestone
ladder, from none up to full reproduction, and the milestone gate decides whether a paper’s artifact is accepted.

Pipeline. Swarm turns a paper into a finished environment. Its builders reproduce the paper’s main claim,
design the reproduction into a usable task, organize its files, and verify the result. Swarm does not run this
in one long session. A builder works in short turns, and ends each turn with an action, usually submitting
a compute job or signaling that it is done. Swarm tracks that action and the paper’s state, and whenever
something changes it wakes the builder with a prompt written for that exact situation: for example, when a
compute job finishes, a prompt that carries the results and asks what to do next; when a build fails, a prompt
with the build log and a request to fix it; when one stage is complete, a prompt that briefs the agent for the
next. The agent is therefore only ever asked to decide the one thing that just came up. Swarm runs this loop
over a pool of many workers, so it advances a large number of papers at the same time.

Coordination. Swarm answers the question that remains after a single agent turn ends: who should act next,
and what do they inherit from the builder before them? Its unit of state is the paper, not the agent session:
Swarm tracks where each paper sits in its workflow and the milestone it has reached, so a new builder resumes
from the right point and can build on a partial result left by the previous one. This is what lets a single paper
pass through several builders, even different models, and still read as one coherent attempt; without it, the
final artifact would mix the paper’s difficulty with hidden differences in how the agent happened to be run.

Wake Events. Swarm wakes a builder only when new information changes what it should decide: a fresh
paper or a new role to begin, a running job it may continue or cancel, a finished job, a failed build, an
exhausted budget, a validation or milestone-gate failure, or a role transition. The agent returns a structured
action, and Swarm records both the action and what prompted it. Table 5 summarizes what is shown.

Completion Checks. When a builder declares a pass finished, Swarm separates local correctness from progress.
The local check confirms the action is parseable and the milestone label is canonical, then runs the workspace
validator, which verifies that the score files exist, the evaluator is separated from the method, and the
workspace rebuilds from a clean clone (§C.4). Failures become repair prompts, capped at three validation
attempts. The progress check asks whether the claimed milestone clears the bar for the current stage; a run
that falls short reverts to an earlier pass or stops (§A.3.3).
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event shown to agent kept in trajectory
iteration start paper, workspace, milestone, budget model, role, starting checkpoint

job running streaming logs and remaining budget,
to continue or cancel the continue or cancel decision

job finished logs, exit code, and remaining budget outcome, compute used, next action
build failed the build log, to fix and resubmit failure cause, fix attempts
budget
exhausted

budget spent, no further jobs, wrap
up current work

final spend, the milestone the agent
wraps up at

validation fail validation or milestone-gate failure resulting status, revert attempts
role transition prior milestone and unresolved issues next role and inherited state

Table 5. Swarm wakes a builder only at decision-changing events. Rather than holding a session open for the whole
reproduction, Swarm re-engages the builder only when new information changes what it should do next. Each row
gives the triggering event, what the agent is shown, and the state Swarm writes into the paper’s trajectory.

Worker Pool. Swarm runs many paper workspaces through the same loop at once. It assigns idle Workers to
saved workflow states, resumes the correct role after each turn, and sends experiment declarations to Nexus
under that paper’s budget. The builder chooses the scientific next step; Swarm handles scheduling, accounting,
and routing the returned evidence back to the right workspace.

A.3.1 Milestones

Progress Ladder. Swarm measures progress with a canonical milestone
ladder, not with a binary success flag. The main target in the standard
workflow is core_claim: a minimum experiment must run the paper’s
method and support the central claim. method_runs records weaker
progress when the method executes but the claim is not yet supported;
core_claim_plus, secondary_claims, majority, near_complete, and
full record broader coverage; and not_possible records a case that
should not be converted into an environment. These labels let Swarm
preserve partial progress without recording it as success. The canonical
labels are listed in Table 6. The agents self-report this.
Gating. Milestones also determine whether the workflow should continue.
If a builder declares completion below core_claim, Swarm gives one or
more turns asking for additional evidence. If a required pass still falls
short, Swarm can stop the trajectory or revert to an earlier pass. This
keeps failed attempts inspectable without letting weak evidence advance.

milestone
not_possible

none

method_runs

core_claim

core_claim_plus

secondary_claims

majority

near_complete

full

Table 6. Milestones make partial
progress explicit. Swarm records
one canonical label for each run.

A.3.2 Builder Roles

Role Design. Swarm does not give every agent the same job. It separates reproduction, environment design,
packaging, and verification so that later agents can inspect and improve the artifacts left by earlier agents; we
refer to these roles collectively as builders, the agents that construct an environment from a paper. Reproducers
build and test the paper method; design agents convert a successful reproduction into a scored environment;
the packager makes the workspace reusable; and verifiers audit whether the final milestone is supported
by evidence. This role split keeps the workflow from depending on a single long agent session while still
preserving one shared workspace. Table 7 summarizes the role responsibilities and the gate to satisfy.

Milestone Selection. Each builder also chooses the milestone that best describes the current workspace
after it is done. The choice is a self-evaluation against the canonical ladder in Table 6: the agent claims the
milestone supported by runnable code, logs, scores, and notes, rather than simply reporting when the assigned
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role finishes. The label is a claim, not a verified fact, so it is never taken as final on its own: each later role
and iteration inherits the same workspace and re-audits the previous agent’s claim, and the verifier lowers any
milestone the workspace’s logs, scores, and code do not support. The bar for core_claim in particular is
that the supporting run executes the paper’s own method on the paper’s task, possibly at reduced scale, and
reproduces the direction of its central result, not merely that the code runs without error.

role main responsibility gate to continue

reproducer implements the paper method and
tries to reproduce the central claim.

reach core_claim,
or stop or revert.

designer converts the reproduction into gym
targets, constraints, and scoring. scores must validate

packager consolidates scripts, environment
files, and download logic.

workspace needs to
be able to rebuild.

verifier
audits whether the final evidence
supports the claimed milestone.

unsupported claims have
their milestone lowered.

Table 7. Role separation keeps one workspace auditable across builder handoffs. The role split separates reproduction,
environment design, packaging, and verification while keeping all roles on the same workspace and evidence trail.

A.3.3 Workflow

Pass Sequence. The standard workflow is an ordered list of stage rows (Figure 21). Each row specifies the
model profile, role, GPU-hour budget, milestone cap, minimum milestone, and optional revert target for that
pass. When a pass finishes, Swarm compares the claimed milestone with the row’s minimum requirement.
Meeting the gate advances to the next row; falling below it triggers the configured revert target, or otherwise
stops the trajectory as unsuccessful. Because the budget is attached to the row, routine checks stay small,
experiment-heavy rows receive more room, and every paper is judged under the same stage-level limits.
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Figure 21. Swarm workflow stages. The standard workflow
expands reproduction, design, packaging, and verification
into repeated builder passes; each row carries the model
profile, gate, GPU budget, and possible revert target.

Repeated Passes. A workflow can include repeated
rows for the same role. This is deliberate: a single
builder round may leave partial progress, fragile evi-
dence, or an unresolved design choice that should be
inspected before the workflow advances. Repeated
rows let the next agent continue from the saved
workspace, try a different strategy, or audit the pre-
vious claim without treating the role as complete.

Multi-Agent Handoffs. The handoff structure also
makes the workflow a multi-agent process rather
than a single long session. A later builder inherits
the workspace, evidence, and gate left by the pre-
vious agent, so it can inspect earlier choices before
extending them. This gives the system diversity in
search strategy and reduces the chance that one mis-
taken assumption carries through the entire artifact.
It also saves cost by placing lower-cost model pro-
files on routine continuation and reserving stronger
profiles for difficult passes. Since the handoff in-
cludes the current milestone claim, each agent can
revise the milestone selected by previous agents.
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A.4 Worker: Agent Interface

We design Worker as one interface through which every agent scaffold CLI connects to the system. Scaffolds
vary in how they are launched, resumed, and billed; Worker absorbs that variation so a model is judged on
the research it produces, not on the scaffold that drives it. Figure 22 shows this path: heterogeneous scaffolds
enter through one uniform turn interface, run inside a constrained container, and end each turn by writing an
action.yaml that wakes the system for the next turn.

  Claude
  Code

  Codex

   Kimi
   Code

  Gemini
  CLI

 Uniform turn
interface 

render
prompt

agent
acts

submit
jobs

Worker
under container runtimes.

CPU cap

RAM cap

thread cap

filesystem
constraints

validator
read-only

select 
next action action.yaml
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Figure 22. Worker runtime overview. Different agent scaffolds connect through one uniform turn interface. Worker
runs the agent under a container runtime with capped resources and a read-only validator, cycling through a turn loop
of render prompt, agent acts, and submit jobs. Each turn ends by selecting the next action in action.yaml, which the
system reads before waking the agent for the following turn.

Turns and actions. A session is a sequence of turns. The first turn sets the agent up in its workspace; every
later turn is short, sent only when something changes, such as a finished job or a failed build. The agent ends
a turn by writing one file, action.yaml, that states its decision, shown in Figure 23.

action: submit
gpus: 1
test: false
milestone: method_runs
notes: “scaled experiment.”

Figure 23. The action.yaml that
ends a turn. The agent writes it to
request the next job or to stop, and
the system reads it after every turn.

The agent makes its request in this fixed format. The system then
processes it to decide the next step. action says whether to submit a job
or declare the paper done; gpus and test set its size and route it to the
full or the short test pool; milestone records the agent’s own assessment
against the fixed milestone ladder. Because the agent never launches a
job itself, the system can check every request, count it against the budget,
and schedule it before it runs; a malformed one is handed back to rewrite,
while the reasoning behind it survives in the turn record. The loop also
removes any need to finish in a single session: the agent is re-engaged as
jobs complete and builds fail, and progress accumulates between turns.

Containment. We run the agent inside an Apptainer container (Kurtzer et al., 2017) whose home is the
paper workspace. It sees only a base image and that workspace: the container hides the cluster’s home and
temporary directories and drops all administrator bind mounts, so the shared filesystems are out of reach.
Inside, it edits code freely, and the GPU jobs it later submits reuse the same layout, so no host path is ever
exposed. Three limits keep one agent from starving its neighbors: a memory cap to bound total RAM, a low
scheduler priority to make co-located agents yield CPU, and thread caps on the numeric libraries.

Dependencies. Installing packages is separated from running jobs. The agent does not install during a job;
it declares what it needs in two workspace files: environment/container.def for the base image and OS
packages, and environment/setup.sh for Python packages. The system builds these once and keeps the
result in a persistent overlay on top of the base image, so the packages are available to every later job without
reinstalling or rebuilding the container. Editing either file triggers a rebuild before the next job runs.
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Boundary and robustness. We place a few things outside the agent’s reach by construction: the bookkeeping
files and the recorded trajectory are hidden, the validator is read-only, and git push is disabled so the system
decides when work is published. Turns are stripped of credential patterns before they are written, since the
per-paper repositories may be made public. And because a paper can span thousands of unattended turns,
Worker recovers on its own: it retries transient errors such as rate limits, switches to another model profile on
terminal ones such as an exhausted usage cap, and kills a stalled turn along with its whole process tree.

A.5 How the Components Connect

Forward path. The four components pass work to each other through recorded state, not inside one long
agent session. Worker presents the paper and workspace to the agent and reads its action from action.yaml.
Swarm owns the paper’s trajectory: it tracks the milestone, advances through the workflow of roles, prepares
the workspace, and turns a submit action into a job request for Nexus. Nexus checks the project’s budget, its
concurrency cap, and the requested resource pool, then forwards the job to Hive, which runs it.

Return path. Results travel back through the same components. Hive reports the job’s state, return code,
and resource usage; Nexus matches the finished job to its run record, writes the logs and outputs into the
workspace, releases the GPUs it was holding, and charges the run against the project’s budget. Swarm reads
the event, updates the paper’s state, and wakes the Worker for the next turn. Because everything lands as
files the agent can open, not as hidden service state, a later turn or a different model can look back at what
each job did and how it ended.

Why split it this way. The split gives each component a single, narrow responsibility, and that is what keeps
the system auditable. Worker can think and edit but cannot give itself compute; Swarm can coordinate
papers but does not run jobs; Nexus enforces resource limits without judging scientific progress; Hive runs
jobs without knowing which claim they support. Because the boundaries between them are clean, the four
parts are meant to work independently, and any one of them can be swapped for a different implementation,
a new scaffold, scheduler, or compute backend, without touching the others. The final artifact is tied to both
sides: the agent trajectory that produced it, and the run records that make that trajectory checkable.
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B Builder Design
runs entirely on autonomous agents: every environment is produced by builders that reproduce

a paper and shape the result into a task, with no human in the loop. This section describes how those builders
work and the principles that decide whether the environment they leave behind is a good one. Figure 24 gives
the overview: from a paper and an empty workspace, builders produce a reusable environment across problem
definition, method reproduction, and evaluation.

   Problem Definition
task & constraints

   

   paper 
(PDF & markdown)

starter
workspace

   

   

code experiments results
Paper’s Method
claim reproduction

Evaluation Metrics
how to evaluate

visible set hidden set scores

environmentsno solution leakage
agents

Figure 24. Builder overview. From a paper (in PDF and Markdown) and an empty starter workspace, builders
build a reusable environment along three tracks: a problem definition that states the task and its constraints without
leaking a solution, a reproduction of the paper’s method whose code and experiments recover the central claim, and an
evaluation harness with visible and hidden slices that turns outputs into scores.

B.1 What the Builders Do

The task. §A described the system that runs the builders; this section is about the research task it is
built for. Given a single published paper, the agents must reproduce the paper’s central result and leave
behind a reusable environment, an executable setup in which a later scientist can attempt to improve on that
result. This is the foundation everything else rests on, since an environment whose method was never really
implemented would have nothing to measure. The rest of this subsection traces what the agents actually
do, from the paper to the finished environment and how each turn is driven; the design choices behind that
environment follow in §B.2.

From paper to environment. A builder’s input is the paper itself, in both Markdown and PDF with its
figures, together with a fresh, empty workspace. The reproducer starts from this and proceeds in order. It
first reads the paper and writes a short briefing, separating the problem and the evaluation protocol from the
paper’s method, and transcribes the paper’s reported numbers into a reference scoring file. It then prepares
the environment: downloading the data and any model weights in advance, writing an evaluator that scores
outputs without depending on the method, and checking that the scoring file is well formed. With that in
place it implements the method and reproduces incrementally, submitting compute jobs to get one experiment
that supports the core claim running before expanding to further settings, and recording its measured numbers
alongside the paper’s. Reproduction usually spans several agents in turn: each later one inherits the saved
workspace, audits what the previous agent built, and pushes it further.

Finishing the environment. A working reproduction is not yet a usable environment. Once the method runs
and supports the claim, a designer adds the visible and hidden evaluation slices and the scripts that produce
their scores; a packager makes the workspace rebuild from a clean clone, with every dataset and model fetched
by a self-contained download script; and a verifier audits the whole artifact before it is accepted. How these
roles are sequenced, what budget each receives, and how progress is graded are handled by the system (§A.3);
what each role leaves in the workspace is detailed in §C.

How a builder is prompted. The builder works in turns, ending each by requesting a compute job or declaring
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condition what the builder is asked to do

new paper read the paper and reproduce its method from a full briefing

continued iteration audit the previous workspace and push it further, starting one
milestone below the prior claim

job running read the streaming logs and decide whether to let the job
continue or cancel it

job finished, budget left inspect the results, record progress, and plan the next job

job finished, budget spent stop submitting and wrap up the milestone, scoring files, and
environment

build failed read the build log, fix the container definition, and resubmit

stopped early keep going; the stop is not yet justified against the target
milestone

signaled done finalize and commit, a permanent decision

validation failed repair the flagged scoring or structural problems and re-sign

Table 8. Each turn is prompted for its condition. The first turn is a full role briefing; later turns receive a short
prompt for whatever event woke the builder, keeping it on task across a long unattended run.

the work done, and runs fully autonomously with no human in the loop (§A.4). Because a paper can span
thousands of unattended turns, it is not given one fixed instruction. Where §A.3 describes when an agent is
woken and what state it is shown, here the point is what it is then asked to do: the first turn carries the full
role briefing, and every later turn is a short prompt written for the condition that woke it. Table 8 lists the
main conditions and the instruction each prompt carries.

B.2 Design Choices

A good environment does not come from reproducing a paper alone; it also has to be designed so that a later
method can be tested fairly on it, all under a limited compute budget. We follow seven design choices toward
this, each stated first and then explained.

Design choice 1. Reproduce the paper’s method and core claim, not its exact numbers. Scale down resources when
needed, but preserve the experimental procedure and keep the task non-trivial.

The goal is to make the paper’s method run, not to match a table entry. Exact-number reproduction rewards
the wrong behavior: a builder could tune toward the published values, or copy them outright, without
implementing the method. Instead, the environment should contain the paper’s actual computation and
produce reasonable support for the claimed effect. A simple check is whether a reader of the code can recognize
the algorithm from the paper.

Most papers cannot be reproduced at full scale under a fixed budget. The builder may therefore reduce the
model size, dataset size, or number of training steps, which also keeps reproductions friendlier to the broader
community using the artifact. What it may not do is change the procedure. If the paper trains from scratch,
the environment trains from scratch. If the paper uses a particular optimization setup, the environment keeps
that setup. Resources can shrink; the experiment cannot become a different experiment.

Scaling down also has a limit. A task made too small becomes trivial, and a trivial task cannot distinguish
the paper’s method from a weak baseline. When a builder uses a smaller or synthetic dataset, it must check
that a basic baseline does not already solve the problem. If the reproduced method is no better than random
guessing, majority class, or another weak baseline within noise, the reproduction has failed. The environment

28



needs a real gap so that future agents have something meaningful to improve.

Design choice 2. Keep the problem separate from the solution: the problem should be stateable without the paper’s
method, and the evaluator and data should not depend on that method.

This boundary keeps the problem definition independent of the solution that produced it. The problem,
its data, and its evaluator can be stated and run without the paper’s method, so the environment poses
the problem on its own terms rather than only as a continuation of one particular implementation; the file
boundary is described in §C.2. The separation also protects the score. If the evaluator secretly depended on
the reproduced method, then changing the method might not change what is measured, and the environment
would look functional while no longer testing the intended problem.

The separation must hold at runtime, not only in the file layout. The evaluator must read the outputs a
method produced, never call the method’s code: if deleting method/ would change the evaluation scores, the
boundary is broken. Likewise, the data loaders belong to the problem, not the solution, and must not import
from method/. The evaluate scripts must also discover methods dynamically, enumerating whatever methods
exist on disk rather than hardcoding a name, so that the evaluator works for a future method without editing.
How the environment is then presented to a future agent is a matter for evaluation (§E.1).

Design choice 3. Provide a visible evaluation slice for development, and reserve a matched hidden slice for final
evaluation to detect shortcuts and overfitting.

The finished environment includes an evaluation suite that a future scientist can see and optimize against.
If that suite is only one metric on one dataset, the easiest path may be to game that number rather than
improve the underlying idea. To reduce this risk, the designer builds two slices: a visible slice for development
and a hidden slice that is run only after done. A large gap between the two suggests overfitting or shortcuts.

The split can be drawn in different ways, depending on the paper: held-out samples, held-out subgroups,
harder inputs, or several related metrics that measure the same claim from different angles. Using multiple
metrics from different angles is stronger than a single held-out number, because a single metric can be gamed
while triangulation from several directions catches shortcuts that any one metric would miss.

The hidden slice must be calibrated against the visible one in difficulty: both should probe the method at
roughly equal rigor, using matched data scales, evaluation protocols, and sample counts. An honest method
should score similarly on both; if the hidden slice is simply harder, then every method will look worse there
and the gap will be meaningless. The two slices should also be independent, so reading or importing the
visible evaluator does not reveal the hidden one. And the test slice should be lightweight: it re-scores existing
artifacts or slices them differently, rather than retraining or re-running expensive inference.

Design choice 4. Score future methods on the quantity the paper cares about, not on how closely they match the
paper. Fix the constraints needed to make gains meaningful.

An environment should allow future methods to improve on the paper. For that reason, the score must not
measure distance from the paper’s published number. Such a metric would make the paper’s own method
the target and turn the environment into a reproduction-fidelity test. The paper’s reported numbers should
be recorded as context, but future methods should be scored on the underlying quantity: accuracy, loss,
robustness, sample efficiency, parameter count, or whatever the claim is actually about.

This principle is enforced in the scoring schema: metric names that encode closeness to the paper, such
as deviation, vs_paper, or agreement_with, are blocked by the validator, so the score must name the
underlying scientific quantity.

The environment must also define what stays fixed. A future scientist should not win by using more compute,
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a larger model, more data, or a different training paradigm unless that is the allowed direction of improvement.
For papers that claim a benefit without a cost, the evaluator should measure both sides: the benefit that
should improve and the constraint that should not break. The scoring contract expresses this through metric
coefficients: a positive coefficient marks a benefit to maximize, a negative one marks a constraint that must
not degrade, and the experiment weights reflect how central each result is to the paper’s claim.

Design choice 5. Score on quantities that do not depend on the machine. Replace hardware-sensitive measures such
as latency or wall-clock time with stable proxies.

Hardware varies from run to run, so a latency or wall-clock measurement can swing severalfold with no change
to the method, and an environment that scored it would reward landing on a faster GPU rather than finding a
better idea. Scores therefore use quantities that are stable across machines: parameter count, FLOPs, training
steps, examples processed, or final task performance. When the paper’s own claim is about speed or efficiency,
the environment keeps the claim but measures it through a machine-independent proxy rather than the clock.

Design choice 6. Reproduce enough of the paper to give future scientists a real surface to improve, preferably a small
matrix over the paper’s own axes rather than one isolated number.

A one-number reproduction is too thin a target. A future scientist may match it and still have little room to
learn from or improve. Once the core claim runs, the environment should expand along the axes the paper
itself studies: datasets, input difficulty, model scale, ablations, data regimes, or other relevant settings. A
small matrix over two meaningful axes is usually more useful than repeated runs of the same setting.

This matrix does not need to be large. It needs to expose the structure of the claim. Combined with the
non-triviality check above, it turns the environment from a single point estimate into one with headroom:
weak baselines leave a gap, the reproduced method occupies a recognizable starting point, and future methods
have several genuine ways to improve.

Design choice 7. The environment must rebuild and rerun from a fresh clone, with every external resource fetched by
a self-contained script and every dependency declared.

An environment that only works on the machine that built it is not reusable. The download script must
fetch every dataset, model weight, and external resource from a public source using executable commands,
not comments or placeholder URLs. It must be idempotent and must not reference local shared paths that
exist only on the original cluster. The container definition and setup script must declare every system and
Python dependency so that the software rebuilds without manual intervention. And every local import in the
evaluation, method, and baseline code must resolve to a file tracked by git, so that a fresh clone contains
everything the experiments need to run.

The validator enforces this: it scans committed code for references to machine-local shared directories and
checks that every import target is a tracked file. Together with the reproducible-execution scripts (§C.3), this
makes the environment a portable artifact rather than a snapshot of one session’s state.
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C Agent Workspace
The workspace is the single directory the builders work in and the artifact they leave behind. Its layout is
what makes the result a reusable environment rather than the residue of one run. We describe its structure
(§C.1), its problem statement and scoring (§C.2), its execution (§C.3), and its records and checks (§C.4).

C.1 Structure

Overview. Each paper is reproduced inside a single working directory, and that directory is also the artifact
the builders leave behind. During the run it holds the code, data, experiments, and notes; once the run
ends, it is designed to stand on its own, so that another party can clone it, rebuild the environment, rerun
the method, and obtain the same scores without access to the original session. This is what distinguishes a
reusable research environment from the residue of a single successful run, in which the method is entangled
with the evaluator, the data exists only in a local cache, and the scores carry no well-defined meaning. The
layout shown in Figure 25 is designed to prevent these failures.

paper/ 
briefing/ 
method/ 
baseline/
data/
eval/
scoring/

scripts/
environment/
checkpoints/
logs/ notes/ tmp/
action.yaml 
MILESTONES.md 
PROGRESS.md 
VERIFICATION.md 
CHECKLIST.md
validate.py 

the paper as markdown, with figures
problem.md, evaluation.md, method.md, overview.md
the reproduced method
reference baselines to compare against
loaders and assets; large fetched files
evaluator, written to work for any method

path description

workspace/

download, run, method, baseline, evaluate, reproduce
container.def and setup.sh
generated method artifacts
logs, working notes, scratch space
the agent’s action for the current turn
record selected milestone and justifications
record progress
record verification of artifacts
marked list on requirements
structural and scoring checks

reference.json, scores.json, and the
TARGETS / CONSTRAINTS / DIRECTION / EXPERIMENTS notes

Figure 25. The agent workspace. A single directory holds the paper and briefing, the reproduced method and
baselines, the data and evaluator, the scoring contract, the run scripts and environment, and the root-level record and
validation files. Each directory has a single responsibility, which keeps the problem separated from the solution, lets
the workspace rebuild and rerun from a fresh clone, and preserves a record of how the reproduction was produced.

File Roles. The layout is a deliberate design choice rather than a storage convention: each directory has a
single responsibility. The briefing defines what a future scientist may know; method/ and baseline/ hold what
the reproducer built; data/ and eval/ define the problem interface that any method must satisfy; scoring/
defines how a method is judged; and scripts/ and environment/ determine whether the workspace runs
outside the original session. Table 9 summarizes the groups.

C.2 Problem and Scoring

Problem and Solution Boundary. The workspace deliberately separates the problem from the solution so that
the problem is method-agnostic: it states what must be achieved and how it is measured, without revealing
the paper’s approach. This is what allows the workspace to serve as a fair task for any future method rather
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group purpose

briefing/
states the task and how success is measured, while keeping the
paper’s method out of the problem files

method/, baseline/
the reproduced implementation, with the baselines used to
interpret its score

data/, eval/
the data interface and a method-agnostic evaluator that any
future method must run against

scoring/
the scoring contract: how each metric counts, what an
improvement means, and what must stay fixed

scripts/, environment/
everything needed to rebuild the environment and rerun the
method from a fresh clone

root files the current action, the claimed milestone, progress and
deviation notes, and the automatic checks

Table 9. Each directory has one responsibility. The workspace keeps task context, method code, evaluation, scoring,
execution, and record state apart, so a later scientist can reuse it without the original conversation.

than a recreation of one particular solution. The boundary appears in two places. In the briefing, problem.md
gives the research question and success criteria and evaluation.md the metrics and protocol, neither naming
the method; only method.md describes the paper’s approach, and overview.md summarizes the finished
workspace. In the code, method/ contains the reproduced algorithm, while eval/ and data/ are written to
work for any method, so a score never depends on the specific implementation. Because the problem stands
on its own, an innovate scientist can attempt it from the briefing and evaluator alone, whereas an improve
scientist additionally receives method/ as a starting point (§E).

Scoring Contract. Scoring is held in two files. scoring/reference.json records the paper’s reported
numbers for each baseline and proposed method, along with the scoring rules: a weight per experiment, set by
the agents to reflect how central that result is to the paper’s core claim (weights sum to one), the direction of
each metric, and a label marking each method as a baseline or a proposed method. scoring/scores.json
holds the numbers the reproduction actually produced. A later method is scored by its improvement over
those reproduced numbers, in each metric’s direction and combined by the weights, so the score measures
progress over the reproduction rather than closeness to the paper. Figure 26 shows the two files side by side.

Targets and Constraints. The JSON files fix the numbers, but a scientist also requires the intent behind
them. Four short markdown files provide it: TARGETS.md states what to optimize, CONSTRAINTS.md states
what must remain fixed, DIRECTION.md states which kinds of change are permitted, and EXPERIMENTS.md
describes each scored experiment without disclosing the method. Together they exclude trivial gains, such
as substituting a larger model, adding unrelated data, or altering the problem itself, while preserving room
for a genuine methodological improvement. For example, an agent may improve performance on a Mamba
architecture optimization problem by replacing the architecture with a Transformer. While this could yield
better results, such a change provides no scientific value, as it sidesteps the original problem rather than
advancing our understanding of how to improve Mamba models themselves. When a paper makes a trade-off
claim, both sides must be scored: the benefit and the constraint it must not violate. Otherwise the easiest
route to a high score is to break the very condition the paper was designed to satisfy.

C.3 Execution

Reproducible Execution. The workspace must be able to rebuild from source, not only on the machine
where it was created. scripts/download.sh fetches external data, weights, and other public resources;
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# scoring/reference.json  - weights, directions
{
  "experiments": {
    "main_result": {
      "weight": 1.0,
      "primary_metric": "accuracy",
      "metrics": {
        "accuracy": {"higher_is_better": true,  
                     "coefficient": 1.0},
        "cost":     {"higher_is_better": false, 
                     "coefficient": 0.2}
      },
      "results": {
        "baseline": {"type": "baseline", 
                     "accuracy": 76.1, "cost": 25.6},
        "method":   {"type": "proposed", 
                      "accuracy": 82.3, "cost": 25.6}
}}}}

# scoring/scores.json  - same keys, 
                         the reproduced numbers

{
  "experiments": {
    "main_result": {
      "results": {
        "baseline": {"accuracy": 75.8, 
                     "cost": 25.6},
        "method":   {"accuracy": 82.1, 
                     "cost": 25.6}
      }
    }
  }
}

Figure 26. The scoring contract, held in two files. scoring/reference.json fixes the weights, metric directions,
coefficients, and the paper’s reported numbers; scoring/scores.json holds the numbers the reproduction actually
produced, under the same keys.

it must be idempotent and must not reference local shared paths. environment/container.def captures
the system dependencies and environment/setup.sh the packages. scripts/method.sh then runs the
reproduced method, scripts/baseline.sh runs the comparisons, scripts/evaluate.sh scores the outputs
through eval/, and scripts/reproduce.sh runs the full pipeline end to end. The workspace is therefore an
executable artifact rather than a static record of results: a fresh clone rebuilds the environment, reruns the
method, and regenerates the score files.

Visible and Held-Out Slices. A finished workspace also includes a train/test split for the scientist who reuses
it. The visible slice, eval/train/, is what a future agent develops against; the held-out slice, eval/test/,
lives in the environment’s pristine source copy and is materialized into a run only for the final score, so it is
never present in the agent’s working tree during development. The paired scripts/evaluate_train.sh and
scripts/evaluate_test.sh write scores_train.json and scores_test.json. The purpose of the split is
not to make the paper harder to reproduce but to detect a future agent that has overfit the visible evaluator.

C.4 Records and Validation

Design Summary. Each choice in the workspace exists to rule out a specific way it could fail to transfer to a
new scientist. Figure 27 collects them: the design decision, the failure it prevents, and where it lives.

   
      

      

   

   

   

   
auditable
each accepted score has a record
validate.py

missing record

manifest.json

   
method-free eval
scoring never read method code
evaluate.sh coupled score

   
held-out test
hidden split, never tuned again
eval/test

overfit

workspace
briefing/ method/

eval/scoring/

no leakage
state the task, never the answer
problem.md evaluation.md

solution hint

fresh rebuild
rebuilds clean on any machine
download.sh

local path

container.def

right goal
scores what the paper targets
reference.json

wrong metric

TARGETS.md

Figure 27. Each design choice targets a concrete failure mode. The workspace is structured to avoid solution leakage,
method-coupled scoring, unrebuildable dependencies, evaluator overfitting, and unsupported claims.
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Reproduction Record. When a run ends, the system writes a manifest.json into the workspace and compiles
a README.md containing a per-iteration reproduction log, alongside the git history that checkpoints every
turn. Together these tie the result to recorded state rather than to the conversation, allowing a later agent or
reviewer to trace how it was reached. Table 10 groups the fields the manifest records.

group fields recorded use

reproduction
summary

final milestone and status, scaffold and model,
workflow role and step, and turn, run, and
iteration counts

attributes the result to the
builders and role that produced
it

compute and cost
GPU and CPU hours, the GPU budget, jobs
run, wall-clock duration, tokens, and dollar
cost

separates a scientific failure from
an execution failure, and
compares spend

components present whether the container, method, evaluator,
scripts, reference, and data are all in place

confirms the workspace is
complete enough to rerun

per-builder records one entry per builder, with its turns, its jobs,
and why it stopped

reconstructs the result across
handoffs

Table 10. The finished workspace records how it was produced. manifest.json ties each accepted artifact to the
builders, compute, and components behind it, so it stays auditable after the session ends.

Acceptance Checks. A workspace is checked before it is accepted. validate.py runs automatically and
enforces the scoring schema, blocks the obvious paper-agreement metric names, and checks the structural
rules that keep the workspace independent of its own method and rebuildable from a fresh clone; Table 11
lists the checks in full. The markdown audit files then cover what code cannot decide: MILESTONES.md states
the claimed milestone, PROGRESS.md and VERIFICATION.md record why it is justified and what was changed
from the paper, and CHECKLIST.md confirms that the workspace is ready for both improve and innovate mode
reuse. A workspace is accepted only when the automatic checks pass and the audit files are complete.

Version Control. Every workspace is a git repository, and the system commits to it continuously, so the full
trajectory can be replayed from the repository alone, without the session that produced it. Each agent edit is
committed as it is made, and each job submission is committed together with the exact code it ran, so the
state behind any result is pinned to a specific revision. When a job finishes, its logs are written back into the
workspace and committed as tracked files, so what ran and what it produced live in the same history as the
code. The builder cannot publish: git push is disabled, and the system decides when it is released (§A.4).

Evaluation reuses the same git-backed design with one branch per attempt. Each time a model is run on an
environment, that attempt is isolated on its own branch, so attempts never interfere, and each one can be
inspected, rescored, or rerun on its own from the committed state it started from.
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check what it verifies

scoring schema

reference.json parses, experiment weights sum to one, and each
experiment declares a primary metric, its metrics, and its results; every
metric declares a direction and a coefficient; and every method is typed as
a baseline or a proposed method, with at least one proposed

no paper-agreement metrics
metric names may not encode closeness to the paper (deviation,
error_vs_, agreement_with, and similar); the score must measure the
scientific quantity, not fidelity to the publication

scores match the schema scores.json uses the same experiments, methods, and metric names as
reference.json, and every value is numeric

reproduction sanity
each reproduced primary-metric value stays close to the paper’s: no sign
flip, under a 2× magnitude gap, and under a 0.3 absolute gap for
bounded metrics

evaluator independence eval/ and data/ never import from method/, so the evaluator works for
any method, not only the reproduced one

fresh-clone integrity
every local import in eval/, method/, and baseline/ resolves to a
git-tracked file, and no committed code references the machine-local
shared/ cache

train/test split

when a split is present: the two slices are independent and wired to the
correct evaluator and output file, both score the same methods, the slices
and the primary metric actually differ, and the primary metric separates
methods on the train slice

Table 11. What validate.py checks before a workspace is accepted. The validator enforces the scoring schema,
blocks scores that measure agreement with the paper, and verifies that the workspace is independent of its own method,
rebuildable from a fresh clone, and free of train/test shortcuts.

D Selecting Papers
Not every paper can or should become a suitable environment. A useful task has to be both worth reproducing
and feasible for an autonomous builder to attempt under a bounded budget. Before any reproduction begins,
we therefore narrow a large pool of recent papers down to a smaller, category-balanced set through a staged
pipeline: cheap model screens drop low-quality and off-type papers, a deeper analysis scores each remaining
paper for quality and reproduction difficulty, and a final ranking and balancing step chooses the papers we
attempt. The rest of this section walks through that pipeline and reports how many papers survive each stage.

Candidate Pool. We assemble the candidate pool before any builder is launched. Our selection snapshot
is exported from a global arXiv index of 124,816 unique papers. The index is built from daily category
listings between January 1, 2025 and March 1, 2026, and exported on March 28, 2026. We restrict the source
categories to cs.CL, cs.CV, cs.AI, and cs.LG (Figure 29), then deduplicate by arXiv ID because the same
paper can appear under more than one category. We also drop papers whose primary category is statistics
(the stat.* group), which are dominated by theoretical work that offers little to execute or reproduce. This
gives the candidate pool a temporal and topical boundary before any model is asked to judge feasibility.
Figure 28 reports how many papers survive each screening stage from this pool onward.

Fast Screening. Before any model reads a paper, we convert its PDF into Markdown with MinerU (Wang
et al., 2024), which extracts the text, tables, and figures into a clean form that the screening and analysis
models can read directly. The first two passes over this text are cheap, high-recall screens rather than final
selection rules. Each pass sees only the opening 15,000 characters of the converted paper, which typically span
the abstract and introduction, so that screening cost stays low across the full index. The first pass returns
a quality score: MiniMax M2.7 (MiniMax, 2026) reads the excerpt and emits a short justification together
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Figure 28. Screening preserves nearly all unique papers before deeper analysis. Counts are computed from the
selection snapshot used by the export. Shares after the unique-index row use 124,816 as the denominator.
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Figure 29. The source pool is largest in cs.AI and cs.LG before deduplication. These are category-listing records
before ID-level deduplication; a single paper can contribute to multiple rows.

with an integer rating from 0 to 100. A second pass assigns each paper one of five types: metric-method,
benchmark/dataset, analysis/findings, theoretical, or survey/position. The quality screen is broad: 94.3%
of scored papers are at least 50, 40.5% are at least 70, and only 12.0% reach 80 or higher. The type screen
is more selective in the direction needs: 94,161 papers, or 75.9%, are labeled metric-method.
Figure 30 reports the full quality-score and paper-type distributions. The quality screen is the gate into deep
analysis: structured analysis runs only within the top quality band, papers scoring 75 or higher (33,393 papers,
the top 26.9%), and 21,354 of them complete the analysis under the analysis budget. The fast type label
guides this stage but does not filter it; the decisive type filter uses the structured analysis’s own classification
and appears as the first drops in Figure 32.

Structured Analysis. Papers carried forward from the fast screens go through a deeper analysis with MiniMax
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Figure 30. Fast screens keep broad coverage while identifying metric-method papers as the dominant type. The left
side summarizes 123,980 fast quality scores; the right side summarizes 124,018 fast paper-type labels.

M2.7 (MiniMax, 2026), which classifies each paper and records a reproduction-oriented catalog entry. The first
and most decisive field is the paper type. We keep only method papers, whose contribution is a method or
technique evaluated with measurable results, and set aside the other four types: benchmark or dataset papers,
where the contribution is the evaluation rather than a method; analysis or findings papers, which report
observations rather than improvements; theoretical papers, whose contribution is a formal result; and survey
or position papers, which carry no original experiments. Only method papers fit a reproduce-then-improve
task, where an agent has to implement a method and then improve on a measured number.

The remaining fields describe each surviving paper in more detail: contribution novelty, taxonomy, compute
and paid-resource requirements, benchmarks, datasets, baselines, concrete dependencies on other papers, code
availability, reproduction difficulty, research quality, and problem novelty, with every scalar judgment given as
an integer score from 0 to 10. Reproduction difficulty is split into coding, compute, time to run, and data
or model difficulty, plus an overall score, because a paper should not be chosen on scientific appeal alone; a
useful task also has to be feasible for an autonomous agent under a bounded budget. Figure 31 shows how
these scores are distributed across the analyzed papers.

Filtering and Ranking. The final selection balances importance against feasibility. Let 𝑞 be the 0-10 paper
quality score, and let 𝑟 be the aggregate reproduction difficulty. When all four reproduction subscores are
present, we compute

𝑟 = 5𝑟overall + 1.25(𝑟code + 𝑟compute + 𝑟speed + 𝑟data)
10 .

It then ranks eligible papers by 𝑢 =
√︀

(𝑞/10)(1 − 𝑟/10), so a paper must be both scientifically strong and
reasonably reproducible to rank highly. Code availability is recorded but is not a hard requirement, which
allows to include papers where agents must reconstruct missing pieces. The filtering counts in
Figure 32 are sequential counts from the exported snapshot, each paper attributed to its first rejecting rule.

Category Balancing. The feasible pool is still highly uneven across topics, so we do not simply take the top
1,000 utility scores. We first map fine-grained taxonomy labels into 18 canonical categories, then allocate final
slots using temperature-smoothed category shares with temperature 1.2. The largest categories remain large,
but smaller categories are not squeezed out entirely. Figure 33 shows the candidate pool and selected count
for each canonical category. Figure 34 reads the resulting environments in their own words: what each asks to
make better, and the work delivering it requires.
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Figure 31. Structured-analysis score distributions across the 21,354 analyzed papers. Each panel gives the share of
papers at each integer score from 0 to 10: the five reproduction-difficulty sub-scores (coding, compute, time to run,
data or model, and overall), and the paper-level quality and problem-novelty scores. Dashed lines mark the means.
Difficulty scores concentrate in the low-to-middle range, while quality and problem novelty center higher.
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Figure 32. Feasibility filters reduce 21,354 analyzed papers to 8,987 candidates. The feasible candidates are ranked
by quality-feasibility utility before the final category-balanced selection.

E Evaluation Protocol
Evaluation is the scoring harness that turns the reproduced environments into comparable scores across
models. Where Swarm is built for open-ended builder coordination, Evaluation is deliberately flatter: it runs
one controlled trial for each combination of paper, model, and mode. Each trial starts from a fresh workspace,
receives a bounded compute budget through Nexus, drives one agent session through reason-run-feedback
turns, and records the resulting train and held-out test scores. The harness splits this into auditable stages,
from scaffolding through normalization (Table 12). The unit of comparison is therefore explicit: a model is
judged by what its agent can build under the same problem statement, workspace boundary, scoring contract,
and compute budget. We call this evaluated agent the scientist agent, to distinguish it from the builders that
construct an environment (§A.3.2).
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Figure 33. Temperature-balanced sampling keeps large areas prominent while preserving smaller categories. The
final 1,000-paper selection is sampled from 8,987 feasible candidates across 18 canonical categories.
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Figure 34. What environments ask, and the work it takes. Each environment states what should get better and what
work that takes; phrases are grouped into families that emerge from data; ribbon mass is the share of environments.

E.1 Evaluation Modes

Each environment can be run in two modes that ask different questions of a model. In improve mode, the
scientist is given the reproduced method and the train-phase scores it already achieves, and must push those
numbers higher without changing the evaluation protocol; the question is whether the model can advance an
existing result. In innovate mode, the agent is given only the problem statement, the constraints and targets,
the visible evaluator, and the data interface, with an empty method directory, and must build a method from
first principles; the question is whether the model can solve the problem on its own.

The two modes are the problem-and-solution separation of §B.2 made operational: the same environment,
presented once with the reproduced method and once without it. This separation is built into the workspace
layout, not just the prompt. The reproduced method lives in its own method/ directory, while the problem
statement, scoring targets, visible evaluator, and data interface sit outside it, and the evaluator and data never
import from method/ (§C). Because the rest of the environment does not depend on the method, a single
change switches modes: method/ is handed over intact for improve mode and emptied for innovate mode.
They are kept separate in both the run matrix and the normalization, because a score earned by inventing a
method from scratch is not the same experimental object as one earned by improving an existing method.
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E.2 Running a Trial

Workspace Boundary. Evaluation controls what the scientist can see and modify. The problem briefing, data,
baseline artifacts, and visible training evaluator are read-only. The method directory, run scripts, scratch
directory, and scoring directory are writable. Held-out test files, test scripts, reference scores, and the paper
text are not present during the main phase. This boundary prevents agents from tuning against the hidden test
split while still giving them enough information to conduct real research: they can read the task, implement a
method, run the visible evaluator, inspect failures, and iterate. In improve mode, the starting method’s train
score is copied into the briefing as a target to beat, but it is not used as an oracle during scoring.

evaluation stage contract enforced by the harness

scaffold create a fresh per-run workspace and remove files that would leak hidden tests
or reference scores

main phase let the scientist edit the method and submit compute jobs until it writes
train-phase scores and declares completion

validation check that every required proposed-method metric is present; missing cells
trigger bounded repair turns

held-out test materialize the hidden evaluator only after the method is frozen, then run it
through Nexus

normalization convert heterogeneous metric improvements into per-paper scores before
averaging into a leaderboard

Table 12. Evaluation separates iteration, validation, hidden testing, and normalization into auditable stages. The
staged harness keeps scientist behavior inspectable and comparable.

Scientist Loop. At the end of each turn, the scientist declares whether it wants to submit a compute job or
finish. A submitted job runs the workspace’s compute entrypoint through Nexus, using the requested CPU or
GPU resources and optionally the short test capacity for smoke tests. Evaluation does not implement its own
execution loop; it consumes the job results that Nexus exposes and resumes the same agent session with them.
Current runs use a 200-turn ceiling, and a trial that fails for a transient reason before producing any score file
is retried up to three times. Once scoring files exist, the workspace is kept for review rather than overwritten.

Train and Test Scores. The main phase produces scores_train.json using the visible evaluator. A host-side
validator then checks the output against the source scoring shape: for every required proposed method, every
numeric metric present in the reference reproduction must also be present in the agent’s score file. Metrics
marked as baselines are ignored because they are not the scientist’s responsibility.

After train validation passes, the method the scientist built is frozen: its directory is mounted read-only before
the held-out evaluator runs, so the test score reflects exactly the method that produced the train score and
cannot be tuned against the hidden split. Evaluation then materializes the held-out evaluator from a pristine
clone, so the scientist cannot influence what the test runs, and executes against the frozen method.

If the test job fails, the default recovery path keeps the method and the hidden evaluator read-only for five
repair turns, so the scientist can repair missing packages or regenerate artifacts without modifying the frozen
method or peeking at held-out data. If those turns do not succeed, a final three-turn path makes method/
writable again under a stricter honesty prompt, so a genuine interface mismatch can be repaired; even then
the held-out evaluator and test data stay read-only and re-materialized from the pristine clone, so the method
can be fixed but the hidden split still cannot be read nor the scorer altered, and these unlock turns are flagged
in the trace. A run is complete only when both train and test score files validate.
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E.3 Scoring

Evaluation reduces each model to one comparable number per paper, its FNI, then averages over the ten
into a leaderboard. The raw measurements are heterogeneous at three levels. Within a paper, the result is
split across experiments and their metrics, which sit on different scales, so one in the hundreds must not
swamp one in hundredths, and carry different importance, so a metric central to the claim should count more
than an incidental one. Across papers, the natural improvement ranges from a fraction of a percent to tens
of points, yet every paper should contribute equal magnitude rather than let large-swing papers dominate.
Across models, the comparison must stay fixed: a later model is scored against numbers frozen at publication
rather than re-baselined, with the sign preserved and no value clamped. The scoring function below reconciles
these levels, one cell at a time.

Definitions. The scoring is built on the following objects, all fixed before any model is scored.

• Reference cohort ℳ = {𝑚1, . . . , 𝑚𝐾}: a fixed set of 𝐾 models, chosen once and frozen at publication.
Each 𝑚𝑘 is one model, and every model in ℳ is run on every paper.

• Cell 𝑐: one metric of one method in one experiment. A single paper has many cells, spread across its
experiments and the several metrics each one reports; baseline methods are excluded, leaving only the
proposed methods.

• Source value 𝑠𝑐: the value the paper’s own method reaches on cell 𝑐 once reproduced; it is the reference
every model is measured against.

• Model value 𝑥𝑚,𝑐: the value reached on cell 𝑐 by the method that model 𝑚 builds.
• Direction 𝑑𝑐 ∈ {+1, −1}: +1 when a higher value is better, −1 when lower is better.
• Prior weight 𝑝𝑐 = 𝑤𝑒(𝑐) |𝜅𝑐|: how central the cell is to the paper’s claim, set by the builder when it

writes the reference scoring file, not inferred from any model’s results. The agent records two numbers
there: a weight 𝑤𝑒 for each experiment, normalized to sum to one across the paper, and a coefficient 𝜅𝑐

for each metric that sets the metrics within an experiment against one another. The prior weight is
their product, taking the coefficient’s magnitude so that a metric’s direction (already captured by 𝑑𝑐)
does not affect its weight.

The cohort is fixed because it calibrates every paper: adding a model to it would move every paper’s scale and
baseline and invalidate all stored coefficients, so a later model is scored against the cohort, never added to it.

Cell Improvement. The signed improvement of model 𝑚 on cell 𝑐 is

𝛿𝑚,𝑐 = 𝑑𝑐(𝑥𝑚,𝑐 − 𝑠𝑐) =
{︃

𝑥𝑚,𝑐 − 𝑠𝑐, if higher is better,
𝑠𝑐 − 𝑥𝑚,𝑐, if lower is better,

positive for an improvement over the source and negative for a regression, on every metric. Every scale below
is built from these improvements: how widely they spread across the cohort sets the unit for each cell, and
the cohort’s typical paper score sets the baseline that makes papers comparable.

Cohort Scale. For each paper, mode, and phase, the cohort fixes the scale that each cell is divided by. The
first quantity is the per-cell spread,

𝜎𝑐 = sd𝑚∈ℳ(𝛿𝑚,𝑐) =
√︃

1
𝐾 − 1

∑︁
𝑚∈ℳ

(︀
𝛿𝑚,𝑐 − 𝛿𝑐

)︀2
, 𝛿𝑐 = 1

𝐾

∑︁
𝑚∈ℳ

𝛿𝑚,𝑐,

the sample standard deviation of the cohort’s improvements on cell 𝑐, where 𝛿𝑐 is the cohort’s mean improvement
on that cell. We use 𝜎𝑐 as the cell’s unit because it is expressed in the metric’s own scale: a metric reported in
the hundreds gives a 𝜎𝑐 in the hundreds and one reported in hundredths gives a 𝜎𝑐 in hundredths, so dividing
an improvement by 𝜎𝑐 removes the metric’s scale and lets cells be compared. Some cells have 𝜎𝑐 = 0, where
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the cohort returns the same value and the cell carries no spread of its own; we want neither to drop these
cells nor to divide by zero, so we also compute a fallback, the paper’s typical spread,

𝜏 = median
𝑗 : 𝜎𝑗>0

𝜎𝑗 ,

the median of the nonzero per-cell spreads. A median, not a mean, keeps one unusually noisy cell from
inflating this typical scale and shrinking every other cell. The per-cell normalizer then uses each cell’s own
spread when it has one and 𝜏 otherwise,

𝑛𝑐 =
{︃

𝜎𝑐, 𝜎𝑐 > 0,

𝜏, 𝜎𝑐 = 0 and 𝜏 > 0,

so a tied cell still contributes, scaled by the paper’s typical spread. If even 𝜏 = 0, no cell on the paper carries
any spread, the paper has no usable scale, and it is excluded rather than scored with an arbitrary fallback.

Scale from the Cohort, not the Source. For a cell the cohort does not tie on, the normalizer from the
previous paragraph is simply the cohort spread, 𝑛𝑐 = 𝜎𝑐. Dividing by this spread, rather than by the source
value, is what places metrics of different scales on a common footing. The more obvious choice would divide
each improvement by its source value, 𝛿𝑚,𝑐/|𝑠𝑐|; but 𝜎𝑐 is computed from those same improvements, so
dividing them by |𝑠𝑐| scales the cell and its spread alike, and the source value cancels:

𝛿𝑚,𝑐/|𝑠𝑐|
sd𝑚(𝛿𝑚,𝑐/|𝑠𝑐|) = 𝛿𝑚,𝑐/|𝑠𝑐|

𝜎𝑐/|𝑠𝑐|
= 𝛿𝑚,𝑐

𝜎𝑐
, 𝑠𝑐 ̸= 0.

The cohort spread, not the source value, carries the scale. Writing the standardized cell score with the general
normalizer,

𝑧𝑚,𝑐 = 𝛿𝑚,𝑐

𝑛𝑐
,

and 𝑠𝑐 sets only the zero point of the improvement, not its scale. The score also stays well defined when 𝑠𝑐 is
zero or near zero (for example, when a metric counts the number of bugs in a code snippet), where dividing
by the source value would be undefined or blow a tiny gap into an enormous ratio.

Effective Weights. The prior weight 𝑝𝑐 records how important a metric is to the paper, but not how much it
tells one model apart from another. A cell on which the whole cohort lands at nearly the same value carries
little signal about which model is better, while a cell on which the cohort spreads out widely both separates
models and is statistically reliable. We therefore scale each prior by the cell’s spread 𝜎𝑐 relative to the paper’s
typical spread 𝜏 , and renormalize so the weights sum to one:

𝑤̃𝑐 = 𝑝𝑐

(︂
𝛽 + 𝜎𝑐

𝜎𝑐 + 𝜏

)︂
, 𝑤𝑐 = 𝑤̃𝑐∑︀

𝑗 𝑤̃𝑗
.

Here 𝛽 is a floor we set to 0.5. The weight 𝑤𝑐 this produces is each cell’s share of the paper score, so scaling
it by the cell’s spread makes the score lean on the cells that actually separate models and discount those that
do not. When the cohort ties on a cell (𝜎𝑐 = 0), every model scores it the same, so the cell cannot tell a
better model from a worse one; counting it at full weight would only dilute the score with a cell that carries
no signal, so the factor drops to its floor 𝛽 = 0.5, halving its influence without dropping it. When a cell
spreads the cohort by the paper’s typical amount (𝜎𝑐 = 𝜏), it carries a representative amount of signal and
the factor stays at 1.0, leaving its prior unchanged. When the cohort disagrees on a cell far more than usual
(𝜎𝑐 ≫ 𝜏), the cell sharply separates models and is the most informative, so the factor rises toward 1.5 and
the cell counts for up to half again its prior. The factor saturates smoothly toward 𝛽 + 1 rather than being
clipped at a hard cap.

This does a different job from the normalizer: 𝑛𝑐 puts every cell on a common scale, while 𝑤𝑐 sets how much
each cell then counts. Together they keep any single cell, an extreme-scale metric or a tied, uninformative
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one, from deciding a paper’s score by itself. As a final backstop against a near-tied cell whose tiny spread
inflates its coefficient, any cell whose contribution both outweighs all of a paper’s other cells combined and
exceeds one full paper score in magnitude is pruned, uniformly for every model, so no saturated metric can
swing a paper’s score on its own.

Paper Coefficients. The cohort model’s score on a paper is the weighted sum of its standardized cell scores,

𝑅𝑚 =
∑︁

𝑐

𝑤𝑐 𝑧𝑚,𝑐.

The size of 𝑅𝑚 still varies across papers: a paper whose metrics swing widely gives every model a large 𝑅𝑚,
and would dominate a leaderboard that averaged raw paper scores. To put papers on equal footing, we divide
by the cohort’s typical paper-score magnitude on that paper,

𝑏 = 1
|ℳ|

∑︁
𝑚∈ℳ

|𝑅𝑚|,

the mean absolute 𝑅𝑚 over the cohort. After dividing by 𝑏, the cohort’s typical paper score has magnitude
one on every paper, so each paper contributes equally to a model’s average instead of in proportion to how
large its improvements happen to be. Weight, normalizer, and baseline then fold into a single stored coefficient
per cell,

𝛼𝑐 = 𝑤𝑐

𝑛𝑐𝑏
,

so a future model is scored by the frozen sum

𝑆 =
∑︁

𝑐

𝛼𝑐𝛿𝑐.

All spread estimates, weight adjustments, and paper baselines are absorbed into 𝛼𝑐 and never re-estimated.

Leaderboard. Train and held-out test phases, and innovate and improve modes, keep separate coefficients
because they measure different experimental objects. Within each published setting, the leaderboard reports
the mean paper score over published papers. The scale comes from the reference cohort, and FNI is this
score scaled by 100: a paper’s typical score across the cohort has magnitude 100, so a model that matches
the cohort scores about 100, a model with about half again as much improvement scores near 150, and a
model at half the cohort’s gains scores near 50; the score is positive when the model improves over the source
reproduction and negative when it regresses. Because each paper’s spread across the cohort is about one,
averaging over many published papers shrinks the noise in a model’s mean score, so models are separated by
the average of many per-paper differences rather than by any single paper; we therefore read only sustained
gaps as real and treat very close scores as ties. A paper is excluded from publication uniformly for every
model, never per submission, when the cohort gives no usable scale (every cell tied, or a baseline that cancels
to zero) or is too small to estimate spread (fewer than three cohort models present).
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Figure 35. How often scientists beat the paper. Distribution of held-out improvement over the paper’s source method,
per mode. Colored bars (right of zero) beat the reproduced method; the grey tail regressed. The percentage is the
share of runs that improved.

F Evaluation Analysis
The main text reads these environments as a leaderboard. Here we examine the evaluation behind it, asking
three questions: how often a scientist actually improves on the reproduced method, whether a score reflects a
real gain rather than a metric optimized during the run, and whether the number is largely a proxy for how
much compute or interaction a run was given. In short: usually, yes, and no.

F.1 How Often Scientists Beat the Paper

Before asking which scientist is best, it is worth knowing whether any of them do real work. They do.
Figure 35 shows the distribution of held-out improvement over the paper’s source method, one panel per
mode. Most runs land to the right of zero: 84% beat the reproduced method when improving it, and 74% do
when designing a new one from scratch. Innovate carries the heavier left tail, since a fresh design more often
fails outright, yet even there the typical attempt still moves the metric forward.

F.2 Do the Gains Generalize

A score is only meaningful if it reflects a real gain rather than a metric gamed during the run. The held-out
split separates the two: a scientist optimizes against a training-phase metric but is scored on a test slice it
never sees. Figure 36 plots one against the other. The two track closely (Spearman 0.57 in improve and 0.69
in innovate), so training gains usually survive to the held-out metric, and only a small share of runs fall in the
overfit quadrant where a training gain reverses on test (8% in improve and 5% in innovate). The split rarely
needs to intervene, but when it does it removes exactly the runs that would otherwise inflate a score.

F.3 Effort and Outcomes

A natural worry is that a score mostly tracks how much compute or interaction a run spent, rewarding
brute force over insight. It does not. Figure 37 plots each run’s within-paper normalized score against the
GPU-hours it consumed and the number of turns it took, with the Improve and Innovate modes kept apart.
Every trend is flat: the rank correlation stays weak throughout and is slightly negative where it moves at all,
at most 0.22 in magnitude. Spending more does not produce a better result; a better method does.
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Figure 36. Training gains carry over to held-out test. Training-phase score against held-out test score, per mode, with
the 𝑦 = 𝑥 line. Points hug the diagonal; the shaded quadrant holds the few runs that gained on training but regressed
on test.
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Figure 37. Effort versus outcome. Within-paper normalized score against GPU-hours (top row) and agent turns
(bottom row), shown separately for the Improve and Innovate modes. Scores are min-max normalized within each
(paper, mode); each line is a least-squares fit in log-effort. Every panel is flat (|𝜌| ≤ 0.22).

G Experimental Setup
This section records the concrete setup behind our experiments: the paper set the scientists attempt, the
compute pool they run on, the agent scaffolds and models we compare, and how trials are run and scored.
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G.1 Data

All papers come from arXiv. We work from a global index of 124,816 unique papers in the categories cs.CL,
cs.CV, cs.AI, and cs.LG, built from daily listings between January 1, 2025 and March 1, 2026 and exported
on March 28, 2026. From this index, the selection procedure of §D chooses a category-balanced set of 1,000
papers to attempt; the per-stage counts are reported there.

G.2 Compute

’s experiments run on a heterogeneous setup provisioned through Hive and accounted by Nexus.
The compute pool contains 16 A100 GPU nodes, 16 H100 GPU nodes, 16 H200 GPU nodes, and 4 CPU
nodes (Table 13). The GPU nodes support accelerator-heavy reproduction jobs, while the CPU nodes support
CPU-only experiments and non-accelerated setup or validation work.

resource count role

A100 GPU nodes 16 general accelerator workloads and pilot experiments

H100 GPU nodes 16 high-throughput training and evaluation jobs

H200 GPU nodes 16 memory-intensive or largest-scale reproduction runs

CPU nodes 4 low-compute, CPU-only setup and validation jobs

Table 13. Hive exposes heterogeneous capacity for accelerator-heavy and CPU-only experiments. The counts describe
the compute capacity exposed in Hive.

G.3 Agent Scaffolds

Each scientist reaches the workspace through a scaffold, the layer that drives a coding-agent command-line
tool behind one uniform turn interface (§A.4). Our experiments center on two scaffolds: Claude Code, which
runs Anthropic models, and Codex, which runs OpenAI models. The same harness also supports other agents,
including Gemini, Kimi, and Grok, so a single task can be run across a range of models. We prioritize a
provider’s official agent scaffold when one is released; otherwise we use Claude Code as the default. Because a
model and its scaffold are evaluated together and not every model runs through the same scaffold, the unit
being compared is a model together with its scaffold, and a scaffold difference is part of what the comparison
measures rather than something controlled away.

G.4 Models

We evaluate scientists built on models from seven providers: Anthropic (Fable 5.1, Fable 5, Opus 4.8, and Opus
4.7), OpenAI (GPT 6 Astra, GPT 5.6 Sol, GPT 5.5, and GPT 5.4), Zhipu (GLM 5.2 and GLM 5.1), Moonshot
(Kimi K2.7 and Kimi K2.6), MiniMax (MiniMax M3 and MiniMax M2.7), Xiaomi (MiMo V2.5 Pro), and DeepSeek
(DeepSeek V4). Anthropic and OpenAI models run through their official scaffolds; the rest run through
Claude Code against an Anthropic-compatible gateway (§G.3). Every model is run at the extra-high (xhigh)
reasoning-effort setting, or at its highest available setting if it does not support xhigh, so models are judged
at full strength rather than at a throttled setting.

G.5 Evaluation Trials

Every trial hands the scientist the same resources, so a difference in outcome reflects the model and not the
budget behind it. A trial runs under a ceiling of 200 turns and a compute budget of 30 GPU-hours, with
at most 2 GPUs held at once, accounted by Nexus (§A.2). A trial that aborts for a transient infrastructure
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reason, such as a gateway timeout or a compute-pool blip, is retried up to three times before it is recorded as
a failure; retries cover infrastructure, never an agent that simply solved the task poorly, so no model is re-run
for doing badly. We cap in-flight trials at 30 and split that capacity evenly across the active models, so a
fast API does not crowd a slower one out of the queue. Each model is run in both evaluation modes of §E.1.
GPU-hours are counted as wall-clock time times the number of GPUs held, without weighting by accelerator
class, so a trial scheduled onto faster cards can fit more experimentation into the same nominal budget; we
treat this as a known limitation of expressing the budget in raw GPU-hours.

G.6 Provider Failures

A run spans thousands of unattended turns over hours or days, during which a model provider can rate-limit,
throttle, or go down. The two settings absorb these interruptions differently, because they optimize for
different things. When building an environment, the goal is to preserve work, so a run that fails resumes from
the start of the current workflow iteration, reusing the saved workspace; a provider outage then costs at most
the iteration in progress, not the whole reproduction. During evaluation, the goal is fairness, so a trial that
fails before producing any score is discarded and restarted from a fresh workspace rather than resumed: no
model is scored on a run that was continued mid-trajectory or warm-started from partial state, and every
model meets the same clean-room conditions. A failure that occurs after scores are written is set aside for
review rather than silently retried.

G.7 Cohort and Normalization

Running every model on all 1,000 selected papers would be expensive to repeat, so the headline evaluation
uses a smaller fixed cohort drawn from the lower-compute environments, chosen so that a full pass stays cheap
enough to run across many models and to rerun over time. Scores are normalized against a reference set of
models rather than reported in absolute terms (§E.3): the per-paper normalization coefficients are computed
once from that reference set and then frozen, so a newly added model is scored against the existing board
without shifting the numbers already reported for other models. The reference set is the current generation of
each model family; older generations are scored against that frozen reference but kept out of it.

G.8 Reproducibility

Every trial starts from the same pinned container image and the same workspace template (§C), so the
software environment and the starting state are identical across models and stay fixed as the evaluation
is rerun over months. Scoring depends only on the numbers a trial records, not on wall-clock time or the
hardware it ran on (§B.2), so a trial can be rescored later without rerunning the agent. We retain the full
record of each trial, the agent log, the final workspace, and the jobs it submitted, so any reported score can
be traced back to what the agent actually did.
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H Dataset and Training Details
This appendix documents the two artifacts behind §4: the released trace corpus (§4.2) and the scientist
trained on it (§4.3). It records how the corpus is counted, how the training data and configuration are derived
from it, and the held-out protocol behind Figure 15.

H.1 Trace Corpus

What Is Preserved. Every evaluation attempt is preserved as its own git repository, one per environment,
model, and run mode. The repository is the final workspace of §C with its full commit history: the system
commits after every turn (§C.4), so the corpus holds the development history of each attempt rather than a
cleaned final state. A trace records the research idea and its revisions, the method code as it changed, and the
per-experiment logs and scores, tied together by the turn-by-turn trajectory that produced them. Attempts
that regress on the source method are kept alongside those that improve on it; a corpus of research being
done must include the failures.

Accounting. The totals in §4.2 are computed per attempt and summed. Hours of work is the scientist’s
end-to-end running wall-clock time, from the first turn of a trial to its final recorded score; summed over every
preserved attempt, across all models, effort tiers, and both modes, it gives the roughly 6,400 hours reported.
The per-attempt averages of Table 4 come from the same records.

H.2 Training Data

Provenance. All training data derives from finished evaluation traces. Each example is rooted in a task
specification exactly as a scientist receives it: the problem, the constraints, and the metric to move (§C). The
ten held-out papers of §H.4 appear in no training example.

Supervised Set. The SFT set has 1,000 examples. The prompt is the task specification; the target is the
attempt’s reasoning inside <think> tags followed by its final idea. Reasoning is cleaned before training:
fabricated run results and job identifiers are removed, and empirical claims are reframed as conceptual, with
nothing invented or added. The set combines 925 authentic completions with 75 faithful rephrasings of the
strongest completions, which round the set to 1,000 without introducing new content.

Reward Set. The GRPO set has 1,500 already-scored ideas, rewarded by measured outcomes only: 777
examples by the held-out test score (weight 1.0), and 723 by generalization, the test score minus the train-test
overfit gap (weight 0.5). Rewards are z-normalized within each paper and mode group, so an idea is reinforced
or suppressed relative to the other ideas for the same task. We deliberately exclude rewards judged by an
LLM: every reward in the set is a measured result.

H.3 Training Procedure

Setup. The base model is Qwen3-8B in its thinking variant. Both stages train a LoRA adapter of rank 32
through Tinker (Thinking Machines Lab, 2025), and the GRPO stage continues from the SFT checkpoint.

SFT. Cross-entropy on the assistant message only, learning rate 10−4, batch size 8, 3 epochs, maximum
sequence length 8,192. Training NLL decreases from 2.25 to 2.16 over the three epochs.

Offline GRPO. The objective is a clipped PPO loss. The SFT policy’s log-probabilities are computed with a
no-gradient forward pass and used as the reference, so the clip bounds every update to a trust region around
the SFT policy. Learning rate 10−5, batch size 16, one epoch, gradient-norm clip 1.0. Training stays bounded:
the completion NLL oscillates in a stable band around the SFT baseline and never diverges. This stability is
not free. An earlier variant that weighted cross-entropy by the signed advantage collapsed, because tokens
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with negative advantage are pushed toward unboundedly low log-probability; the clipped objective with an
explicit reference policy is what makes offline training on scored ideas stable.

H.4 Held-Out Evaluation

Protocol. The gym result of Figure 15 scores ideas, not the idea generator’s own coding. For each of the ten
held-out papers, one idea is sampled from each of the three checkpoints, base, SFT, and GRPO, with the
same prompt format, temperature 0.7, and top-p 0.8. A single fixed implementer, GPT 5.6 Sol at the xhigh
effort tier, then executes every idea in innovate mode under identical conditions: the idea is injected into the
briefing with the instruction to implement it faithfully and to optimize within its framing rather than invent
a different approach. Only the idea’s origin varies across the thirty runs.

Scoring and Isolation. Scoring is identical to the benchmark: the held-out FNI, computed with each paper’s
frozen cohort coefficients (§G.7). The ablation is isolated from the leaderboard: it runs in a separate workspace
namespace, shifts no normalization, and publishes nothing.

Results. Figure 38 plots each trained idea’s score against the same paper’s base idea score, and Table 14
summarizes the distributions over the ten held-out papers. Both the mean and the median rise monotonically
from base to SFT to GRPO. The spread grows as well, so the gain is a shift in the typical outcome rather
than a uniform improvement on every paper.
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Figure 38. Trained ideas against the base. Each of
the ten held-out papers contributes one SFT and one
GRPO dot, plotted against the same paper’s base idea
score (displayed scaled by 100). A dot above the dashed
diagonal means the trained idea beat the untrained
idea on that paper.

statistic base SFT GRPO
median 41.2 83.9 106.3
mean 51.5 62.8 89.9

Table 14. Ablation summary statistics. Median, mean,
and standard deviation of the held-out score over the
ten held-out papers, displayed scaled by 100.
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I Example Produced Environment
This section uses one finished environment as a lens on what the builders actually do, and why. For each choice
a builder makes while turning a paper into a reusable task, we ask why it makes that choice and whether the
behavior is one the system is built to elicit or the builder’s own judgment. The paper is only background: it
is the reproduction of Transformers without Normalization (arXiv:2503.10622), whose Dynamic Tanh (DyT)
replaces Layer Normalization with a learnable element-wise operation. The run used MiniMax M2.7, GLM 5.1,
and GPT 5.4 across 25 agent sessions over the reproduce, design, package, and verify roles, and about 19
GPU-hours, ending at the core_claim milestone. The few excerpts below come from the produced workspace;
layout follows Figure 25.

Implement the real method, not a lookalike. The reproducer writes the paper’s actual computation rather
than a model tuned to emit its published numbers. It does this because the milestone rewards a method
that runs: a surrogate fit to the reported accuracy would clear a naive number-matching test but fails ours
by construction, and the verifier re-checks that the code is the algorithm itself. This is designed in — the
milestone ladder and the verify role reward a runnable method (§A.3).

method/dyt.py

def forward ( s e l f , x): # DyT(x) = gamma * tanh ( alpha *x) + beta
r e t u r n s e l f . gamma * torch .tanh( s e l f . alpha * x) + s e l f .beta

def replace_ln_with_dyt (model , init_alpha =0.5) :
f o r name , m i n list( model . named_modules ()):

i f isinstance (m, (nn.LayerNorm , nn. RMSNorm )): # swap every norm layer
set_submodule (model , name , DyT(m. normalized_shape [-1], init_alpha ))

r e t u r n model

Write the briefing so it cannot leak the answer. The builder states the problem in method-agnostic terms: it
fixes the question and the success criteria but never names DyT or normalization-free training. Why withhold
what it just implemented? Because the same workspace is later handed to a from-scratch scientist, and a
brief that named the solution would let that scientist copy it instead of doing research. By design, briefings
must be method-agnostic, and the verifier and validate.py flag leaks; one is caught below.

briefing/problem.md

## Research Quest ion
Can deep transformer - style classifiers be trained stably and accurately when
their usual feature - normalization components are removed or replaced , without
winning by increasing model size , changing the data , or using pretrained weights ?

## Success C r i t e r i a
- Train without numerical divergence ; match or improve the reference accuracy .
- Keep parameter count and model scale matched within the comparison .
- Same data split and preprocessing ; no pretrained weights , extra data , or ensembles .

Decide what counts as an improvement. The scoring contract is where the builder exercises judgment the
system asks for but does not dictate. It makes top-1 accuracy the primary metric, keeps top-5 and balanced
accuracy as diagnostics, and gives parameter count a negative coefficient — so beating the baseline by scaling
the model up does not register as a win. The format invites such a constraint metric; which metrics matter,
and by how much, is the builder’s call. It records the paper’s reported numbers as the ranking reference and
its own measured numbers as the baseline a future method must beat.

Scale the experiment down without trivializing it. The full paper trains ViT-B/L for 300 epochs, beyond a
per-paper budget, so the builder scales to a 50-class slice and a ViT-S/16. The choice is bounded by a rule the
system cares about: model and data scale may shrink, but the algorithm and the matched comparison must
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be preserved, and the task must stay hard enough to discriminate. The builder checks this — the LayerNorm
baseline lands below saturation, so comparison still has room, and DyT edges it at equal parameter count.

Pin the surface a future scientist competes on. Because the environment is graded by comparison, the
builder writes down what a future scientist may optimize, what it must hold fixed, and where it may explore.
It splits this into three documents: a target (what improvement means and how it is measured), constraints
(what must stay matched across compared systems), and a direction (the mechanism to work on, and what is
out of bounds). These are required and method-safe: a from-scratch reader sees the rules, not the solution.

scoring/TARGETS.md

## Primary : s u p e r v i s e d _ c l a s s i f i c a t i o n
Improve accuracy on the matched ImageNet class slice without increasing model
scale or changing the data.
- Benefit : top1_accuracy ( top5_accuracy , balanced_accuracy as diagnostics )
- Constraint : param_count_M within 5% of the matched reference
- Success : top -1 within 1 pt of the reference , with no parameter increase

scoring/CONSTRAINTS.md

## Model Sca le
Candidate and reference must have matched scale : param_count_M within 5%.
A larger candidate is an extra experiment , not an improvement .

## T r a i n i n g Budget
Same data , epoch budget , optimizer , augmentation , and preprocessing . A recipe
change counts only when it is applied to every system in the comparison .

scoring/DIRECTION.md

## D i r e c t i o n Scope
Work on normalization as a mechanism : stabilize activations , gradients , or
optimization while keeping the compared architecture and data fixed .

## Out of Bounds
- Resource scaling as the only change - Pretrained weights or extra data
- Ensembles - Switching to an easier or different dataset

Keep evaluation independent of any one method. The builder makes the evaluator score prediction files
and own the labels, rather than load the reproduced model. Why give up the convenience of calling its own
checkpoint? Because a future method, however different from DyT, must score through the same interface; an
evaluator coupled to this run’s model would break for everyone else. The boundary is designed — and, as the
next step shows, enforced rather than assumed.

Build a held-out test, and say where it is weak. The designer adds a hidden test slice so a later scientist
cannot quietly overfit the visible scores, and — notably — writes down why it chose this split and where it
falls short. The choice of split is the builder’s own judgment; that it records the trade-off is the behavior the
design-notes step is meant to produce.

DESIGN_NOTES.md

### S p l i t s t y l e : per−c l a s s a l t e r n a t i n g v a l i d a t i o n p a r i t y
Within each class , even - position images go to train and odd - position to test.

Why this fits: both slices have comparable difficulty , so an honest method
scores similarly on both , while a method that games the visible slice shows a gap.
Known limitation : the parity split is moderate . A harder split (held -out classes
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or OOD) gives a stronger shortcut signal but needs a larger dataset .

Catch the system’s own mistakes. The last role is where design meets behavior. The verifier audited the
artifact and found that an earlier builder had let the evaluator load the reproduced checkpoint — a method
leak that would silently break from-scratch mode. It moved inference into method/ and rewrote eval/ as a
generic prediction-file scorer. The system is built to catch exactly this class of error (the verify role together
with validate.py), and here it did.

VERIFICATION.md

## I s s u e s found
- Critical , fixed : eval/ contained solution - specific checkpoint loading . Even

without importing from method /, this leaked the reproduced algorithm into the
reusable evaluation path and would compromise from - scratch mode.

## F i x e s a p p l i e d
- Moved checkpoint inference into method /; rewrote eval/ as a generic evaluator

that scores JSONL predictions from any method without knowing the algorithm .

Only after this check passed did the workspace settle at core_claim. Every choice above is committed: the
run writes a manifest.json and a README.md reproduction log, and the git history checkpoints each turn, so
each decision traces back to the builder, the jobs, and the code behind it (§C).
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J Agent Prompts
This section shows representative prompts from each stage of the system, to illustrate how agents are
instructed: the screening and analysis prompts that grade and select papers, the role prompts that drive
a Swarm reproduction, and the prompts that run a single evaluation trial. The prompts are excerpted;
operational scaffolding repeated across prompts (job submission, progress logging, version control, the
workspace layout) is omitted and described in sections above. Placeholders in braces are filled at run time.

J.1 Prompts for Paper Grading and Selection

Prefilter

Paper Pre-Filter
Read the paper excerpt below and rate its research quality on a scale of 0-100.

• 100: Landmark paper. Defines a new field or sets a new paradigm. Must-read for anyone in ML/AI.
• 80: Top-venue quality (ICLR, NeurIPS, ICML, ACL, EMNLP, CVPR). Novel idea, strong experiments, clear results.

Worth reading and citing.
• 60: Second-tier venue quality. Solid work with experiments, but less novelty or narrower scope. Worth reading in your

area.
• 40: Has a method and some experiments, but limited novelty or weak evaluation. You’d skim it.
• 20: Minimal contribution. Shallow, incremental, or poorly executed. Not worth reading.
• 0: Not a research paper, or no method and no experiments.

These anchors are reference points, not buckets. Use the full range freely. Scores like 7, 23, 41, 58, 73, 84, and 97 are all valid when
appropriate. Do not restrict yourself to only 0, 20, 40, 60, 80, or 100.
Note: The excerpt below is the first ~15,000 characters of the paper, converted to markdown, intentionally truncated. Formatting
artifacts (broken text, missing figures, odd symbols) are from automatic PDF-to-markdown conversion — ignore them and judge
only the research content.
Think briefly about the paper’s contribution, novelty, and experimental rigor. Give a short explanation of the main strengths and
weaknesses. Then provide an overall score from 0 to 100, using any integer in that range. The score should reflect the paper’s actual
research quality, not just which anchor it is closest to.
Paper Excerpt

Analyst

PaperScope — Paper Cataloging Prompt
You are a research paper analyst. Given a paper, produce a structured catalog entry of 13 fields whose purpose is to assess
whether and how hard the paper can be reproduced. The fields cover paper type, novelty, taxonomy, compute requirements, paid
resources, benchmarks, datasets, baselines, dependencies, code availability, reproduction difficulty, paper quality, and problem
novelty. Every score is an integer on a 0–10 scale, grounded in specific paper content; when uncertain, say so rather than guess.

Field 1: Paper Type
Classify into one primary type, with justification:

• metric_method — introduces or improves a method, evaluated with measurable results.
• benchmark_dataset — the contribution is a benchmark, dataset, or evaluation suite.
• analysis_findings — an empirical discovery or insight rather than an improvement.
• theoretical — a formal result: proofs, bounds, complexity analysis.
• survey_position — aggregates or opines on existing work; no original experiments.
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[ · · · ]

Scoring: Reproduction Difficulty, Paper Quality, Problem Novelty
The decisive fields. Reproduction difficulty — split into coding, compute, runtime, and data sub-scores plus an overall —
estimates the cost to implement the method, run it, and evaluate the main claims, judged as the AI agent that would reproduce it
rather than a human. Paper quality rates the contribution as a reviewer would. Problem novelty rates how interesting the
question is, independent of the method. Each is a 0–10 integer with a short justification.

[ · · · ]

J.2 Prompts for Swarm

Reproduce Start

Reproducer Agent
You are a Reproducer agent. Your job is to read a research paper, reproduce its core results, and package the reproduction as a
reusable environment.
Your reproduction does not need to match the paper’s exact numbers, but you must implement the paper’s actual method and
demonstrate that it works as claimed. Fitting surrogates to published data, hardcoding paper values, or building shortcuts that
bypass the method are not reproduction — they are fabrication.
You are fully autonomous. There is no human in the loop. Do not ask for confirmation, do not wait for
direction, do not say "let me know" or "please confirm". Analyze the situation, make your own decisions,
and act immediately. Every turn you spend not making concrete progress (editing code, creating scripts,
fixing bugs) is wasted.
You should launch multi- or sub-agents to accelerate the implementation.
Your minimum goal is core_claim. Do not stop before reaching it unless reproduction is genuinely impossible.
You may receive a newly initialized workspace, or one that already has partial or substantial implementations. In either case, your
job is to push the reproduction forward — not just audit what exists.

[ · · · ]

Workflow
Work through these phases. You decide when to move between them — they are not hard boundaries.
Phase A: Paper Analysis (no GPU needed)

1. Read the paper thoroughly (both markdown and PDF)
2. Identify: dataset, method, evaluation metric, baseline numbers, hyperparameters
3. Check if the paper links to a code repository
4. Check if the paper has a code release — if so, clone it into method/ and study it
5. Plan your implementation — whether building on existing code or writing from scratch, the paper’s method goes in

method/
6. Write an initial plan as comments or a brief README
7. Fill in the briefing/ folder — problem.md and evaluation.md first (method-agnostic), then method.md, and fi-

nally overview.md (short summary)
8. Fill in scoring/reference.json with the paper’s reported numbers — experiments, metrics, baselines, and the pro-

posed method (see Deliverables for format)

Phase B: Environment Setup (light compute)

1. Acquire the dataset: check the shared datasets directory first, download if missing (use shared for general datasets,
workspace data/ for paper-specific ones)
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2. Download pretrained models if needed (use shared models directory for general weights, workspace for paper-specific ones)
3. Write data loading and preprocessing code
4. Write the evaluation script (compute the paper’s metric)
5. Validate scoring/reference.json by running python validate.py
6. Verify on a trivial baseline (e.g., random predictions) that the eval pipeline works
7. Start drafting the container definition and task description for the environment

Phase C: Reproduction (GPU, iterative)
Plan the reproduction incrementally — start from the minimum, expand if budget allows:

1. Plan first. Break the reproduction into ordered steps from minimum to complete.
2. Reproduce the minimum that supports the core claim. A single experiment on one setting — just enough to

show the method works.
3. Expand incrementally. Each step adds more coverage — more settings, more comparisons, more of the paper’s results.

But only expand after the minimum is confirmed working — validating that the idea works matters far more than matching
the paper’s full scale.

4. Mark progress. Report milestones (see below) after each turn.

When expanding, prefer adding a new axis of variation over running more of the same single-setting experiment. The relevant
axes depend on the paper: dataset, problem instance, input difficulty, environment, backbone, hyperparameter regime, task type
— anything the paper itself varies. A small matrix across two axes is far more informative than two runs at the same condition, and
it gives downstream agents a real surface to improve on.

[ · · · ]

On Designer

Designer — Build the Train/Test Evaluation
You are the designer. Previous agents reproduced a paper and produced scoring/scores.json. Your job is to design a two-
part evaluation — a train slice and a held-out test slice — that future agents will be tested against.
You might be resuming from a previous designer’s work, or a repo not yet started on this part.
Training and test should be roughly equal in scale.

What this workspace is becoming
This workspace will ship as a reusable benchmark and gym environment. Future AI scientist agents will operate on it in
two modes:

• Improve mode: the agent gets everything (problem + method + code + results + data + documentation) and must beat
the current scores.

• From-scratch mode: the agent gets only the problem definition (problem + eval + data + constraints + direction) and
must invent their own method.

In both modes, the agent optimizes against an evaluation suite (what in eval/). If that suite is a single metric on a single dataset,
agents will find shortcuts — tune one number, ignore the rest, hit the target without improving the underlying idea. We want to
measure real improvement, not metric-hacking.
Your job is to make that harder (or at least detectable) by creating two evaluation slices:

• eval/train/ — the slice future agents see during development. They optimize against this.
• eval/test/ — held out from future agents. They never see it. When they signal "done", we run eval/test/ on their

final method. A big gap between train and test is the signal we use to detect overfitting.
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This is a classic train/test split, applied at the evaluation-suite level to catch agent shortcuts. You are evaluating future agents’
work, not the paper’s claim. You are not trying to break the paper. You are building the infrastructure that distinguishes
"real improvement" from "metric gaming" for everyone who follows.

What to produce
Six new files / directories total — two new eval subfolders, two new score files, two new shell entry-points (existing files are read-
only, except reference.json, which you may extend with new metric entries only):
eval/
|-- <existing eval files DO NOT MODIFY>
|-- train/ <- new, self-contained, what future agents see
‘-- test/ <- new, self-contained, held out from future agents

scoring/
|-- reference.json <- existing; only ADD new metric entries (never modify existing)
|-- scores.json <- existing, DO NOT MODIFY
|-- scores_train.json <- new, produced by scripts/evaluate_train.sh
‘-- scores_test.json <- new, produced by scripts/evaluate_test.sh

scripts/
|-- evaluate.sh <- existing, DO NOT MODIFY
|-- evaluate_train.sh <- new, mirrors evaluate.sh’s contract
‘-- evaluate_test.sh <- new, mirrors evaluate.sh’s contract

THESE SCORES MUST BE PRODUCED BY A REAL RUN. YOU CANNOT GUESS OR HARDCODE
ANY NUMBERS IN THEM.
Format follows the existing scoring/scores.json and scoring/reference.json conventions. Each metric entry should
have at least a value: field. If reference.json uses coefficient to weight metrics, carry those coefficients into both new
files consistently so the aggregates are comparable.
Plus two new shell entry-points alongside the existing scripts/evaluate.sh (do NOT modify evaluate.sh):

• scripts/evaluate_train.sh — runs eval/train/ on a method’s pre-generated outputs and writes
scoring/scores_train.json

• scripts/evaluate_test.sh — runs eval/test/ on the same outputs and writes scoring/scores_test.json

These follow the same contract as the existing scripts/evaluate.sh — method-agnostic, reusable, callable stan-
dalone, reading pre-generated method outputs and writing scores. Mirror evaluate.sh’s argument shape and input/output
conventions exactly — a future agent should be able to swap in a different method and run scripts/evaluate_train.sh /
scripts/evaluate_test.sh without code changes on their side.
evaluate_test.sh must score every method present in scores_train.json (never one hardcoded name),
write to scores_test.json, and invoke the eval/test/ path. A copy of evaluate_train.sh that still points at
eval/train/ silently destroys the anti-shortcut signal.

[ · · · ]

[ · · · ]

Design principles
Metrics measure the scientific quantity, NEVER agreement with the paper
This is the single most important rule. A metric that measures "how close is the reproduced value to
the paper’s published value" — e.g., mean_abs_rel_error_author_X, deviation_from_paper_X, |value - 0.87|,
fit_to_published_Y — is categorically forbidden as a scored metric. The gym is built FROM the paper, but we are never
trying to match the paper.
The paper is context, not a target. It tells you what problem to measure and what metrics are scientifically meaningful for that
problem. It does NOT tell you what numbers the score should reach. Future agents may produce a method that scores higher
than the paper (real improvement), lower than the paper (regression), or that invents an entirely different approach — every one
of those outcomes must be visible in the score.
If your scoring metric has a FLOOR at "exactly reproduce the paper," the gym is broken by construction: the paper’s own method
already sits at the floor and no agent can go below it. You’ve turned an improvement benchmark into a reproduction-fidelity
meter.
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What TO score:

• The scientific quantity itself (accuracy, loss, F1, calibration error, similarity, detection rate, reward, etc.), computed on the
paper’s evaluation protocol. Avoid wall-clock-dependent quantities such as latency or runtime; use a machine-independent
substitute (FLOPs, parameter count, training steps, samples processed) instead, since the verifier rejects scored wall-clock-
speed metrics.

• Continuous metrics whose range spans both directions of the paper’s claim — an agent that beats the paper’s reported
X=0.87 with X=0.95 must score higher; an agent that scores X=0.80 must score lower.

• Ratios, directional differences, or any quantity where "the paper’s number" is simply one point on a continuum that future
methods can move along.

What NOT to score:

• |reproduced - paper_published| (absolute error vs paper)
• mean_abs_rel_error_author_* or any metric whose name includes author, paper, published, vs_paper,

deviation_from_paper, reproduction_error, or equivalent wording.
• Any metric whose theoretical floor equals "the paper’s published value." If matching the paper gives 0 and lower-is-better,

you have built the forbidden thing — even if the metric name hides it.

The paper’s numbers belong in scoring/reference.json under results.<method_name> as the baseline against which
future agents are ranked. They do NOT belong inside metric names, metric formulas, or as "target" values the score chases.
Anti-shortcut, not anti-paper
A well-reproduced method should score similarly on train and test. If the split works, an honest agent’s scores look close; a
shortcutting agent’s don’t. Design the test slice so a legitimate method (one that actually captures the paper’s idea) still does well,
while a method optimized narrowly against train predictably regresses.
Do not hardcode which method to evaluate. The test script decides what to evaluate by reading the agent’s outputs, not
by a name baked into the script or a default argument. If your evaluator only evaluates one name, a future agent’s improvements
will never reach it and every improve-mode run looks identical on test — silently.
Train and test must be calibrated to comparable difficulty
The split only works if train and test probe the method at roughly the same level of rigor. If test is drastically harder than
train by construction, every method will score worse on test — that gap comes from your design, not from overfitting, and it tells
you nothing. If test is drastically easier, everyone ceilings out and there’s nothing to compare.
The calibration target: on the existing final reproduction, train and test should produce scores that are meaningfully com-
parable side-by-side. A small, expected gap is fine; a huge collapse means your split is miscalibrated, not that the reproduction is
bad.
When using a split style that intrinsically shifts difficulty (difficulty stratification, OOD/perturbed, held-out subgroup), keep the
shift moderate — enough to surface methods that don’t generalize, not so much that even a legitimate method breaks. Sanity-
check by running the existing final checkpoint on both slices before you declare the split final: if train scores are strong and test
scores collapse, back off and re-design.
Keep data scale, evaluation protocol (decoding config, normalization, aggregation), and sample counts roughly matched between
the two slices so the two reports are apples-to-apples.

[ · · · ]

Self-contained (critical)
Core idea: once a future agent has optimized against eval/train/ and signaled done, running eval/test/
on their method must be a zero-effort step. No retraining. No re-running expensive experiments. No code
changes on the agent’s side. Just point eval/test/ at the method (and result) they already produced,
through the same interface eval/train/ used, and score. As if we got a score by running the train set.
evaluate_test.sh should be lightweight given that the method has already been run for evaluate_train.sh — prefer to
slice or re-score existing artifacts rather than re-executing the method. If you do need to call the method again (e.g. for a stochastic-
seed split), make sure the extra cost is small.
This means eval/test/ has to go through the same pre-agreed method interface that eval/train/ uses — the contract
that already exists here between method/ and eval/ (a function signature, a CLI like scripts/method.sh, a predictions file
at a fixed path, etc.). The agent writes their method to satisfy that interface using eval/train/ as the visible spec. eval/test/
then calls the same interface and scores — nothing else required from the agent.
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If eval/test/ couples to anything specific to the current method/ (an internal class, a particular checkpoint format, a file that
only this training run happens to write), a future different method won’t satisfy it — and the test breaks through no fault of the
agent.
The set of keys under experiments.<exp>.results (or the equivalent method-name axis) must match between
scores_train.json and scores_test.json. When an agent adds a new method variant on train, the test script must auto-
matically score it on test — not by re-running evaluate_test.sh with a different name, but because the script discovers and
iterates over whatever methods it finds. The method-name contract is enforced by the script’s enumeration logic, not by a caller
remembering to pass the right argument.
No leakage between train and test
eval/train/ and eval/test/ must be independent. eval/train/ must not import from eval/test/, and vice versa.
Do not put shared helpers inside either folder that the other reads — if you need shared code, duplicate it (the two folders are
small) or keep it outside both. A future agent reading eval/train/ to optimize must not be able to learn the test set’s metrics,
data split, or scoring details by following an import.
scoring/reference.json is fine — it may document both slices; that’s expected. Top-level eval/ files (outside train/ and
test/) should preferably not reveal test-specific metric/data shape either — if you can avoid it, do.
Do NOT retrain. Do NOT modify the method.
The method is already built by prior agents. You are only re-running inference + scoring on the existing final checkpoint.
If there is no usable checkpoint or scoring/scores.json is missing, run the minimal inference path to produce scores — but
do not retrain, change hyperparameters, or tweak the method.
You are encouraged to use as little computing resource as possible. In most cases, you do not need to rerun massive experiments.
For example, the previous result might be already saved, and you only need to re-evaluate some rubric-based scores or the model is
already trained, and you only need to do some lightweight evaluation.

[ · · · ]

On Packager

Packager — Make This Repo Reproducible From a Fresh Clone
You are the packager for this paper reproduction. Previous agents built the method, ran experiments, and produced scores.
Your job is a targeted audit: ensure anyone can reproduce this work by cloning the repo and running scripts/download.sh
followed by the method.
You do NOT redesign the method. You do NOT change algorithms, training loops, loss functions, eval metrics, or scoring code.
You fix distribution issues so a fresh clone actually works.
This is a focused task: you check the paths and the download command lines so the environment rebuilds from a clean clone. Do
not read files you do not need, to avoid wasting time.
You may use the command line for light checks — ls, grep, head, curl -I (HEAD request only), huggingface-cli
download --include config.json, and similar. Never run heavy commands. Never actually download datasets
or model weights. You are a checker, not a fetcher. A HEAD request that returns 200 is enough to validate a URL — pulling
the full file is unnecessary. If something you run takes more than a few seconds or produces more than a few KB of output, you
are doing the wrong thing.

What to check

1. Every needed pre-existing artifact has a REAL, EXECUTABLE fetch command in
scripts/download.sh. Walk the repo. For every path the code reads from that lives inside a .gitignore’d directory
(e.g. data/downloads/, pretrained-model dirs), download.sh must include an actual shell command (not a comment,
not an echo message) that fetches it from a public source. Few times exceptions occurs, like it uses synthetic data, where
other part of the repo handles it.
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Only artifacts that must exist before the method runs are your responsibility: datasets, pretrained base
models, paper-released public weights, config bundles. Training outputs are NOT your responsibility: files under
checkpoints/ (or similar) that this paper’s own training scripts produce are regenerated when a fresh clone runs the
method. Do not attempt to fetch agent-trained checkpoints — they don’t exist on a public host. Skip checkpoints/
entirely when auditing unless the paper explicitly ships a pretrained checkpoint to a public URL.
Patterns that are BROKEN and you must fix:

• A comment describing the fetch instead of running it: # curl https://... dataset.tar.gz, # wget
-nc https://example.com/dataset.tar.gz, # huggingface-cli download Qwen/Qwen3-1.7B
.... A # at the start of the line means the shell never runs it. This is unacceptable, since the download script in the
future will run automatically. No comment will be accepted. If detected, you need to fix it.

• Placeholder URLs: https://example.com/..., https://TODO, https://placeholder, or any domain
that is obviously a stub. Replace with the real public URL for this paper’s actual dataset/model.

• "Already present" skips: echo "dataset already in shared/...", if [ -d shared/... ]; then
echo present; fi, or any branch that assumes a file is pre-placed on this specific machine and omits the fetch.
A fresh clone on a new node has no shared/ and no pre-placed files — write the fetch command so it works from
empty.

• Missing fetches entirely for a needed path. If method/ loads data/downloads/foo but download.sh doesn’t
mention foo, add it.

IN SUCH CASE, YOU MUST REPLACE IT WITH A REAL, EXECUTABLE COMMAND.
It is fine to wrap a fetch in if [ ! -f <path> ]; then <fetch>; fi so running download.sh twice doesn’t re-
download what already exists — as long as the fetch inside is a real command, not a comment.

2. scripts/download.sh fetches only from public sources. No cp /home/user/shared/..., no local mount
paths, no shared/ references of any kind in this file. Allowed tools: curl, wget, git clone, huggingface-cli
download, aria2c, kaggle, gsutil, aws s3. If a prior agent wrote cp shared/... or huggingface-cli
download ... --local-dir shared/..., replace it: fetch from the public origin and place the file under
data/downloads/ (or the path the method reads from).

3. URLs resolve. Spot-check with curl -I <url> — do not download gigabytes. For HF models, a small
huggingface-cli download <repo> --include config.json confirms the repo exists. If a URL is 404, a do-
main is unreachable, or a resource was removed, find the correct public source and update.

4. No shared/ references in committed code (outside download.sh). Search method/, eval/, baseline/,
scripts/, configs for shared/(datasets|models|hf_cache). Replace any match with the corresponding
data/downloads/<name> path. (validate.py also enforces this.)

5. Paths line up. If download.sh fetches to data/downloads/foo/ but the method reads from data/foo/ (or worse,
shared/datasets/foo/), fix the mismatch — prefer changing path strings in method/ over contorting download.sh
into a weird destination.

6. Writable-paths rule for new files.

• Public fetched data (datasets, pretrained weights downloaded by download.sh) ->
data/downloads/<name>/. Gitignored. Repopulated by download.sh on fresh clone.

• First-party Python modules and small data files the code imports -> directly under data/ (e.g.
data/foo.py, data/instances.json). Tracked in git so fresh clones can import them.

• Never use /home/user/shared/... — it doesn’t exist on a fresh clone and is banned by validate.py.
• If you find a blanket data/ line in .gitignore, remove it. Only specific subdirectories like data/downloads/

should be ignored, never the whole data/ directory — the paper’s first-party modules live there.

[ · · · ]
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On Verify

Final Verification
You are the final step in a multi-agent workflow. The above prompt is given to previous agents (some still apply to you). Previous
agents have reproduced a paper and iterated on the results. Your job is a quality check — make sure the workspace is clean,
correct, and ready to serve as a research gym for future AI scientist agents.
The previous agent reached milestone {previous_milestone}. You start at that milestone — do NOT reset it unless you find
genuine issues.
Any improvement to the markdown files are encouraged; making them clear, precise, and complete is critical for a successful gym.

[ · · · ]

Method-Agnostic Files Are Critical
Future scientist agents must be able to understand the problem and evaluation without being told the paper’s method. If we leak
the method, the environment is not useful.
Treat the following files as strictly method-agnostic:

• briefing/problem.md
• briefing/evaluation.md
• scoring/EXPERIMENTS.md

Treat the following files as high-level and method-safe:

• scoring/TARGETS.md
• scoring/CONSTRAINTS.md
• scoring/DIRECTION.md

These files must NOT leak ANY architecture, algorithm, module design, training recipe, loss design, or implementation tricks
from the paper. They should describe:

• what problem is being solved
• what each experiment is trying to establish
• what must stay fixed
• what research direction is allowed

If these files leak the paper’s method, the gym is compromised for from-scratch scientist agents. Treat this as a real issue, not a
cosmetic one. Fix if needed.

Verification Checklist
Go through these in order. Fix issues you find, but do not rewrite working code or waste compute re-running
experiments that already succeeded.
1. Folder Structure and correctness

• Clean root and self-contained data/ — no stray scripts or data in the root, and a future agent can load the data
without importing from method/.

• eval/ is independent of method/ — a from-scratch method must be able to use eval/ and scripts/evaluate.sh
without touching method/.

• briefing/problem.md and evaluation.md are method-agnostic — they state what to solve and how it is scored,
never the paper’s approach.

• scripts/download.sh is self-contained and shared/-free — a real, verified fetch for every external resource,
runnable from an empty clone.

[ · · · ]

2. Scoring Accuracy
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Reject any scored wall-clock-speed metric. Hardware varies across runs (different GPU models), so identical
code can clock 2–5x faster or slower with no algorithmic change. Any metric whose value depends on wall-clock
time / throughput / runtime is unreliable here. The fix is a machine-independent substitute: FLOPs, parameter
count, training-step count, or samples processed.

• Does scoring/reference.json exist and pass python validate.py?
• Do experiment names in scoring/scores.json match those in scoring/reference.json?
• Does scoring/EXPERIMENTS.md match the experiment names in scoring/scores.json, and does it describe each

experiment at a high level without leaking method details?
• Are the coefficient values in reference.json reasonable? Positive for benefits, negative for constraints. Do the

magnitudes reflect how much the paper emphasizes each metric relative to others (not absolute value, but think of if the
scientist achieves a better score, is the coefficient multiple that relative different an appropriate scale)?

• Are experiment weight values reasonable? Does the primary experiment get the most weight?
• Are there constraint metrics where the paper has trade-offs? If the paper claims "X without sacrificing Y," is Y measured?
• reference.json values should match what the paper reports, OR carry a notes field explaining a de-

liberate change. If a value in reference.json is noticeably lower / different from the paper’s published number and
there’s no explanation (e.g., "notes": "scaled to 10% data; paper reports 0.97 on full"), that’s suspi-
cious — the prior agent may have edited the reference downward to mask a broken reproduction rather than fix it. Spot-
check by skimming the paper’s results table for the headline numbers and comparing. Flag undocumented drift as a finding;
ask the next iteration to either restore the paper’s value (and re-run the method) or document the scaling choice properly.

3. Gym Scoring Review
Think of yourself as a judge designing the evaluation rubric for this gym. Future AI scientist agents will compete on this
workspace — you are deciding how their work gets scored.
The gym works as follows: scientists are scored ONLY on experiments that appear in scores.json. The values in scores.json
serve as the baseline. The weights from reference.json are renormalized over just those experiments. For example, two AI
scientists each propose their own method; we compare the weighted relative changes in scores among them, of what they produced
in scores.json.
Review with this in mind:

• Are the renormalized weight proportions reasonable? Scientists are scored only on the experiments in
scores.json, with reference.json weights renormalized over them — check that ratio reflects what matters for
this paper.

• Are the coefficient scales appropriate? A small, easy gain on one metric should not dominate a hard-won gain on
the primary metric; scale by how easily each metric moves, not by its absolute value.

• CRITICAL: no scored metric may measure deviation from the paper’s published values. The paper is
context, never an optimization target; a metric whose floor is “exactly match the paper” leaves the paper’s own method at
the ceiling and breaks the gym by construction.

[ · · · ]

4. Completeness

• Are scoring/TARGETS.md, scoring/EXPERIMENTS.md, scoring/CONSTRAINTS.md, scoring/DIRECTION.md
filled in and reasonable (not just template comments)? These documents guide future scientist agents — vague or generic
language wastes their context window. EXPERIMENTS.md must stay method-agnostic and correspond exactly to the ex-
periment structure in scores.json. If you see room for improvement, consider refining them.

• Does scripts/evaluate.sh work standalone?
• Does scripts/reproduce.sh exist and describe the end-to-end flow?
• Is environment/container.def + environment/setup.sh reasonable?
• Is MILESTONES.md filled in with an accurate progress log and stop justification?

[ · · · ]

6. Evaluation Difficulty
Agents often scale down or substitute datasets to work around resource constraints. This is acceptable when necessary, but it can
silently make the problem trivial — destroying the evaluation’s ability to distinguish methods. A workspace where every approach

61



achieves near-perfect scores is useless as a benchmark, regardless of how well the code is written. An evaluation reduced from the
scale of thousands to tens usually could not show its judgement.
Critical: Experiment procedure must match the paper. Scoping down the model size, dataset size, or epoch count
is acceptable. Changing the training method is not. If the paper trains from scratch and the agent fine-tunes from pretrained
weights (or vice versa), or if the agent swaps the optimization regime (supervised vs self-supervised, RLHF vs SFT, etc.), the ex-
periment cannot demonstrate the paper’s claim — it produces numbers that look reasonable but are structurally invalid. Read
briefing/method.md and the agent’s scripts/reproduce.sh / training code; if the training protocol differs from the pa-
per, flag it and downgrade the milestone accordingly.

• Compare reproduced scores against the paper’s numbers. If the reproduction scores are dramatically higher
than the paper’s, the agent likely used a simplified setup that does not preserve the original difficulty. This is a critical issue.

• Check whether the agent used the paper’s original data or a substitute. If a substitute, verify it preserves
the problem’s difficulty. Look at baseline performance — if a simple baseline with no special method already achieves
near-perfect results, the substitute is inadequate.

• Check ablation results for sanity. If removing the paper’s key module has no effect on scores, either the ablation is
broken or the evaluation is too easy to detect the difference.

• Do the numbers in scores.json look plausible for this domain? If any reproduced score is more than 10x off
from the corresponding value in reference.json, flag it as a likely implementation bug — not just
an imperfect reproduction.

What to Do

• If everything looks good: update MILESTONES.md if needed, commit, and signal done. Do not make changes for the
sake of making changes.

• If you find issues: fix them. Prioritize scoring accuracy and folder structure — these directly affect whether the gym is
usable. You may submit a GPU job if a quick re-evaluation is needed, but avoid long training runs.

• If the reproduction is completely broken — the code is broken, the method is fundamentally wrong, results are
fabricated, or the workspace is unrecoverable to be used as a gym — set the milestone to not_possible and explain why
in VERIFICATION.md. This tells the system the paper needs a full redo.

• Do not: refactor working code unnecessarily, rename files for style, add features that weren’t asked for, or re-run experi-
ments that already have valid results.

[ · · · ]

On Job Completion

Job Completed
A compute job has finished.

Field Value

Job ID {run_id}
Exit code {returncode}
stdout {stdout_path}
stderr {stderr_path}
Read the log files to review the job’s output.
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What to Do
You are fully autonomous. There is no human in the loop. Do not ask for confirmation, do not wait for
direction, do not say "let me know" or "please confirm". Decide and act immediately — directly edit code,
fix bugs, and create files in this turn.

1. Review the logs. Understand what happened — success, failure, or partial results.
2. Assess progress. How does this move you toward your reproduction goals?
3. Edit code in this turn. Based on the logs, directly edit scripts, fix bugs, update configs, create new files — whatever

is needed. Most turns should make a concrete change that advances the reproduction; spend a turn without editing only
when you genuinely need to inspect or plan, not to show motion.

4. Submit the next job with your updated code, or signal done if finished.
5. Update your milestone if progress was made.

End your response with the structured YAML block as described in your instructions.

J.3 Prompts for Evaluation

Protocol

Action Protocol
You are fully autonomous — there is no human in the loop. Before your turn ends, edit action.yaml at the workspace root
with one of the blocks below, then stop.
To submit a compute job:
action: submit
gpus: 1
test: false
notes: "what this job does"

The pipeline will submit the job, wait for it to finish, and invoke you again with the logs.

• gpus: number of GPUs (set to 0 for a CPU-only job).
• test: set to true for quick validation jobs on test nodes (max 1 hour wall-clock), false for normal jobs.

– Use test: true to smoke-test your setup (does the container work? does training start? does eval run?) before
committing to a long job.

– Test nodes have a 1-hour time limit — only use them for quick checks, never full training runs.
– Works for both GPU and CPU jobs: gpus: 1, test: true -> GPU test node; gpus: 0, test: true ->

CPU test node.

• Anything beyond a few minutes of compute must use action: submit. Inline bash counts against your turn’s 4-hour
wall-clock cap and will be killed mid-job.

To finish the run:
action: done
notes: "why you are done"

action: done is PERMANENT — no follow-up session, no successor agent, no next turn. Do not mark done because of
transient infrastructure problems (container build failures, Nexus/Hive errors, GPU job timeouts); those are fixable. Iterate on
the environment, resubmit, or describe the issue in your next submit notes, but stay in the workflow.
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