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ABSTRACT

The autonomous discovery of bugs remains a significant challenge in modern
software development. Compared to code generation, the complexity of dynamic
runtime environments makes bug discovery considerably harder for large language
models (LLMs). In this paper, we take game development as a representative
domain and introduce the Game Benchmark for Quality Assurance (GBQA), a
benchmark containing 30 games and 124 human-verified bugs across three diffi-
culty levels, to evaluate whether LLMs can autonomously detect software bugs.
The benchmark is constructed using a multi-agent system that develops games
and injects bugs in a scalable manner, with human experts in the loop to ensure
correctness. Moreover, we provide a baseline interactive agent equipped with a
multi-round ReAct loop and a memory mechanism, enabling long-horizon explo-
ration of game environments for bug detection across different LLMs. Extensive
experiments on frontier LLMs demonstrate that autonomous bug discovery remains
highly challenging: the best-performing model, Claude-4.6-Opus in thinking mode,
identifies only 48.39% of the verified bugs. We believe GBQA provides an ad-
equate testbed and evaluation criterion, and that further progress on it will help
close the gap in autonomous software engineering.

1 INTRODUCTION

Real-world software development is systematic: no non-trivial system is correct and robust on the first
attempt, thus requiring an inherently iterative software engineering workflow. Traditionally, human
developers follow repeated cycles of implementation, testing, debugging, and refactoring as shown
in Figure 1(a). Currently, coding agents like Claude Code (Anthropic, 2025a), Cursor (Anysphere,
2024), and OpenAI Codex (OpenAI, 2025), actively participate in this development loop. In this
paradigm, human developers provide natural language instructions, while LLMs generate code,
execute the resulting program, inspect failures, and iteratively revise the code. This workflow, often
referred to as vibe coding (Karpathy, 2025), pushes the frontier of automatic software engineering as
illustrated in Figure 1(b) and (c).

Within this classical cycle, recent progress has dramatically strengthened the development and
fixing side. Frontier LLMs can now generate project-level codebases from natural language specifica-
tions (Qian et al., 2024; Hong et al., 2024) and resolve real-world code issues given well-written bug
reports or issue descriptions (Jimenez et al., 2024; Xia et al., 2024). However, the testing and bug
discovery side of this loop remains largely unexplored, upon which the quality of a released software
critically depends.

Unlike code generation or fixing, bug discovery poses fundamentally different challenges. First, the
objective is ill-defined: the agent must proactively determine that “something is wrong” without
being told what to look for, unlike generation or fixing tasks where a clear target or issue description
is provided. Second, effective bug discovery demands comprehensive exploration and systematic
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Figure 1: Evolution of the software development paradigm in the LLM era. (a) Traditional human-
driven iterative workflow. (b) Human–LLM collaborative coding, where a coding agent assists
development under human supervision. (c) Toward a fully autonomous coding system which can
generate code, detect bugs and fix them without human-in-the-loop. While existing benchmarks
primarily focus on code generation and fixing, our benchmark emphasizes autonomous bug discovery
and quality assurance part within the development cycle.

planning over large behavioral state spaces, rather than targeted edits to a known location. Third,
the agent must reason about the gap between expected and actual runtime behavior, often without
access to explicit specifications. Most existing benchmarks bypass these difficulties by articulating a
precise description in the task description before the agent intervenes. Consequently, the cognitively
demanding work of perceiving anomalies and localizing their causes is still completed by humans.
This upstream gap is similarly highlighted by recent efforts in autonomous code auditing (Guo
et al., 2025b) and large-scale bug mining (Wu et al., 2025). Advancing toward fully autonomous
system, therefore, requires directly evaluating and improving the ability of LLMs to discover defects
independently.

In this paper, we take game development as the testbed for autonomous bug discovery. Games are
self-contained software systems composed of internal state management, user input handling, and
output rendering. They require long-term dynamic interactions within a single session, making them
ideal representatives of real-world software engineering settings. At the same time, games expose
clearly defined action spaces and state transitions, making agents easily construct formatted inputs
and outputs, naturally compatible with agent-based exploration. Such interaction-driven, stateful
verification is precisely the agentic capability that next-generation LLMs need to develop. Moreover,
bug discovery in games corresponds to Quality Assurance (QA) in real world applications, which
has a long tradition of systematic and specification-driven testing (Myers, 1979; Ammann & Offutt,
2016).

Motivated by these considerations, we introduce GBQA, a benchmark designed to evaluate the
ability of LLMs to autonomously discover bugs in interactive game environments. As illustrated in
Figure 2, GBQA contains 30 diverse games with a total of 124 human-verified bugs in them in order
to evaluate how well an agent performs in the QA task. During evaluation, the agent autonomously
explore the games, identify potential bugs, and report clear descriptions along with reproducible steps.
Subsequently, each reported bug is then matched against the human-verified ground-truth annotations
to compute quantitative metrics. The annotated bugs are categorized into different difficulty levels
to assess model robustness across varying complexity. To construct this benchmark at scale, we
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Figure 2: Overview of GBQA. Dataset is constructed using a multi-agent game builder that generates
30 game environments with 124 implanted bugs, which are annotated and categorized into three
difficulty levels (Easy, Medium, Hard) by human QA experts. During evaluation, a QA agent
autonomously interacts with the game environment through ReAct loops, and produces structured
bug reports. Then, a critic agent verifies reported bugs by matching them against human-annotated
ground truth to compute quantitative metrics.

develop a multi-agent system that automatically generates games and injects bugs with controllable
complexity, while human experts remain in the loop to verify the correctness of all annotations.

To evaluate the capability of frontier LLMs in bug detection, we further provide a baseline interactive
agent equipped with a multi-round ReAct loop and a memory mechanism, enabling long-horizon
exploration of game environments. Our experiments demonstrate that autonomous bug discovery
remains highly challenging: even the best-performing model, Claude-4.6-Opus in thinking mode,
identifies less than half of the bugs, revealing substantial room for improvement.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows.

• We formalize the problem of autonomous bug discovery in interactive environments and present
GBQA, a benchmark containing 30 diverse games and 124 human-verified bugs across three
difficulty levels, along with a critic agent that supports automated evaluation.

• We develop a scalable game environment builder, including a multi-agent system capable of
generating games and inserting bugs with controllable complexity, and introduce human-in-the-
loop to ensure its correctness.

• We perform extensive evaluations of cutting-edge LLMs in GBQA, providing not only a compre-
hensive analysis of their performance and limitations but also a characterization of current failure
modes in autonomous bug discovery.

2 RELATED WORK

Software Engineering and Agent Benchmarks. Large language models have been widely evaluated
on software engineering tasks. SWE-bench (Jimenez et al., 2024) and its extensions (Aleithan
et al., 2024) measure an agent’s ability to resolve real-world GitHub issues, while systems such as
Agentless (Xia et al., 2024) improve issue localization and patch generation via structured pipelines.
A shared assumption across these benchmarks is that the bug has already been identified and
described by humans; agents are evaluated primarily on code repair. Beyond issue-driven repair,
recent work explores automated defect detection in static repositories. RepoAudit (Guo et al.,
2025b) and BugStone (Wu et al., 2025) analyze structural patterns and data dependencies to discover
vulnerabilities at scale. However, these approaches operate on static code and do not assess the ability
of agent to interact with a dynamic system, execute multi-step behaviors, and infer specification-
level inconsistencies from runtime feedback. More generally, interactive agent benchmarks such
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as WebArena (Zhou et al., 2024) and AgentBench (Liu et al., 2024) evaluate LLM agents in web
navigation and tool-use scenarios. SMART (Mu et al., 2025) incorporates coverage-aware strategies
for functional testing. In these settings, the environment is treated as ground truth and success is
defined by task completion. In contrast, GBQA treats the environment itself as the object of evaluation
and introduces flaw discovery rate as a complementary metric for agentic software engineering.

Game-Based Agents and Automated Game Testing. Interactive games have become a major testbed
for LLM agents. Voyager (Wang et al., 2023), MineDojo (Fan et al., 2022), CRADLE (Tan et al.,
2024), and Generative Agents (Park et al., 2023) focus on goal achievement and skill acquisition in
correctly functioning environments. Closer to our setting, TITAN (Wang et al., 2025) and Orak (Park
et al., 2025) explore LLM assisted game testing. While demonstrating the feasibility of QA-oriented
agents, these systems operate in proprietary environments without publicly verifiable bug annotations,
limiting standardized comparison. GBQA differs in two respects: (1) it provides fully known and
human-verified bug annotations, enabling rigorous quantitative evaluation; and (2) it offers a scalable
environment builder that supports controllable complexity and systematic benchmark expansion.
Together, these properties establish GBQA as a standardized testbed for autonomous bug discovery
in interactive systems.

3 GBQA

3.1 TASK DEFINITION

A game environment is defined as a tuple E = (S,A, T, s0), where S denotes the state space, A the
action space available to the agent, T : S × A → S the state transition function, and s0 ∈ S the
initial state. Optionally, a documentation context D containing design documents and source code
produced during game construction may be provided to the agent. At each time step t, the agent
observes state st, selects an action at ∈ A, and the environment transitions to st+1 = T (st, at).
The agent interacts with the environment over multiple turns, forming an exploration trajectory
τ = (s0, a0, s1, a1, . . . , sN ).

Let B = {B1, B2, . . . , BM} denote the set of ground-truth bugs present in the environment. After
exploring E , the agent produces a set of bug reportsR = {R1, R2, . . . , RK}, where each report Ri

contains a natural language description of the observed anomaly along with steps to reproduce it. The
objective of the agent is to maximize the coverage of B byR, so that every bug in the environment is
detected and described in sufficient detail for a software engineer to reproduce and fix it. The general
procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1, and we define the formal evaluation protocol in Section 3.4.

WhenD = ∅, the agent operates in Player Exploring Mode, relying solely on interactive observations
to discover bugs from a player’s perspective. When D is provided, the agent operates in Quality
Assurance Mode, leveraging design specifications and source code to perform informed, specification-
driven testing. We evaluate both modes in Section 5.

3.2 GAME ENVIRONMENT BUILDER

To support scalable and controllable benchmark construction, all environments in GBQA are de-
veloped by a hierarchical multi-agent collaboration system, which includes a Producer Agent and
several working teams that simulates a professional game studio. The Producer Agent decomposes
high-level game concepts into structured proposal and distributes it to specialized teams responsible
for design, programming, and art asset production. Within each team, a Team Lead Agent further
decomposes tasks based on dependencies and priorities, assigning subtasks to worker agents and
coordinating progress. All agents share a support platform with reusable skills. Following the Agent
Skills paradigm (Zhang et al., 2025), each skill is organized as a self-contained module with structured
instructions and executable tools, enabling agents to discover and load capabilities on demand. This
multi-agent framework ensures structural coherence across design specifications, asset production,
and code implementation. The overall architecture and more detailed operational principles are
provided in Appendix A.

All game environments are deployed as lightweight web applications. To ensure a unified, agent-
friendly interface, we adopt a strict frontend-backend separation architecture. The backend encapsu-
lates the core gameplay logic, exposes API endpoints for interaction, and handles state transitions
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Algorithm 1 Task Definition of Quality Assurance Agent

Require: Game environment E = (S,A, T, s0), max steps N , optional documentation D
Ensure: Bug report setR

1: s← s0, R ← ∅, τ ← ∅
2: for t = 0, 1, . . . , N do
3: ot ← OBSERVE(st)
4: at ← PLAN(ot, τ,R,D)
5: st+1, rt ← T (st, at)
6: ot+1 ← OBSERVE(st+1)
7: τ ← τ ∪ {(ot, at, ot+1)}
8: ôt+1 ← PREDICTEXPECTATION(ot, at,D)
9: δt ← REFLECT(ôt+1, ot+1)

10: if ISANOMALY(δt) then
11: R← GENERATEREPORT(τ, δt,D)
12: R ← R∪ {R}
13: end if
14: end for
15: returnR

triggered by agent actions. The frontend renders game state updates received from the backend for
human players and provides a standard interface for manual playtesting. When a QA agent interacts
with a game, it operates exclusively through the backend endpoints, which serve as callable tools to
construct its action space. This design ensures that the observation space of the agent, including both
game state and available actions, is semantically equivalent to what a human tester perceives through
the frontend interface.

To prevent trivially simple environments, we introduce an iterative complexity scaling mechanism.
After an initial version of a game is generated, a QA agent performs a preliminary testing pass to
estimate bug discoverability. If the detected bug count falls below a predefined threshold τ , the
system automatically introduces additional gameplay features, mechanical interactions, or narrative
branches to increase structural complexity. This process iterates until the bug count meets or exceeds
τ . Concurrently, each game is guaranteed to contain at least one fully functional gameplay trajectory,
ensuring ecological validity and preventing unsolvable or broken states.

3.3 BENCHMARK

We instantiate the builder to construct GBQA, a benchmark consisting of 30 diverse game environ-
ments and a total of 124 human-verified bugs spanning six core gameplay genres: Action, Adventure,
Role-Playing, Strategy, Simulation, and Puzzle. Further statistics and game examples are provided in
Appendix D.

Discovery Difficulty. To provide a more detailed analysis, We define a three-level taxonomy for
discovery difficulty based on the cognitive and reasoning demands required to detect a specific bug.

• Easy bugs are surface-level perception inconsistencies that can be identified from a single observa-
tion without multi-step reasoning.

• Medium bugs involve violations of gameplay logic or rule constraints requiring the agent to reason
about preconditions, action effects, and expected system behavior over short interaction sequences.

• Hard bugs demand long-horizon consistency tracking across extended trajectories, where contra-
dictions only emerge when the agent integrates information over temporally separated states.

This taxonomy forms a structured progression from perceptual validation to rule-based reasoning and
finally to long-horizon temporal consistency tracking. As shown in Figure 2. The benchmark exhibits
a balanced structure centered around medium difficulty, while retaining meaningful proportions of
both surface-level and long-horizon defects.
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Ground-Truth Curation. The ground-truth bug dataset is established through a rigorous two-
phase protocol that integrates automated discovery with expert validation. In the initial phase,
bug reports generated during the complexity scaling process (Section 3.2) serve as preliminary
candidates. Subsequently, three professional QA engineers independently validate these candidates
within each game environment, filtering out false positives and annotating confirmed bugs with
structured metadata such as difficulty levels and reproduction steps. Disagreements are resolved
through majority voting to ensure annotation reliability. The labeling instructions can be found in
Appendix F.

3.4 EVALUATION METRICS

We evaluate the set of bug reports R produced by the agent against the ground-truth bug set B. A
critic agent f : R×B → {0, 1} determines whether a report Ri successfully identifies a ground-truth
bug Bj , based on the semantic correspondence between the description in Ri and the annotation of
Bj . We define the set of successfully detected bugs as B+ = {Bj ∈ B | ∃Ri ∈ R, f(Ri, Bj) = 1}.
The primary evaluation metric is Recall, defined as

Recall =
|B+|
|B|

. (1)

We prioritize recall because the central objective of autonomous bug discovery is to maximize
defect coverage. In practical QA workflows, false negatives carry substantially higher costs than
false positives, as undetected defects may persist into production whereas spurious reports can be
efficiently filtered by human reviewers.

4 BASELINE AGENT

We propose a baseline agent architecture that equips LLMs with dynamic exploration, reflective
reasoning, feedback grounding, and memory management to support autonomous bug discovery over
extended gameplay sessions.

4.1 REACT-DRIVEN EXPLORATION WITH VERIFICATION-BASED REFLECTION

The agent follows the ReAct paradigm (Yao et al., 2023), interleaving explicit reasoning with
environment actions. At each step t, given an observation ot, the agent generates reasoning traces
regarding the current state and expected outcomes, selects an action at from the available tool set,
and transitions to the subsequent observation ot+1.

To enhance sensitivity to anomalies, we augment standard ReAct with a step-level reflection and
verification mechanism. After each transition (ot, at, ot+1), the agent critically evaluates whether the
observed outcome aligns with its internal expectation of correct game behavior.

Upon detecting a discrepancy, the agent formulates a preliminary bug hypothesis consisting of (i)
the triggering action, (ii) observed behavior, (iii) expected behavior, and (iv) potential violation type.
Rather than immediately reporting, the agent initiates a local verification phase to collect corroborating
evidence through targeted reproduction attempts. Based on reproducibility and deviation magnitude,
a confidence score is assigned, with only candidates exceeding the threshold are promoted to final
bug reports, thereby mitigating false positives. This mechanism transforms the agent’s role from a
passive trajectory generator to an active behavioral verifier, tightly aligning its reasoning process with
the objective of autonomous bug discovery.

4.2 HIERARCHICAL MEMORY MODULE

To overcome the context-window limitations of LLMs in long-horizon bug discovery, we introduce
a hierarchical memory architecture that separates short-term trajectory tracking from long-term
experiential accumulation.

In-Session Memory. Within a single gameplay session, the agent maintains a structured working
memory that tracks the evolution of the game state. As interaction histories grow, earlier trajectory
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segments are periodically compressed using a summarization module. These summaries retain seman-
tically critical information, including visited locations, acquired items, triggered events, unresolved
anomalies, and tentative bug hypotheses.

To balance fidelity and scalability, we adopt a sliding-window strategy where the most recent
k interaction steps are preserved in full detail, while older steps are replaced by compact state
summaries. This design enables long-horizon reasoning while remaining within the model’s context
constraints. Importantly, the summarization process is not purely extractive but abstraction-oriented,
as it preserves causal structure (e.g., “after picking up item X, event Y becomes available”) rather
than raw textual logs. This abstraction supports reasoning about delayed effects and multi-step
inconsistencies.

Cross-Session Memory. Thorough QA tasks frequently require restarting and re-exploring a game
from different initial conditions. To mirror this realistic testing workflow, we maintain a persistent
cross-session memory store for each game.

After each session, the agent distills its accumulated experience into a structured summary that
captures explored regions, confirmed bugs, unresolved hypotheses, unexplored branches, and priority
testing targets. This summary is injected into the initial context of subsequent sessions. By separating
intra-session trajectory management from inter-session knowledge accumulation, the agent progres-
sively builds a coherent testing strategy across multiple restarts. This hierarchical memory design
improves exploration efficiency, reduces redundant coverage, and encourages systematic testing
rather than random wandering.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Models. We evaluate a diverse suite of frontier LLMs spanning open-source and closed-source
families, including instruct and thinking variants. All models use officially recommended decoding
parameters; otherwise, we adopt greedy sampling as the default strategy.

Settings. Each model serves as the backbone of the baseline agent described in Section 4. As defined
in Section 3.1, we evaluate each model under both Player Exploring Mode and Quality Assurance
Mode. For each game in GBQA, the agent is given a maximum budget of T interaction steps. We
evaluate across four step budgets (T ∈ {50, 100, 200, 500}) under both modes to examine how the
extent of exploration affects bug detection coverage.

Metrics. We adopt Recall as the primary metric, computed via automated evaluation by critic agent.

5.2 MAIN RESULTS

Following the setup above, we compare a wide range of mainstream LLMs. Table 1 reports the
performance of each model under both testing modes across all step budgets. The experiment results
reveal several insights and patterns across modes and model families.

Challenging Benchmark. Autonomous bug discovery remains highly challenging for all evaluated
models. Even the best-performing configuration, Claude-4.6-Opus under Quality Assurance Mode
with 500 steps, achieves only 48.39%, leaving over half of the bugs undetected. This confirms that
bug discovery constitutes a substantially harder capability than general code generation or issue
resolution, where frontier models routinely exceed 70% on comparable benchmarks such as SWE-
Bench Verified (Chowdhury et al., 2024). A detailed comparison of frontier model performance on
SWE-Bench Verified versus GBQA is provided in Appendix B.

Scaling Law. While standard scaling trends persist in this setting, as evidenced by consistent
performance gains with model size (e.g., the Qwen3 series), reasoning capability proves to be more
parameter-efficient than merely increasing model scale. For instance, Qwen3-32B-Thinking (33.87%)
significantly outperforms the much larger Llama-3.1-70B (14.52%) and even rivals the massive
Qwen3-235B-A22B (18.55%). This suggests that for bug discovery, which demands sustained multi-
step reasoning and dynamic state verification, inference-time scaling is more critical than parameter
scaling alone.
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Model Player Exploring Mode Quality Assurance Mode Best Performance
50 100 200 500 50 100 200 500

LLMs in Instruct Mode

Claude-4.6-Opus 14.52 20.97 25.81 31.45 22.58 28.23 31.45 37.90 37.90
Claude-4.5-Sonnet 11.29 16.13 18.55 20.97 17.74 25.00 28.23 32.26 32.26
GPT-5.2 7.26 10.48 12.90 14.52 11.29 16.94 19.35 22.58 22.58
Kimi-K2.5-1T-A32B 6.45 9.68 11.29 13.71 10.48 15.32 17.74 20.97 20.97
Gemini-3-Flash 6.45 8.87 10.48 12.10 9.68 13.71 16.13 19.35 19.35
DeepSeek-V3.2 6.45 9.68 10.48 12.90 9.68 14.52 16.94 20.16 20.16
Llama-3.1-8B 2.42 3.23 4.84 5.65 4.03 5.65 7.26 8.87 8.87
Llama-3.1-70B 4.03 6.45 8.06 9.68 6.45 9.68 12.10 14.52 14.52
Qwen3-8B 4.03 5.65 6.45 7.26 6.45 8.06 9.68 10.48 10.48
Qwen3-32B 4.84 7.26 9.68 10.48 6.45 11.29 14.52 15.32 15.32
Qwen3-235B-A22B 5.65 9.68 10.48 12.10 8.87 14.52 16.13 18.55 18.55
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 8.06 11.29 13.71 15.32 12.10 17.74 20.97 24.19 24.19

LLMs in Thinking Mode

Claude-4.6-Opus-Thinking 16.94 23.39 29.03 35.48 25.00 34.68 41.13 48.39 48.39
Claude-4.5-Sonnet-Thinking 12.10 17.74 21.77 26.61 19.35 25.81 30.65 37.10 37.10
OpenAI-o3 11.29 16.13 20.97 25.00 17.74 25.00 29.84 34.68 34.68
Kimi-K2.5-1T-A32B-Thinking 8.87 12.90 16.13 20.16 14.52 20.16 24.19 28.23 28.23
Gemini-3-Pro 10.48 15.32 19.35 23.39 16.94 22.58 27.42 33.06 33.06
DeepSeek-R1 11.29 17.74 22.58 27.42 19.35 27.42 32.26 37.90 37.90
Qwen3-8B-Thinking 7.26 10.48 12.90 16.13 12.10 16.94 20.97 24.19 24.19
Qwen3-32B-Thinking 9.68 14.52 19.35 24.19 15.32 23.39 29.03 33.87 33.87
Qwen3-235B-A22B-Thinking 10.48 16.13 20.97 25.00 18.55 25.00 30.65 35.48 35.48
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B-Thinking 13.71 19.35 25.00 30.65 20.97 28.23 35.48 41.13 41.13

Table 1: GBQA Leaderboard. We report Recall (%) under two testing modes across four step budgets.
Bold values indicate the highest score. Best Performance denotes the highest score achieved by each
model across all settings.

Testing Mode. The Quality Assurance mode consistently outperforms the Player Exploring mode
across all evaluated models and step budgets. Access to design artifacts and source code enables
specification-driven testing, allowing agents to establish precise behavioral expectations and, con-
sequently, detect finer-grained violations. Nevertheless, even with comprehensive documentation,
performance remains substantially suboptimal. This persistent gap indicates that the primary bot-
tleneck lies not in context information scarcity, but in two inherent limitations of current LLMs:
(i) susceptibility to hallucinations and logical inconsistencies during complex multi-step reasoning,
coupled with error accumulation and state-tracking ambiguity in long-horizon tasks; and (ii) a pro-
nounced deficit in systematic testing heuristics, attributable to the scarcity of QA-specific RL training.
Consequently, these models lack the structured, efficient, and hypothesis-driven exploration strategies
routinely employed by experienced QA engineers.

5.3 CASE STUDY

To demonstrate the practical utility of GBQA, we conduct a case study on a fully autonomous
detection-to-patch pipeline. Additional experimental details and results are provided in Appendix E.

5.4 RELIABILITY OF GBQA

IAA Analysis for Benchmark Annotation. To quantify the reliability of the bug annotations in
GBQA, we conduct an Inter-Annotator Agreement (IAA) analysis using Krippendorff’s α (Krippen-
dorff, 2018). As shown in Table 2, three annotators independently label each of the 378 candidate
annotations as either a valid bug or a non-bug. The dataset achieves an overall α of 0.901, indi-
cating that the labeling instructions successfully standardize expert judgments despite the inherent
subjectivity of bug characterization.

Critic Agent as Evaluator. To further validate the automated evaluation pipeline, we measure its
agreement with human ratings using Pearson correlation coefficient (Pearson, 1901) on a held-out
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Annotation Set Count Krippendorff’s α [95% CI]
Valid Bug 124 0.8920 [−0.0613,+0.0614]
Non-Bug 254 0.9180 [−0.0462,+0.0461]

Overall Candidates 378 0.9010 [−0.0391,+0.0389]

Table 2: Inter-Annotator Agreement analysis for
human annotation in bug classification.

Model Pearson ρ [95% CI] p-value
Gemini-3-Pro 0.858 [−0.0548, 0.0404] < 0.0001
Claude-4.6-Opus 0.821 [−0.0672, 0.0502] < 0.0001
DeepSeek-R1 0.807 [−0.0717, 0.0538] < 0.0001
GPT-5.2 0.903 [−0.0273,0.0196] < 0.0001

Table 3: Pearson correlation coefficients and p-
values of different models and human evaluators.

Figure 3: Percentage of bug discovery by difficulty
level across step budgets. Easy bugs are largely
discovered within the first 300 steps, while hard
bugs require substantially more interaction steps
and remain growing even at nearly 500 steps.
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Figure 4: Ablation study of memory module. Each cluster corresponds to a session, and vertical
arrows indicate performance gains as the step budget increases. The four trend lines illustrate the
aggregated trend for same memory settings across sessions.

validation set. As reported in Table 3, all four backbone LLMs achieve high correlations, confirming
that the Critic Agent serves as a reliable proxy for human evaluation. GPT-5.2 achieves the highest
correlation (ρ = 0.903) and is therefore adopted as the default backbone for all reported results.

5.5 ABLATION STUDIES

We conduct ablation experiments using Claude-4.6-Opus under Quality Assurance Mode to isolate
the contributions of individual architectural components.

Step Budget Analysis. We vary the step budget T to study the trade-off between computational
cost and bug discovery, stratified by difficulty level. As shown in Figure 3, Easy bugs are largely
discovered within the first 300 steps, while Medium bugs follow a similar but lower trajectory,
reaching about 30% at 500 steps. Hard bugs show the strongest dependence on step budget, with no
clear saturation trend. This pattern reveals that Easy bugs require perceptual checking, Medium bugs
short-horizon rule inference, while Hard bugs sustained state tracking over long interactions.
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Memory Ablation. As illustrated in Figure 4, there are four experimental configurations, namely no
memory, in-session memory (IS), cross-session memory (CS), and the full memory module (IS+CS).
Without memory, the agent frequently revisits tested states, causing early recall saturation. Although
IS memory eliminates within-session loops, it necessitates re-exploration across sessions. Conversely,
CS memory enables warm-start exploration but fails to mitigate in-session redundancy. The full
memory module integrates strategic initialization across sessions with loop prevention within sessions.
Consequently, its performance trend line consistently dominates other memory settings and exhibits
clear gains across sessions at equivalent step budgets, demonstrating complementary benefits from
intra-session trajectory tracking and inter-session knowledge accumulation.

6 CONCLUSION

We presented GBQA, a scalable benchmark for evaluating the autonomous bug discovery capabilities
of LLMs in interactive game environments. Our experimental results reveal that, despite strong
performance in code generation and repair tasks, state-of-the-art LLMs remain substantially limited
in bug discovery, particularly for long-horizon and state-dependent errors. These findings highlight a
significant gap between current agent capabilities and the real-world demands of quality assurance. By
providing standardized environments, quantitative metrics, and reliable evaluation, GBQA offers a
foundation for the principled design and comparison of future QA agents. We believe this benchmark
opens a new research direction at the intersection of agentic reasoning and software development.
In future work, we will extend GBQA beyond games towards broader domains, incorporating
multimodal perception and GUI interaction to better reflect real-world scenarios.
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A DETAILS OF THE GAME ENVIRONMENT BUILDER

This section details the multi-agent environment construction system employed in GBQA. Un-
like conventional prompt-chaining approaches, our builder adopts a hierarchical, studio-inspired
architecture that emulates professional game development pipelines. A Producer Agent maintains
global project state, issues a foundational proposal to guide downstream development, and ultimately
compiles the integrated environment upon completion of all team deliverables.

A.1 TOP-DOWN STUDIO ORGANIZATION

The architecture comprises a central Producer Agent and three specialized teams: Design, Program-
ming, and Art. Each team is supervised by a dedicated leader agent (Lead Designer, Technical
Director, and Art Director, respectively). Rather than acting as passive message routers, these leaders
actively manage project execution: they decompose high-level directives, dynamically scale worker
pools, oversee agent lifecycles, validate deliverables, and synchronize progress with the Producer.

Each team operates within an isolated workspace: ./project/docs for design specifications,
./project/code for implementation, and ./project/assets for visual assets. Conse-
quently, the Producer orchestrates a distributed, multi-workspace pipeline rather than a monolithic
generation process.

A.2 PRODUCER-LEVEL PROPOSAL FORMATION

The pipeline initiates with proposal formulation. Prior to team-level execution, the Producer Agent
establishes the project’s strategic direction by specifying four core parameters: (1) genre and structural
type, (2) reference titles for mechanistic inspiration, (3) narrative premise and core gameplay loops,
and (4) aesthetic tone and visual style guidelines.

These parameters are consolidated into a unified proposal, which serves as the authoritative specifica-
tion for downstream development. The Design Team derives formal rule sets from it, the Programming
Team implements the corresponding environment, core gameplay logic and interaction APIs, and
the Art Team aligns asset production with its stylistic directives. For instance, in the CASTLE
environment (Appendix D), the proposal specifies a deterministic text adventure set in a haunted
manor, centered on a three-key progression loop and an atmospheric, puzzle-driven aesthetic.

A.3 TEAM-LEVEL PLANNING PHASE

Upon receiving the proposal, each leader initiates a structured planning phase to translate high-level
directives into executable work packages. This process involves hierarchical task decomposition:
strategic objectives are first broken into subtasks, which are further refined into atomic operations
assignable to individual worker agents. For each atomic task, the leader estimates computational
workload, evaluates criticality, and constructs a Task Dependency and Priority Graph.

This graph serves as the core scheduling artifact, encoding execution constraints (e.g., prerequisite
outputs), parallelization opportunities, and resource-aware prioritization policies. While the graph
topology is uniform across teams, its content is workspace-specific: the Design Team models docu-
mentation and specification drafting, the Programming Team maps implementation and integration
workflows, and the Art Team structures asset generation and UI styling pipelines.

A.4 TEAM-LEVEL EXECUTION PHASE

Execution commences once the dependency graph is finalized. Rather than employing static worker
allocation, leaders implement dynamic runtime scheduling: they instantiate worker agents on-demand
to tackle the ready-task frontier, map atomic operations to active workers, and continuously rebalance
resources as dependencies resolve. As illustrated in Figure 5, this mechanism enables elastic team
scaling and adaptive task assignment.

Dynamic allocation is essential for handling evolving task graphs, where parallelizable operations
can proceed concurrently while dependent tasks remain queued until prerequisite deliverables are
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Figure 5: Architectural overview of the Game Environment Builder. The Producer Agent orchestrates
the end-to-end pipeline, coordinating three specialized teams (Design, Programming, Art) across
isolated workspaces. Each team follows a structured planning–execution loop, where role-specific
worker agents are dynamically instantiated, execute atomic subtasks, and report results for iterative
validation. A shared utility platform provides cross-functional capabilities upon agent initialization.
This multi-agent architecture enables automated, scalable, and modular environment generation.

validated. Consequently, each leader functions as an active scheduler, provisioning agents, enforcing
dependency constraints, and optimizing throughput throughout the production lifecycle.

A.5 SHARED SUPPORT PLATFORM AND SKILL BINDING

Worker agents are instantiated with task-specific skill bundles sourced from a centralized Shared
Support Platform. Rather than assuming homogeneous capabilities across all agents, the builder treats
skills as modular, reusable primitives that are dynamically bound to agents at initialization. This
design decouples orchestration logic from functional capabilities, enabling precise role specialization
and streamlined capability management.

The platform supports all three teams through a stratified skill architecture:

• General Skills: Cross-team utilities including searching-files-and-folders,
web-search, reading-files, editing-files, and run-terminal-commands.

• Design Team Skills: Document-centric tools for authoring and managing .docx, .xlsx,
.pptx, .pdf, and .md artifacts, which form the backbone of specification drafting and design
documentation.

• Program Team Skills: Implementation-oriented capabilities such as git-essential,
develop-web-game, and react-template-generation for environment scaffolding
and code integration.

• Art Team Skills: Creative production tools including image-generation,
image-understanding, ui-ux-pro-max, and batch-image-generation for
asset synthesis and interface styling.

• Meta Skills: Runtime operations (create-skill, edit-skill, delete-skill) that
enable the platform to modify its own capability definitions as project requirements evolve.
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Meta Skills are critical for long-horizon adaptability. By permitting runtime creation, refinement,
and deprecation of skill definitions, the platform supports continuous capability expansion without
architectural rewrites. Analogous to toolchain upgrades in traditional studios, this mechanism allows
the builder to evolve iteratively (e.g., extending a base image-generation skill with batch-processing
pipelines), ensuring sustained relevance across diverse and complex generation tasks.

A.6 WORKSPACE REVIEW AND AGENT LIFECYCLE

Upon task completion, worker agents commit their outputs to the designated team workspace rather
than directly altering the global project state. The team leader subsequently performs a structured
validation against the producer proposal, local task specifications, and dependency constraints. Only
outputs that satisfy all criteria are merged into the workspace, at which point the corresponding task
is marked complete and the planning graph is updated. The worker agent is then terminated.

This instantiate–execute–review–cleanup cycle standardizes the agent lifecycle across all teams. By
treating agents as ephemeral compute units rather than persistent entities, the builder avoids state drift,
resource contention, and context pollution. Agents are provisioned strictly for the active task frontier
and decommissioned immediately after their deliverables are integrated, ensuring deterministic and
scalable execution.

The CASTLE environment exemplifies this pipeline in practice. The producer establishes the core
genre and atmospheric constraints; the Design Team formalizes the eight-room progression and
puzzle dependencies; the Programming Team implements the stateful backend and interaction APIs;
and the Art Team produces the corresponding UI and visual assets. Because all deliverables are
governed by a unified specification and validated through a centralized review protocol, the resulting
environment maintains structural and semantic coherence, directly enabling reproducible evaluation
and systematic quality assurance.

B FRONTIER MODEL PERFORMANCE ON CODE RESOLUTION VS. BUG
DETECTION

This section contextualizes the difficulty of GBQA by comparing frontier model performance on
SWE-Bench Verified (Chowdhury et al., 2024) and our benchmark. SWE-Bench Verified scores are
extracted directly from official vendor technical reports and system cards to ensure strict alignment
with publicly reported capabilities.

As shown in Table 4, while frontier models achieve strong results on SWE-Bench Verified, their per-
formance degrades substantially on GBQA. This discrepancy underscores a fundamental capability
gap between conventional code resolution and autonomous bug discovery.

Specifically, SWE-Bench primarily evaluates the ability of LLMs to localize and patch known
defects given explicit, well-scoped problem statements. In contrast, GBQA requires agents to
proactively explore dynamic environments, surface latent anomalies without explicit supervision,
and maintain coherent reasoning across long-horizon interactions. These orthogonal demands
introduce compounding challenges that remain unmeasured by current coding or software engineering
benchmarks.

Model SWE-Bench Verified GBQA Source

Claude-4.6-Opus 81.4% 48.39% (Anthropic, 2026)
Gemini-3.1-Pro 80.6% 33.06% (Google DeepMind, 2026)
GPT-5.2 80.0% 22.58% (OpenAI, 2025)
Claude-4.5-Sonnet 77.2% 32.26% (Anthropic, 2025b)
Qwen3-Coder-Next 70.6% – (Cao et al., 2026)
DeepSeek-R1 57.6% 37.90% (Guo et al., 2025a)

Table 4: Performance comparison of frontier models on SWE-Bench Verified and GBQA. The
pronounced performance gap highlights the increased complexity of autonomous bug discovery,
which necessitates capabilities extending well beyond standard code resolution.

15



Published as a workshop paper at ICLR 2026

C PROMPT DESIGN IN GBQA

This section details the foundational prompt architecture employed by agents in GBQA. Placeholders
enclosed in { } denote dynamic variables or reference macros that are instantiated at runtime
according to the agent’s role, project context, and task specifications. The operational responsibilities
of each agent type, along with their corresponding prompt design, are provided below.

C.1 PROMPTS FOR AGENTS IN GAME ENVIRONMENT BUILDER

C.1.1 GAME PRODUCER AGENT

Prompt for Game Producer Agent

Role

You are a Game Producer. Your responsibility is to define the top-level game proposal that will guide the
Design Team, Program Team, and Art Team. You are not writing implementation details yet; you are
deciding the macroscopic direction of the game.

Instructions

Use the producer request, the benchmark constraints, and the reference-game pool to determine the global
direction of the game. Your proposal should decide the game type, the most relevant reference games, the
background concept, the core mechanics, and the environment-level presentation choices such as vibes and
art style. Write this proposal as the document that later teams will use as the shared production target.

The proposal should define a clear player role, a concrete objective, and a single winning condition. It
should describe a compact but non-trivial environment that can be implemented as a deterministic text or
lightweight web game rather than an open-world simulation. It should also expose stateful mechanics that
later support QA, such as inventory rules, locks, visibility constraints, combination logic, or delayed state
updates, and it should contain at least one multi-step progression dependency that cannot be exhausted by a
single trivial action.

Notes
• Avoid concepts that depend on heavy physics, stochastic outcomes, or unrestricted sandbox play.

• Make the QA-relevant mechanics explicit enough that downstream teams can implement and test them
consistently.

• Keep the proposal broad enough to guide all teams, but concrete enough to drive real production
decisions.

Output

Please respond strictly in the following reference JSON format, and do not include any other content:
{game concept template}

C.1.2 TEAM LEADER AGENT

Prompt for Team Leader Agent

Role

You are a Team Leader of [Design Team | Program Team | Art Team]. You are responsible for planning,
executing, and reviewing the work of the team.

Context and Input

You are given the following context and input:
• proposal from the Game Producer: {proposal}
• team role configuration: {team role config}
• available agent skills: {available shared skills}
• workspace state: {workspace snapshot}
• task state: {task state}
• worker results: {worker returns}
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Instructions

Use the proposal, the active team configuration, the available agent skills, and the current workspace state
to manage one team inside the studio pipeline. Your first responsibility is planning: translate the producer
proposal into a team-specific work plan, decompose that work into subtasks and then into atomic tasks,
estimate workload and importance, and maintain the Task Dependency and Priority Graph that determines
which tasks are ready and which tasks remain blocked.

Your second responsibility is execution management. As tasks become ready, decide how many worker
agents should be instantiated, assign each worker a scoped atomic task, and attach the appropriate skills
and tools from the Shared Support Platform. You must schedule work according to the dependency graph
rather than by ad hoc delegation. When workers return changes to the workspace, review those changes
explicitly by inspecting the workspace state and using repository-level commands such as git diff and
git status. Based on that review, either accept the committed changes, request revision, or reject it,
then update the task graph, report status upward, and clean up finished worker agents.

Output

Please respond strictly in the following reference JSON format, and do not include any other content:
{team leader template}

C.1.3 WORKER AGENT

Prompt for Worker Agent

Role

You are a employee of game industry in the [Design Team | Program Team | Art Team]. Your purpose is to
execute the assigned task. You receive one scoped atomic task, operate inside the assigned workspace, use
the equipped skill bundle, and return your result for leader review.

Context and Input

You are given the following context and input:
• team role configuration: {team role config}
• assigned task: {assigned task}
• equipped skills: {equipped skills}
• allowed tools: {allowed tools}
• workspace environment: {workspace environment}
• supporting context: {supporting context}

Instructions

Execute only the assigned atomic task and remain within the scope boundary provided by the Team Leader
Agent. Use the equipped skills and allowed tools to complete the task inside the designated workspace,
and follow the standards, norms, formatting rules, and deliverable conventions defined by the active team
configuration. Your job is to produce concrete work, not to redefine the task, reschedule the team, or expand
the scope.

Write the result back to the workspace by creating a pull request. If the task produces file changes, stage
and submit them through the workspace repository using commands such as git add and git commit.
If the task does not produce a valid change, do not fabricate a commit; instead, return a precise blocker or a
no-change status. Throughout execution, preserve auditability by making the work reproducible and easy to
inspect.

Output

Please respond strictly in the following reference JSON format, and do not include any other content:
{worker agent template}

In practice, the Design Team, Program Team, and Art Team reuse the same Team Leader and Worker
prompt family. The role differentiation is carried by {team role config} and the attached skill bundle
rather than by maintaining three separate prompt definitions.
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C.2 PROMPTS FOR BASELINE INTERACTIVE AGENT

Prompt for Interactive Agent

Role

You are a Game Quality Assurance Expert. You interact with a game only through backend APIs, and your
job is not to finish the game as quickly as possible, but to expose reproducible bugs, state inconsistencies,
undocumented command behavior, and violations of intended progression rules.

Context and Input

You are given the following context and input:
• mode: {player exploring mode | quality assurance mode}
• memory summary: {memory summary}
• recent trace: {recent trace}
• current turn: {turn}
• current valid actions: {action space}
• trace: {trace}
• (optional) game spec and source code: {game profile}

Instructions

Inspect the latest interaction and decide whether the observed behavior is suspicious enough to count as
a possible bug. Your reflection should be evidence-driven: compare the observed response against the
expected game rules, identify the concrete symptom, and propose the most useful next verification step.

Notes
• Use only one command per planner step.

• Do not add commentary outside the required schema for the active mode.

• Keep bug claims tied to observable evidence rather than speculative design opinions.

• For summaries, use bullet points to summarize the important state changes, discovered issues, and
unresolved leads that should influence later exploration.

Output

Please respond strictly in the following reference JSON format, and do not include any other content:
{quality assurance template}

Auxiliary interactive agent outputs. The quality assurance mode provides structured intermediate
outputs for local verification and long-horizon memory. Together, these prompt components encour-
age the baseline QA agent to alternate between exploration, local verification, and longer-horizon
bookkeeping instead of acting as a pure task-completion player.

C.3 PROMPTS FOR EVALUATION

Prompt for Critic Agent

Role

You are the Critic that evaluates whether one predicted bug report matches one of the human-verified
ground-truth bugs for the target game.

Context and Input

You are given the following context and input:
• predicted bug report: {predicted bug report}
• ground truth bug list: {ground truth bug list}
• match threshold: {match threshold}

Instructions
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Figure 6: Distribution of game genres across the 30 games in GBQA.

Compare the predicted bug report against every ground-truth bug for the target game and determine whether
any of them describe the same underlying defect. Focus on behavioral equivalence rather than lexical overlap.
In particular, compare the reported symptom, the violated expectation, the reproduction condition, and the
affected game mechanic. You must return at most one match ID. If no ground-truth bug is semantically
compatible with the predicted bug report, leave the match ID empty.

Your similarity score should reflect how strongly the predicted bug report aligns with the best available
ground-truth candidate on a 0.0–1.0 scale. The released evaluator counts a prediction as matched only when
the match ID is non-empty and the returned score is at least {match threshold}, so your rationale should
make clear why the selected candidate is or is not the same bug.

Notes
• Return at most one match ID. If no match is found, return an empty string.

• Do not reward surface word overlap when the reproduction condition or failure mode differs.

• Keep the rationale short and decision-focused.

Output

Please respond strictly in the following reference JSON format, and do not include any other content:
{critic template}

D REPRESENTATIVE GAME ENVIRONMENTS

As illustrated in Figure 6, GBQA comprises 30 interactive game environments spanning multiple
genres and gameplay patterns. A collection of interface screenshots depicting representative environ-
ments is provided in Figure 7. From this set, we designate CASTLE as our primary case study; its
interface is depicted in Figure 7(a). CASTLE is a deterministic text adventure game featuring an
eight-room topology. The player starts in the hall and must ultimately unlock the sealed hall door by
collecting three key fragments, combining them into a complete key, and performing the final unlock
interaction. Consequently, CASTLE serves as a compact yet comprehensive example for illustrating
the benchmark’s core gameplay mechanics, progression structure, and QA-relevant state transitions.

World Structure and Progression. The room graph is designed to be compact yet non-trivial. The
hall acts as a central hub, connecting to the corridor, kitchen, storage, and basement. The corridor
branches into the bedroom and the library, while the attic is accessible only from the library after the
ladder has been positioned. Progression is gated by explicit prerequisites: the bedroom contains the
small key required for the storage room; the storage room holds a key fragment and the oil lamp; the
library provides the clue necessary to open the attic chest; and the basement requires a light source
before the player can safely inspect and manipulate its contents.
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Figure 7: Screenshots of representative game environments within GBQA.

Room Primary role
in progression Key objects Mechanic stressed during QA

Hall Start state and
final exit gate

sealed door, matches,
candlestick

Initial observation, pickup behavior,
final win-condition verification

Corridor Routing hub between
early branches portrait, torch bracket Navigation consistency and

branching exploration

Bedroom Early hidden-item
branch

bed, bedside drawer,
diary, small key

Hidden information, container
visibility, item discovery

Kitchen Utility branch for
later access stove, bucket, ladder Portable tool acquisition and

cross-room dependency

Storage Locked side room unlocked
by bedroom key

toolbox, rope, oil lamp,
key fragment B

Lock semantics, container
interaction, item gating

Library Knowledge branch before
attic access

bookshelves, reading desk,
scroll

Reading clues, information retrieval,
ladder placement dependency

Attic Late puzzle branch old chest, telescope,
key fragment A

Password-gated access and
delayed reward

Basement Dark-room branch for
final fragment

wine barrels, rusted iron door,
key fragment C

Light-source precondition, stateful
inspection, multi-step unlocking

Table 5: Room structure of the CASTLE environment.

Stateful Mechanics. The environment incorporates diverse mechanics relevant to quality assurance.
Inventory management is constrained by a six-item carrying limit. Containers and locks enforce
staged access to hidden objects, while room descriptions reveal only currently visible information.
Specifically, the dark-room mechanic mandates that the player carry and ignite a valid light source
before basement inspection becomes valid. These mechanics facilitate the testing of single-step
observation bugs, short-horizon prerequisite bugs, and long-horizon progression bugs within a single
environment.

Backend Interface. The QA agent interacts with CASTLE exclusively via the back-
end API. A new session is initialized using POST /api/agent/new; actions are is-
sued via POST /api/agent/command; and the current state is retrieved through GET
/api/agent/state/{game id}. Each response includes the latest textual observation along-
side a structured state summary containing the current room, visible exits, inventory, flags, turn
counter, and visibility status. This interface is critical as it ensures the QA agent accesses only the
information exposed by the implemented system, excluding any hidden developer metadata.
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ID Bug type Difficulty Minimal reproduction Observed fault

1 logic error Easy Collect any two key fragments
and execute combine.

The player can assemble the complete key
with only two fragments, instead of all three.

2 description flaw Easy Enter the bedroom and execute look
before opening the bedside drawer.

The room description reveals the hidden
small key before the drawer has been opened.

3 data inconsistency Medium Pick up any portable item, move to a room,
execute drop, then execute look.

The dropped object does not appear in the
updated room description, so the textual
state fails to reflect the backend change.

Table 6: Human-verified bugs dataset within the CASTLE environment.

Ground-truth Bug List. The bug dataset for CASTLE comprises three human-verified bugs
representing distinct QA-relevant failure patterns: logic error, description flaw, and data inconsistency.

E CASE STUDY: TOWARDS FULLY AUTONOMOUS AGENTIC CODING
SYSTEMS

As discussed in the introduction and illustrated in Figure 1, the next stage of software development in
the LLM era extends beyond human–LLM co-editing toward fully autonomous coding systems. In
such systems, agents assume responsibility not only for implementation but also for the upstream QA
processes traditionally performed by human testers. A QA agent continuously explores the product
to identify logic errors and behavioral inconsistencies, generates structured bug reports, and passes
them to a coding agent that produces patched versions for subsequent verification.

While most existing benchmarks focus on code generation or bug fixing given human-specified issues,
GBQA targets the missing component of this loop by enabling autonomous bug discovery. This
case study demonstrates how such a discovery module can be integrated into an end-to-end defect
discovery and remediation pipeline.

Experimental Setup. We evaluate the full closed-loop system on the CASTLE environment from
GBQA. The QA component consists of our interactive agent operating in Quality Assurance Mode
(Section 3.1), which explores the environment while optionally consulting design specifications and
source code for diagnosis. We employ Claude Code (Anthropic, 2025a) as the coding agent, which
ingests QA-generated reports, modifies the codebase, and returns patched versions.

For this study, we use Claude-4.6-Opus-Thinking as the underlying model for both agents to ensure a
controlled setting where performance differences arise from role specialization rather than baseline
capability. The QA agent is equipped with the full memory module, including both in-session and
cross-session memory, enabling long-horizon reasoning and experience reuse. Each QA session is
limited to a maximum of 300 interaction steps. Importantly, the entire pipeline operates without
human intervention, reflecting a fully autonomous development cycle.

Closed-Loop Trajectory. Table 7 summarizes the session-level trajectory across three autonomous
defect discovery and remediation iterations. During Session 1, the QA agent discovers BUG-2
and BUG-3 and submits both reports for repair. Session 2 begins with verification of these fixes,
confirming that both bugs have been correctly resolved, and subsequently discovers the remaining
BUG-1 during further exploration. In Session 3, the agent verifies the final repair and identifies the
root cause of BUG-1 as an incorrect conditional rule in the “fewer than three fragments” execution
path.

We report results at the session level rather than providing full interaction traces, as this abstraction
better captures the iterative nature of autonomous development. A summary row aggregates the
overall bug discovery and fixing rates across sessions.

Key Observations. This case study highlights three properties essential for autonomous coding
systems.

First, the QA agent provides the upstream signal for the entire development loop by discovering
defects without human-written issue descriptions, transforming QA from a passive validation stage
into an active exploration process.
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Session QA Findings Claude Code Repair Outcome Verification / Session Result Discovery Rate / Fixing Rate

1 Newly discovered BUG-2
and BUG-3

Repair the hidden-key leakage in the bedroom
description and refresh the room description
after drop.

Both reported issues are patched and
scheduled for QA verification in Session 2.

Discovery: 2/3
Fixing: pending verification

2 Verify BUG-2 and BUG-3 as fixed;
discover and report BUG-1

Patch the fragment-combination logic after
the new BUG-1 report is submitted.

QA confirms BUG-2 and BUG-3 behave
normally after repair. BUG-1 remains the
only unresolved defect entering Session 3.

Discovery: 3/3
Fixing: 2/3

3 Verification-focused session for BUG-1;
no additional bugs reported

Correct the erroneous conditional on the
“fewer than three fragments” path so key
combination is allowed only with all three fragments.

QA confirms BUG-1 is fixed and no released
CASTLE bug is reproduced on the targeted
verification paths.

Discovery: 3/3
Fixing: 3/3

Total BUG-001, BUG-2, and BUG-3
all discovered across the three sessions

Claude Code successfully repairs
all reported bugs.

Final verification confirms that all three
human-verified CASTLE bugs are fixed.

Discovery: 3/3 (100%)
Fixing: 3/3 (100%)

Table 7: Session-level trajectory of the autonomous defect discovery and remediation loop on
CASTLE.

Second, verification and discovery are interleaved rather than sequential. For example, Session 2
simultaneously validates prior fixes and uncovers a new defect, illustrating that effective QA requires
continuous exploration even after apparent convergence.

Third, system effectiveness emerges only when bug discovery and code repair are jointly evaluated.
Isolated assessment of either component would fail to capture the dynamics of the full closed loop.

Overall, the autonomous QA agent discovers all three released bugs within three sessions, and Claude
Code successfully repairs all of them, achieving 100% discovery and fixing rates on CASTLE
environment. These results demonstrate the feasibility of automating the defect discovery stage and
provide a concrete step toward fully autonomous agentic coding systems.

F LABELING INSTRUCTIONS

F.1 TASK OVERVIEW

Your task is to review candidate bug reports produced during autonomous gameplay and determine
whether each candidate corresponds to a valid software bug in the target game environment. For
each annotation task, you will be given: (i) A playable game build and the corresponding design
specification. (ii) A candidate bug report written by the QA agent. (iii) The set of already accepted
bug IDs for the same environment, if any.

Your job is to replay the relevant interaction, determine whether the reported behavior is a valid
bug, assign a discovery-difficulty label when appropriate, and record the minimal reproduction steps
needed for later verification.

F.2 MATERIALS PROVIDED TO ANNOTATORS

You should base your judgment only on the materials provided for the current task:

• Playable Build: The executable web game or backend-accessible game instance under evaluation.

• Design Specification: The intended rules of the environment, including room structure, item logic,
progression requirements, and victory conditions.

• Candidate Bug Report: The QA agent’s natural-language description of the suspected defect,
often accompanied by a short trace or explanation.

• Existing Accepted Bugs: The current list of already verified bug IDs for the same environment,
used to identify duplicates.

If a candidate bug report omits critical details, you may replay nearby interaction paths and refine the
reproduction sequence yourself. However, your final annotation must be grounded in behavior that
you actually verified.

F.3 DEFINITION OF A VALID BUG

A candidate should be labeled as valid only if all of the following conditions hold:

• Reproducible: You can trigger the behavior reliably through a concrete action sequence.
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• Behaviorally Incorrect: The observed behavior contradicts the design specification or a clear
player-facing expectation implied by the interface.

• System-Caused: The issue is caused by the game implementation rather than by ambiguous
wording, unsupported free-form input, or an incorrect player strategy.

Do not mark a candidate as a valid bug in the following situations:

• The report only describes difficulty, confusion, or an inefficient strategy.
• The report depends on a command that is outside the documented command set.
• The game correctly blocks an action because a required prerequisite has not yet been satisfied.
• The evidence is too incomplete or ambiguous to justify a confident decision.

F.4 DIFFICULTY ANNOTATION CRITERIA

When a candidate is valid, assign one of the following discovery-difficulty labels:

EASY

The bug is visible immediately from a single action or observation. Little or no sequential reasoning
is required. Typical examples include an obviously wrong room description, a malformed inventory
update, or a directly visible contradiction after one command.

MEDIUM

The bug requires a short but meaningful interaction chain. The tester must satisfy a prerequisite,
compare expected and actual behavior over several steps, or reason about a local rule such as lock
semantics, container visibility, or item usage.

HARD

The bug requires long-horizon tracking across multiple rooms, delayed dependencies, or interactions
whose consequences appear much later than the triggering action. The tester must maintain a stable
mental model of the intended progression before the violation becomes clear.

F.5 DUPLICATE AND NON-BUG HANDLING

Duplicate reports. If the candidate describes the same underlying defect as an already accepted
bug, label it as duplicate. The wording does not need to match exactly. What matters is whether the
report refers to the same faulty behavior under materially the same reproduction condition. In this
case, record the matched bug ID and explain briefly why the two reports refer to the same issue.

Non-bug reports. If the candidate is reproducible but consistent with the design specification, label
it as non-bug. This includes intended prerequisite failures, correct puzzle gating, and observations
that are unusual but still valid under the game rules.

Uncertain cases. If you cannot reproduce the issue reliably or the intended behavior remains too
ambiguous even after consulting the design specification, label the candidate as uncertain. Do not
guess.

F.6 REQUIRED OUTPUT FORMAT

Your output must follow the schema below exactly.

Output Format

validity: {valid | duplicate | non-bug | uncertain}
difficulty: {easy | medium | hard | N/A}
matched bug id: {BUG-x or empty}
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minimal repro steps:
1. 1st verified action
2. 2nd verified action
3. continue until the bug reproduction chain is complete
explanation: short but specific justification grounded in the observed behavior

F.7 WORKED EXAMPLE

The following example uses the released CASTLE environment.

Environment: CASTLE

Candidate Report: The bedroom description reveals that there is a small key inside the bedside
drawer even though the drawer has not been opened yet.

Example Output

validity: valid
difficulty: medium
matched bug id: BUG-2
minimal repro steps:
1. Start a new CASTLE game session.
2. Move from the hall to the corridor.
3. Move from the corridor to the bedroom.
4. Execute look before opening the bedside drawer.
explanation: The room description exposes a hidden item before the relevant container has been opened.
This violates the intended visibility rule of the environment and is therefore a valid bug rather than a
player-strategy issue.

F.8 IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS

• Judge against intended behavior, not preference. Do not reject or accept a report based on
whether you personally like the mechanic. The question is whether the implementation contradicts
the specified or clearly implied rule.

• Record minimal reproduction steps. Your reproduction trace should be as precise as possible
while still being sufficient for another expert to trigger the same behavior.

• Annotate from the perspective of discovery. The difficulty label reflects how hard the bug is to
find through play, not how hard it would be for a developer to fix in code.

• Treat duplicates carefully. Superficially different reports can still describe the same defect if they
rely on the same broken rule and the same causal path.

• Do not guess. If the evidence is too weak, use uncertain rather than forcing a definitive label.

G LLM USAGE STATEMENT

We utilized large language models solely for language polishing, including correcting grammatical
errors and suggesting alternative vocabulary. These models did not contribute to the research design,
analysis, or conclusions. The authors assume full responsibility for the integrity and content of this
paper.
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