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Abstract | We introduce NatureBench, a cross-discipline benchmark of 90 tasks distilled from
peer-reviewed Nature-family publications, designed to evaluate whether AI coding agents can move
beyond reproduction toward discovery on real scientific problems. NatureBench is built onNatureGym,
an automated pipeline that constructs a standardized, per-task containerized environment from a
source paper, addressing the environment-fragmentation problem that has limited the credibility
of prior agent-on-research benchmarks. Evaluating ten frontier agent configurations under a strict
web-search-disabled protocol, we find that the strongest model surpasses SOTA on only 17.8% of
tasks under the 𝑔 > 0.1 criterion. Analysis of method pathways reveals that agents succeed primarily
through methodological translation, converting scientific tasks into familiar supervised prediction
problems, rather than through genuine scientific invention. Failures are dominated by wrong method
choice and insufficient compute budget, not by task misunderstanding. We release the benchmark,
the NatureGym pipeline, and a public leaderboard with maintainer-side reproduction.
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Figure 1 | NatureBench overview. (a) Six task domains with representative source figures [Bai et al.,
2025, Hasani et al., 2022, Igashov et al., 2024, Miao et al., 2025, Oppliger et al., 2024, Pineda et al., 2025].
(b) NatureBench leaderboard by Surpass-SOTA (𝑔 > 0.1) across ten models.
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1. Introduction

AI coding agents are rapidly moving toward autonomous scientific research [Gottweis et al., 2026a,
Karpathy, 2026, Lu et al., 2026], from reproducing published implementations to conducting
end-to-end research workflows. As these systems begin to target real scientific problems, rigorous
evaluation becomes critical: without reliable benchmarks, it is impossible to tell whether an agent
is genuinely advancing the state of the art or merely fitting familiar patterns to new data.
However, existing benchmarks for evaluating agent capabilities on scientific research have several
limitations. Paper-based benchmarks [Siegel et al., 2024, Starace et al., 2025, Wang et al., 2026]
measure whether an agent can re-implement a published method, but stop short of the more
consequential question: can an agent discover a competitive method on its own? Engineering-
optimization benchmarks [Chan et al., 2025, Nathani et al., 2025, Qiang et al., 2026, Rank
et al., 2026] target Kaggle competitions or post-training tasks, which do not require the domain
reasoning, specialized tooling, or cross-discipline knowledge that characterize research in the
natural sciences, and suffer from environment fragmentation that makes independent re-running
fragile. Credibly evaluating whether autonomous research agents can advance the frontier of
AI-for-Science requires a benchmark that is both challenging and bidirectional. It must test
discovery, whether an agent can devise methods that surpass the published state of the art, on
genuine scientific problems drawn from the natural sciences rather than on engineering proxies.
We present NatureBench, a cross-discipline benchmark of 90 tasks distilled from peer-reviewed
Nature-family publications, designed to evaluate whether AI coding agents can move beyond
reproduction toward discovery. NatureBench simultaneously extends both axes: the PaperBench
axis from Understanding → Coding to Discovery, and the PostTrainBench axis from Engineering
Optimization to Science. It is built onNatureGym, an automated pipeline that converts a published
paper into a containerized task package comprising a task brief, the paper’s dataset, a held-out
test set with hidden ground truth, and an automated evaluator, addressing the environment-
fragmentation problem in prior benchmarks. We collect approximately 5,500 papers from ten
Nature-family journals published between 2022 and 2025 and apply a three-stage build-then-
verify pipeline to yield the final 90 task packages (Figure 2). An information firewall removes the
source method from each package, so agents must discover solutions rather than reproduce them.
The benchmark spans six scientific task domains (cellular omics, protein biology, biomedical
modeling, physical modeling, molecular design, and relational reasoning) and uses a SOTA-
normalized relative gap 𝑔 as the primary metric, supplemented by a post-hoc validity judge that
detects shortcut behaviors such as output fabrication and feedback gaming.
We evaluate ten agents spanning three coding-agent harnesses (Claude Code, Codex CLI, Gemini
CLI) and ten frontier models under a strict web-search-disabled protocol as shown in Figure 1.
The strongest agent, Claude Opus 4.7, surpasses the published SOTA (𝑔 > 0.1) on only 17.8%
of tasks and matches it on 47.8%. Analysis of the 900 task–agent runs reveals that success is
driven primarily by methodological translation, where agents convert scientific tasks into familiar
supervised-prediction problems, accounting for 45.5% of validated successes, rather than by
scientific invention. Failures are dominated by wrong method choice (45.1%) and insufficient
compute budget (24.4%), not by task misunderstanding. Our contributions are as follows:

• NatureGym, an automated pipeline that constructs reproducible, containerized per-task envi-
ronments from Nature-family papers, addressing the environment-fragmentation problem that
has limited the credibility of prior agent-on-research benchmarks.

• NatureBench, a benchmark of 90 Nature-sourced tasks across six scientific task domains with
a Discovery-oriented evaluation protocol (Surpass-SOTA, Match-SOTA, validity judge) that
separates genuine algorithmic progress from engineering optimization and shortcut-taking.

3
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Figure 2 | The NatureGym pipeline. Three review-gated stages turn one Nature-family paper
into a containerized task package, refining a shared per-paper record 𝑇 = (𝐴, 𝐷, 𝑀, 𝑆, 𝐵) along
the way. An information firewall removes the source method, so the agent receives only dataset
inputs, task brief, and a held-out test set, and tries to discover rather than reproduce.

2. NatureGym

We introduce NatureGym, a pipeline that turns a published Nature-family paper into a ready-
to-run agentic task. Each task is a containerized package comprising a task brief, the dataset, a
held-out test set, an automated evaluator, and a SOTA anchor score. NatureGym standardizes
papers with heterogeneous formats, toolchains, and data modalities into one reproducible task
format, while imposing an information firewall that withholds the original method so that agents
must discover solutions rather than reproduce them.

2.1. Pipeline Overview

As shown in Fig. 2, NatureGym builds each task through three stages: Paper Filtering (§2.2),
Dataset Acquisition and Verification (§2.3), and Task Package Construction (§2.4). Each stage
ends with an independent review that catches and corrects errors through a verify–repair loop
before the next stage begins.
Every stage serves two purposes. First, it makes a binary pass-or-reject decision, terminating all
downstream processing for rejected papers. Second, it extracts and refines structured task infor-
mation into a per-paper record that accumulates across stages, so that task package construction
can consume this record directly without re-reading the paper.
We represent each task as a tuple 𝑇 = (𝐴, 𝐷, 𝑀, 𝑆, 𝐵), namely a core algorithm 𝐴, a dataset 𝐷, a
metric 𝑀, a SOTA score 𝑆, and an optional baseline 𝐵. The pipeline starts to fill in this tuple at
the filtering stage and refines it in every later stage. Every stage is run by an LLM agent, and a
human confirms the critical corrections that each review surfaces.

2.2. Paper Filtering

Paper filtering identifies candidate papers suitable for task construction through three steps:
preprocessing, a three-level cascade filter, and an adversarial review.
Preprocessing. Each paper is converted into three structured components that the subsequent
filtering stages consume. After retaining only research articles and dropping non-research

4



NatureBench : Can Coding Agents Match the Published SOTA of Nature-Family Papers?

content (e.g., news, editorials, corrections, reviews), we produce from each article: (i) markdown
text preserving document structure and formulas with citation markers removed; (ii) full-page
screenshots of every figure and table; and (iii) a section-tagged list of hyperlinks categorized as
data, code, supplementary material, or other, with surrounding context.
Three-level filtering. We then apply three filtering levels, each targeting a distinct feasibility
dimension: task extractability, evaluation automatability, and data completeness.
• Level 1: Task. The paper’s core contribution must yield an extractable ML task: an algo-
rithmic innovation, an ML formulation of a scientific problem, or a domain adaptation of an
established method. We exclude papers in which ML serves only as an auxiliary tool, non-
computational studies (wet-lab experiments, pure theory, hardware), and tasks that require
physical interaction.

• Level 2: Evaluation. The paper must claim state-of-the-art performance on a quality-related
metric, rather than on speed, cost, or interpretability. Moreover, this metric must admit a
deterministic, fully automated evaluation that does not rely on human judgment, external
service dependencies, or components of the algorithm itself.

• Level 3: Data. All data must match the version used in the paper and be publicly accessible
without application or authentication. The dataset must be complete, with a development set
𝐷dev and an evaluation set 𝐷eval that further decomposes into test inputs 𝑋test and reference
answers 𝑌ref. At least one evaluation instance must satisfy all conditions. We further tag each
dataset by volume (Tier S < 1GB, Tier M1–50GB, Tier L > 50GB) and reject papers whose
data exceeds 50GB.

Filtering review. Before entering the costly data-acquisition stage, a separate adversarial pass
re-examines every paper that passed, targeting false positives. It rechecks both the pass-or-reject
decision and the extracted task information, writing corrections back into the per-paper record.
Critical overrides are confirmed by a human.

2.3. Dataset Acquisition and Verification

Papers that pass filtering enter dataset acquisition, where we download the data, determine
the boundary separating the task definition from the paper’s core algorithm, and re-verify data
completeness against the actual files rather than the metadata-level probes of the filtering stage.
Dataset acquisition. We clone the linked code and data repositories and download the datasets
by size tier and priority, taking the evaluation instances behind the paper’s main results first.
Tier S datasets are downloaded in full, while Tier M datasets are downloaded one instance at a
time under a cumulative size cap, and we skip the remaining instances once the cap is reached.
Tier L papers have already been removed during filtering.
File-level firewall. To keep the information firewall intact, the agent must start exactly where
the core algorithm 𝐴 starts, so it receives the inputs to 𝐴 but none of 𝐴’s operations or outputs.
We decide which files to keep by one question: is this file needed to define the task no matter
which method is used? Files that define the task and are shared across methods are retained,
including raw inputs that precede 𝐴, shared outputs of method-agnostic data preparation, and
external resources. Files that are specific to 𝐴 or produced by 𝐴 are excluded, including 𝐴’s own
preprocessing, its intermediate or final outputs, and any irrelevant files. We make each decision
by reading the paper, the code, and the materialized data together.
Dataset verification and review. The filter judges feasibility from metadata alone, so we now
re-run checks on the downloaded files. Two properties matter most. Decomposability: whether
𝐷dev separates from 𝐷eval using only sample-level splits and method-agnostic preparation (no
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Table 1 | Task package structure produced by NatureGym. Components under problem/ are
agent-visible; those under evaluation/ are hidden from the agent.

Visibility Component Contents

Agent-visible
problem/README.md Task definition, evaluation metrics, output for-

mat, submission specification
problem/data_description.md Dataset overview, file formats and schemas
problem/data/ Per-instance inputs (ground truth excluded)

Hidden evaluation/evaluator.py Deterministic scoring function with input vali-
dation

evaluation/ground_truth/ Per-instance reference answers

Infrastructure environment/Dockerfile Per-task overlay on the shared base image
metadata.json Domain, compute requirements, per-instance

SOTA scores

algorithm or evaluation-time operations), and whether 𝑋test separates from 𝑌ref while preserving
all available features. We rate each split’s difficulty and reject infeasible cases. At this stage we
only record the required split procedure. The actual partitioning is performed in §2.4. Instance
validity: whether the retained evaluation instances correspond to a single research objective
and include the core experiment. Non-core or analysis-only instances are discarded. The check
succeeds as long as at least one instance is complete. A separate read-only review then cross-
references the paper, code, and files to re-verify the 𝐴-boundary and all recorded descriptions. A
fix step then repairs the record and reconciles the directory by removing surplus or leaking files
and re-acquiring missing components, so that both the record and the data are ready for task
construction. Cases with extensive corrections are confirmed by manual review.

2.4. Task Package Construction

Each paper that passes filtering and data verification is assembled into the task package layout of
Table 1. Construction and subsequent verification follow three principles: (i) Evidence-grounded
fidelity: every component and performance anchor must be supported by verified records and
source evidence. (ii) Information firewall: no file may reveal the source paper’s identity or
method, and task inputs must be separated from hidden references and scoring logic. (iii)
Executable integrity: all components must be mutually consistent in semantics and interfaces,
and the package as a whole must pass both static checks and end-to-end execution.
Data organization. Following the decomposition procedure from §2.3, we route inputs to the
agent-visible problem/data/ and reference answers to the hidden evaluation/ground_truth/,
with the routing rule determined by the reference-answer type (static label, oracle function, or
distributional statistic). Instances whose required evaluation components cannot be sourced from
public libraries or reimplemented from author code are excluded. Construction continues as long
as at least one instance remains viable.
Task documentation. Each package ships two documents under the information-firewall con-
straint. data_description.md is a technical reference for the files in problem/data/, cov-
ering dataset overview, formats, and schemas. README.md defines the task, evaluation metrics,
output format, and submission specification, retaining only the quality metrics the paper uses for
ranking and designating one primary metric per instance for aggregate scoring. metadata.json
records the scientific domain, compute requirements, and per-instance SOTA scores extracted
from the paper text, tables, or figures.
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Table 2 | Comparison with representative agent benchmarks. # Tasks reports the source-
stated number of primary evaluation units. Paper indicates whether tasks are derived from source
papers; Science indicates whether they address scientific domains beyond AI/ML methodology
itself; and Optimization indicates whether agents maximize task performance rather than recover
or assess known results. NatureBench uniquely combines paper-sourced tasks, scientific-domain
coverage, and discovery-oriented evaluation.

Benchmark Source # Tasks Paper Science Optimization Objective Scoring anchor

ML Paper Replication
PaperBench [Starace et al., 2025] ICML papers 20 ✓ × × paper replication author rubrics
AutoExperiment [Kim et al., 2025] ML papers 85 ✓ × × masked-code reproduction gold outputs
FIRE-Bench [Wang et al., 2026] LLM analysis papers 30 ✓ × × finding rediscovery paper claims
Scientific Paper Reproduction
CORE-Bench [Siegel et al., 2024] Code Ocean capsules 270 ✓ ✓ × result reproduction manual outputs
REPRO-Bench [Hu et al., 2025] social-science papers 112 ✓ ✓ × reproducibility assessment expert labels
ReplicationBench [Ye et al., 2025] astrophysics papers 111 ✓ ✓ × result replication reported values
AutoMat [Huang et al., 2026] materials-science papers 85 ✓ ✓ × claim reproduction expert annotations
Collider-Bench [Faroughy et al., 2026] LHC papers 10 ✓ ✓ × analysis reproduction event yields
Task-Performance Optimization
MLE-bench [Chan et al., 2025] Kaggle competitions 75 × × ✓ ML engineering Kaggle leaderboard
PostTrainBench [Rank et al., 2026] model–benchmark pairs 28 × × ✓ LLM post-training official instruct models
MLS-Bench [Lyu et al., 2026a] ML research problems 140 × × ✓ method invention human baselines
AutoLab [Xu et al., 2026] expert-curated problems 36 × × ✓ long-horizon optimization baseline/human metrics
NatureBench (ours) Nature-family papers 90 ✓ ✓ ✓ method development published SOTA

Automated evaluator. The evaluator independently scores agent outputs, dispatching on the
reference-answer type: it compares against the ground truth for Label tasks, runs the scoring
function for Oracle tasks, and computes distributional statistics for Distribution tasks. It validates
output format and shape before scoring, and scores multi-instance tasks with failures isolated so
that one does not affect the rest. We check the evaluator at build time with logic tests, smoke
tests, comparison against author code where available, and verification of evaluator scores against
the paper’s reported values using the authors’ released outputs.
Execution environment. A shared base image pre-installs core scientific and ML libraries. Task-
specific dependencies are layered on top via per-task Dockerfiles, with a standalone build reserved
for irreconcilable conflicts such as a different CUDA or Python version.
Package and environment review. Unlike the one-shot reviews of the previous stages, this review
runs an iterative verify–repair loop. A build-time self-audit first rechecks the task definition,
SOTA scores, and firewall against the source paper. Then 36 automated checks cover artifact
completeness, cross-component consistency, the information firewall, benchmark-design confor-
mance, and end-to-end dynamic testing. The last category runs a baseline solver through the full
evaluation pipeline together with correctness and robustness probes. Finally, the Docker image
is built on a physical machine and smoke-tested for library availability and version correctness.
Failed checks trigger minimal targeted repairs and immediate re-verification. Issues that resist
automated repair are escalated to human review. The full check inventory and repair strategy are
described in Appendix A.

3. NatureBench

In this section, we introduce NatureBench, a benchmark of 90 task packages spanning six
scientific task domains, produced by applying NatureGym (§2) to Nature-family journal papers.
We describe the source corpus and pipeline funnel (§3.1), evaluation-time quality calibration
(§3.2), benchmark composition (§3.3), and evaluation protocol (§3.4).
Table 2 positions NatureBench relative to representative agent benchmarks. Existing work either
grounds tasks in papers but targets reproduction rather than optimization (PaperBench [Starace

7



NatureBench : Can Coding Agents Match the Published SOTA of Nature-Family Papers?

et al., 2025], CORE-Bench [Siegel et al., 2024], ReplicationBench [Ye et al., 2025]), or optimizes
task performance but draws from Kaggle or ML-engineering problems rather than scientific papers
(MLE-bench [Chan et al., 2025], PostTrainBench [Rank et al., 2026]). NatureBench is the first to
combine paper-sourced tasks, genuine scientific problems, and optimization-oriented evaluation
scored against the published SOTA.

3.1. Source Corpus

We first bound the source pool with a journal-level selection policy, then run the NatureGym
pipeline (§2) to progressively narrow the crawled candidates into a construction-ready set that
enters calibration.
Journal selection. We select source journals by three criteria. First, accepted papers must contain
concrete algorithmic contributions with numerical SOTA claims, providing a clear competition
target for each task. Second, the journal must include papers with available data, so that the
underlying datasets are publicly recoverable without per-item manual approval. Third, the
journal’s topical scope must cover scientific machine learning, the domain where automated-
agent capability is least studied. Accordingly, we select ten Nature-family journals: Nature
Machine Intelligence, Nature Communications, Nature Methods, Nature Materials, Nature Biomedical
Engineering, Nature Energy, Nature Biotechnology, Nature Computational Science, Nature Genetics,
and Nature Neuroscience. The publication window is 2022–2025, chosen to balance corpus size
against software-stack currency and data-contamination risk. The final 90-task set draws from six
of these journals. The other four retain no tasks after filtering, data verification, task construction,
and calibration.
Pipeline funnel. All collected papers pass through five phases: the three NatureGym stages (§2)
bookended by an initial collection crawl and a final calibration step. Collection crawls ∼5,500
initial candidates from ten Nature-family journals. Filtering retains ∼2,500 research articles via
an article-type filter, then applies three-stage filtering (§2.2) to yield ∼200 papers. Acquisition
acquires and verifies datasets (§2.3), narrowing to ∼180. Construction builds and verifies task
packages (§2.4), retaining ∼160. Calibration removes defective tasks via evaluation-time quality
calibration (§3.2), finalizing the benchmark at 90 task packages. Table 3 reports counts at each
step.

Table 3 | NatureGym pipeline funnel, grouped into five phases aligned with the pipeline of §2.
Counts marked with “∼” are approximate, and only the final corpus size is exact.

Stage Step Papers retained

Collection Initial crawl from 10 Nature-family journals ∼5,500
Filtering Article-type filter (exclude non-research) ∼2,500
Filtering Three-level filtering (§2.2) ∼200
Acquisition Dataset acquisition and verification (§2.3) ∼180
Construction Task construction (§2.4) ∼160
Calibration Evaluation-time quality calibration (§3.2) 90

3.2. Benchmark Quality Calibration

Build-time verification (§2) guarantees only that a task package is structurally well-formed and
runnable. Some defects surface only when an agent actually attempts to solve the task. We
therefore add an evaluation-time quality calibration before the main experiments, proceeding in
three steps. Appendix B provides full details.
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NatureBench corpus composition
Final 90 tasks summarized by breadth and representativeness, and heterogeneous evaluation design.

Scientific domain Coverage summary

Figure 3 | NatureBench coverage. Across 90 tasks, NatureBench spans six scientific domains
and diverse ML task families while varying substantially in data modality, data characteristics,
and source-paper contribution type.

First-round diagnosis and repair. We run Claude Opus 4.6 over all tasks in base mode and
diagnose each case by combining the score, the agent trajectory, and the task package. Exposed
defects include ground-truth leakage, distorted task definitions, metrics that fail to distinguish
shortcuts from genuine solutions, evaluator inconsistencies, pipeline or environment errors, and
missing data. Locally verifiable defects receive minimal repairs. Tasks with irreparable issues are
dropped. Legitimate low scores are retained.
Reproduction-mode package audit. In reproduce mode, the agent additionally receives the
source paper and is instructed to faithfully reproduce its method. We run Claude Opus 4.6 and
DeepSeek-V4-Pro in this mode to audit whether each package genuinely supports the paper’s
approach, checking task description and data, evaluator, metadata anchors, and cross-component
consistency. After human review, 45 tasks are dropped for systematic defects and 17 receive
minor repairs. The benchmark is finalized at 90 task packages.
Reproducibility of the final set. On the finalized 90 tasks, Claude Opus 4.6 reproduces 30 tasks
successfully (𝑔 ≥ −0.05) and DeepSeek-V4-Pro reproduces 21 tasks. On the 16 tasks where both
succeed, 𝑔 clusters tightly around zero (median −0.0026, 90% of deviations ≤ 0.031), confirming
that the SOTA anchors are well calibrated. Remaining non-successes trace to the uniform resource
budget and agent capability rather than package defects (Figure 4).

3.3. Benchmark Statistics

The benchmark comprises 90 tasks and 333 evaluation instances. We characterize NatureBench
along two complementary themes: the breadth and representativeness of its coverage, and the
heterogeneity of its evaluation design. The first theme describes how tasks are distributed across
scientific domains, ML task types, and source-paper contribution types. The second characterizes
each task’s evaluation along three layers: what is evaluated (Scope), how the reference answer is
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Figure 4 | Calibrating the NatureBench corpus. a, The reproduce-mode calibration probe, from
an ambiguous result to a clear attribution. b, Reproduce-mode outcomes and attributed causes
for Claude Opus 4.6 and DeepSeek-V4-Pro. c, Per-task 𝑔 in base versus reproduce mode.

defined (Paradigm), and what it is measured by (Metric). This heterogeneity explains why §3.4
requires a single cross-task-comparable metric.
Breadth and representativeness. Figure 3 summarizes NatureBench coverage along three single-
label axes (source journal, scientific domain, and ML task type) together with a multi-label view
of the source papers’ contribution nature. By provenance, the final 90 tasks concentrate in six
journals, led by Nature Machine Intelligence (36), Nature Methods (26), and Nature Computational
Science (16). The corpus skews recent, with 11, 17, 28, and 34 tasks for 2022 through 2025.
Across scientific domains, the tasks span six areas (cellular omics, protein biology, biomedical
modeling, physical modeling, molecular design, and relational reasoning) and eight ML task types,
where prediction/regression and classification dominate, followed by clustering/integration and a
long tail of generation, segmentation, simulation, structure-modeling, and other specialized tasks.
Source papers also vary in contribution type: most adapt established methods to new scientific
settings, a sizable share introduce algorithmic innovations, and a few contribute a new problem
formulation, with a single paper often spanning more than one category.
Heterogeneous evaluation design. Figure 3 reports the design summary. At the Scope layer,
tasks are evaluated over multiple instances (mean 3.7, median 3, up to 19), organized under

10



NatureBench : Can Coding Agents Match the Published SOTA of Nature-Family Papers?

3 70 17

Agent Container Eval Service Host Backend

SOTA-normalized gap

g
m

m

m
i

i i

i

i=
dir (

|

−

|

)
sota

sota

̄ =1 ∑g N g
i
i

̄ ≥0g : matches SOTA

post-hoc judge

Agents

Source Paper problem/ — Task Inputs

Result

2022–2025

Nature Biomed. Engineering · 2024

README.md

evaluation/

data_description.md

data/ nodes

▸ PPI · 6 homogeneous
├ cpdb 13.6k
├ stringdb 13.2k
├ pcnet 19.8k
├ iref_v15 12.1k
├ iref_v9 17.0k
└ multinet 14.4k

▸ heterogeneous · 2
├ mtg 26.4k
└ ltg 18.4k

Surpass-SOTA

NatureBench at a glance

Source Journals

Nature Machine Intelligence 36

Nature Methods 26

Nature Computational Science 16

Nature Biotechnology 5

Nature Communications 4

Nature Biomedical Engineering 3

Compute Requirements

CPU GPU · 24 GB GPU · 80 GB

Evaluation Protocol

read ONLY
README
Data description
Input datasets

Workspace read / write

no web search

4 h GPU

/evaluate
→ per-instance raw scores
relative gap g · best gap g

/best_score
→ current best gap g

/time_remaining
→ wall-clock budget left

su
bm
is
si
on
s

ite
ra
tiv
e

Agent CANNOT access

evaluator.py · ground_truth/

SOTA anchors { , dir}m
sota

code
logs
outputs

LLM
valid→ keep g

invalid→ none

Claude Code 7 models

Opus 4.6 Opus 4.7 Kimi K2.6 GLM-5.1

MiniMax-M2.7 DeepSeek-V4-Pro Qwen 3.7 Max

Codex CLI 2 models

GPT-5.4 GPT-5.5

Gemini CLI 1 model

Gemini 3.5 Flash

From Paper to Scored Result

§1 Scientific Problem — Identify cancer-driver genes by integrating network topology with

multi-omics molecular profiles across PPI and heterogeneous regulatory networks.

§2 Task Objective — transductive node classification . In: A(N×N) adjacency + X(N×64)

features + y_train / y_val + mask_test. Out: predictions.npy ∈ [0,1] for each test node.

§3 Dataset · §4 Metric — 8 networks, N = 12,129–26,363 nodes, cancer-gene positives

14–29% ; primary metric AUPRC plus AUROC.

§5 Output · §6 Submission — output/<net>/predictions.npy, float in [0,1]; one end-to-end

run.py iterates over all 8 network instances.

· Agent CANNOT access

• evaluator.py validates each predictions.npy and scores all 8 networks

• ground_truth/<net>/ground_truth.h5 holds held-out keys y_test and mask_test

• metric AUPRC(primary) → mean per-instance improvement g vs. paper-reported SOTA

§1 Directory · §2 Overview — problem/data/<net>/data.h5; six PPI + two heterogeneous graphs
(mtg, ltg); nodes = genes (+miRNA/lncRNA/TF) with 64-d multi-omics features over
16 cancer types.

§3 Schema (HDF5) — network (N×N), features (N×64), features_raw, gene_names,
feature_names(64), y_train, y_val, mask_train / mask_val / mask_test.

§4 Notes — masks non-overlapping; mtg/ltg use int64 & gene symbols only; positives 14–29%;
dense adjacency (multi-GB).

Agent Iterative Process Docker GPU/CPU 4 h

Method Evolution

1 Initial GNN

2 ChebNet ensemble (3×)

3 Ensemble expansion

4 Train–val retraining

5 LTG-aware boost

Score Trace

SOTA (g = 0)

re
la
tiv
e
ga
p
g

-0.017

+0.125

+0.161 +0.170 +0.175 +0.177

a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6
0 h 4 hwall-clock time

0 g = +0.177
▲ 17.7% over SOTA

instances scored 8/8

submissions scored 6/6

Judge: valid
genuine ChebNet — no shortcuts

cpdb / data.h5
▸ Graph
• A : 13,627 × 13,627 adjacency, dense 0/1
• X : 13,627 × 64 multi-omics, scaled
• genes STIM1·TRPC1·NOS1·ATP2B4·STK11…

▸ Labels & splits
• y_train · y_val (bool) · masks disjoint
• train 2,013 · val 224 · test 746nodes

▸ Target
• positives 26.7%→ metric AUPRC+ AUROC

nature

NMI

nature

NM

nature

NCS

nature

NBT

nature

NC

nature

NBE

P
ip
el
in
e

N
at
u
re
G
ym

F
ir
ew
al
l

In
fo
rm
at
io
n

1/8

Nature Biomedical Engineering | Volume 9 | March 2025 | 371–389 371

nature biomedical engineering

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41551-024-01312-5Article

Interpretable identification of cancer 
genes across biological networks via 
transformer-powered graph representation 
learning
 

Xiaorui Su    1,2,3, Pengwei Hu1,2, Dongxu Li1,2, Bowei Zhao1,2, Zhaomeng Niu4, 
Thomas Herget5, Philip S. Yu3 & Lun Hu    1,2 

Graph representation learning has been leveraged to identify cancer genes 
from biological networks. However, its applicability is limited by insufficient 
interpretability and generalizability under integrative network analysis. 
Here we report the development of an interpretable and generalizable 
transformer-based model that accurately predicts cancer genes by 
leveraging graph representation learning and the integration of multi-omics 
data with the topologies of homogeneous and heterogeneous networks 
of biological interactions. The model allows for the interpretation of the 
respective importance of multi-omic and higher-order structural features, 
achieved state-of-the-art performance in the prediction of cancer genes 
across biological networks (including networks of interactions between 
miRNA and proteins, transcription factors and proteins, and transcription 
factors and miRNA) in pan-cancer and cancer-specific scenarios, and 
predicted 57 cancer-gene candidates (including three genes that had not 
been identified by other models) among 4,729 unlabelled genes across 8 
pan-cancer datasets. The model’s interpretability and generalization may 
facilitate the understanding of gene-related regulatory mechanisms and the 
discovery of new cancer genes.

Comprehensive knowledge of human cancer genes is a critical founda-
tion for exploring the carcinogenesis mechanism of tumour formation1. 
It is widely accepted that cumulative genomic alterations, which confer 
selective growth advantages to cells, are the root cause of cancer forma-
tion and progression2. These malignant genomic alterations include 
gene single-nucleotide variants (SNVs), gene copy number alterations 
(CNAs) and so on. According to statistics reported by the International 
Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), cancer has caused more than 
9.96 million deaths worldwide in 2020 and has therefore been verified 
as one of the top two serious diseases compromising human health3. 

In this regard, the identification of cancer genes plays a crucial role 
in comprehending diverse cancer mechanisms, thereby facilitating 
the development of personalized and precise treatment for cancer.

Rapid advancement in high-throughput technologies has pro-
vided an ever-expanding survey of genetic alteration in cancer and 
constructed several well-established databases, such as The Cancer 
Genome Atlas (TCGA)4 and the International Cancer Genome Con-
sortium (ICGC)5, to maintain a vast amount of human gene mutation 
data. Motivated by the observation that cancer genes tend to be more 
recurrently mutated than non-cancer genes6,7, hundreds of cancer 
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Figure 5 | NatureBench task construction and evaluation pipeline. Each source paper is
constructed into a task package that separates the agent-visible task description and data from a
hidden evaluator, ground truth, and paper-reported SOTA. An agent then solves the task inside
an isolated container exposing only the task description, data, and a writable workspace, while a
host-side service scores each submission. A post-hoc judge screens the run for validity.

varied data-partition topologies: most use multiple independent test sets, but many use a shared
training set with multiple test sets or leave-one-out cross-dataset splits, so evaluation extends
beyond a single dataset to generalization conditions. Agent-visible data ranges from under 1 GB
(about half the tasks) to over 10 GB (about a fifth). By primary input modality, the tasks span
biological sequences, molecular and materials structures, single-cell and spatial omics, imaging
and volumetric data, temporal signals and spectra, graphs and networks, and feature tables.
At the Paradigm layer, most tasks use a static label scored against hidden ground truth. The
remaining tasks are either distribution tasks, where the agent generates samples scored by set-
level or distributional metrics, or oracle tasks, where the agent optimizes against a provided
scorer with no fixed correct answer. At the Metric layer, the tasks use 81 distinct primary metrics
(AUROC, RMSE, Spearman 𝜌, ARI, F1, MAE, among others), with each task typically scored
by several (mean 3.7 primary, 5.1 auxiliary), most of which are higher-is-better. This metric
heterogeneity makes per-task raw scores incomparable, motivating the direction-normalized,
scale-free relative-gap metric of §3.4.
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3.4. Evaluation Protocol

Each agent solves its task inside an isolated NatureBench container, scored by a standardized
evaluation service against the source paper’s reported SOTA. The protocol keeps every retained
score both comparable, because heterogeneous task metrics collapse to one SOTA-normalized
quantity, and trustworthy, because the agent is sealed from the ground truth while it works and
audited for shortcuts afterwards.
SOTA-normalized relative gap. To compare agents across tasks with heterogeneous metrics,
each task is scored and ranked by a single normalized quantity computed on the one primary
metric that each instance designates. The remaining metrics are still reported to the agent as
feedback but do not enter this normalized score. For instance 𝑖, this SOTA-normalized relative
gap is

𝑔𝑖 = dir𝑖 ·
𝑚𝑖 − 𝑚sota

𝑖

|𝑚sota
𝑖

|
, (1)

where 𝑚𝑖 is the agent’s value on that primary metric, 𝑚sota
𝑖

is the paper-reported SOTA for it,
and dir𝑖 ∈ {+1,−1} encodes the metric direction. 𝑔𝑖 ≥ 0 means the agent matches or surpasses
the published result. The task-level score averages 𝑔𝑖 across instances, and instances with no
valid submission receive 𝑔fail

𝑖
= −1.0. Because 𝑔 is scale-free and direction-normalized, it enables

direct comparison across tasks whose primary metrics are heterogeneous (e.g., AUROC, RMSE,
Spearman 𝜌).
Agent run and adjudication. The agent operates inside an isolated, task-specific Docker container
with read access to problem/ (task description and data) and read/write access to workspace/,
a 4-hour wall-clock budget, and one GPU when the task requires it. The evaluator, ground
truth, and SOTA target reside in a host-side evaluation service that the agent cannot access
directly. During the run, the agent iteratively queries this service through three endpoints.
/evaluate scores a submission on every instance across all reported metrics and returns raw
scores, relative gaps, and the running best. /best_score returns the current best without
submitting. /time_remaining reports the remaining budget. The wall clock pauses during
scoring so that evaluation overhead does not consume the agent’s budget. After the run, a post-hoc
Claude Sonnet 4.6 judge checks for shortcut behavior (output fabrication, rule substitution for
learning, answer recovery, feedback gaming, or training bypass) and assigns flagged runs a score
of none.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Setup

We evaluate frontier coding agents on NatureBench under a single shared protocol, measuring
how closely each approaches the published SOTA of each task’s source paper. Given only a task’s
visible data and problem specification, an agent autonomously develops a solution and submits it
iteratively, scored against the paper’s SOTA target through the evaluation protocol of §3.4.
Models. We evaluate ten models, each pairing one of three CLI-based agent harnesses. Claude
Code [Anthropic, 2025] is paired with seven models: Claude Opus 4.6, Claude Opus 4.7 [An-
thropic, 2026a,b], Kimi K2.6 [Moonshot AI, 2026], MiniMax-M2.7 [MiniMax, 2026], DeepSeek-
V4-Pro [DeepSeek, 2026], GLM-5.1 [Z.ai, 2026], and Qwen 3.7 Max [Qwen Team, 2026]. Codex
CLI [OpenAI, 2025] is paired with GPT-5.4 and GPT-5.5 [OpenAI, 2026a,b]. Gemini CLI [Google,
2025] is paired with Gemini 3.5 Flash [Google DeepMind, 2026]. Each agent is run independently
over all 90 tasks.
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Table 4 | Main results on NatureBench, sorted by overall Surpass-SOTA. Each group reports
S=Surpass-SOTA (𝑔 > 0.1) and M=Match-SOTA (𝑔 ≥ 0), as percentages of tasks, both overall
(All) and per scientific domain. Best/second in the All columns are bold/underlined.

All Protein Cellular Physical Molec. Relat. Biomed.
Model S↑ M↑ S↑ M↑ S↑ M↑ S↑ M↑ S↑ M↑ S↑ M↑ S↑ M↑
Claude Opus 4.7 17.8 47.8 12.5 56.2 22.6 54.8 30.8 46.2 18.2 45.5 0.0 60.0 7.1 21.4
Gemini 3.5 Flash 15.6 37.8 6.2 43.8 25.8 51.6 30.8 30.8 0.0 18.2 0.0 60.0 7.1 14.3
GPT-5.5 14.4 44.4 6.2 50.0 25.8 54.8 23.1 38.5 0.0 18.2 0.0 60.0 7.1 35.7
Claude Opus 4.6 12.2 36.7 12.5 31.2 19.4 41.9 23.1 30.8 0.0 36.4 0.0 60.0 0.0 28.6
Qwen 3.7 Max 10.0 28.9 12.5 37.5 16.1 35.5 15.4 23.1 0.0 18.2 0.0 40.0 0.0 14.3
Kimi K2.6 8.9 30.0 12.5 37.5 12.9 29.0 15.4 15.4 0.0 27.3 0.0 60.0 0.0 28.6
GPT-5.4 8.9 27.8 6.2 37.5 12.9 29.0 23.1 30.8 0.0 18.2 0.0 60.0 0.0 7.1
GLM-5.1 7.8 28.9 6.2 25.0 12.9 35.5 7.7 23.1 0.0 18.2 0.0 60.0 7.1 21.4
DeepSeek-V4-Pro 4.4 26.7 6.2 37.5 9.7 32.3 0.0 15.4 0.0 18.2 0.0 60.0 0.0 7.1
MiniMax-M2.7 1.1 13.3 0.0 18.8 3.2 16.1 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 14.3

Unified conditions. All agents disable web search, preventing them from retrieving the source
dataset or paper content as a shortcut. Each harness keeps its default reasoning-effort setting.
Every task is given the same 4-hour wall-clock budget and a GPU matched to the compute
requirement recorded in its metadata (§2.4): the 3 tasks needing no GPU run CPU-only, the
70 with lighter GPU requirements each receive a single NVIDIA RTX 3090 or 4090, and the 17
most compute-intensive receive a single NVIDIA A800. All the evaluation mechanics follow the
protocol of §3.4. Appendix D reports per-agent token and turn statistics.

4.2. Main Results

Clear improvements over the published SOTA are rare across all ten agents, and even the best
matches it on fewer than half of the 90 tasks. Table 4 reports Surpass-SOTA (𝑔 > 0.1) and
Match-SOTA (𝑔 ≥ 0) rates, both overall and per scientific domain.
Overall performance. Clear improvements over the published SOTA (𝑔 > 0.1) are uncommon
even for the strongest agents: Claude Opus 4.7 reaches only 17.8%, followed by Gemini 3.5 Flash
(15.6%) and GPT-5.5 (14.4%), while MiniMax-M2.7 falls to 1.1%. Match-SOTA rates (𝑔 ≥ 0) are
higher but still below half: Claude Opus 4.7 leads at 47.8%, followed by GPT-5.5 (44.4%), Gemini
3.5 Flash (37.8%), and Claude Opus 4.6 (36.7%). The remaining agents cluster between 26.7%
and 30.0%, with MiniMax-M2.7 trailing at 13.3%. The per-domain columns of Table 4 show that
attainment is distributed unevenly across scientific domains, and that clear improvements are
more concentrated. We defer this cross-domain structure to §5.2.
Completion and validity. Agents submit a scorable solution on nearly all tasks, and the few
invalid shortcut submissions are filtered by the validity judge. In Table 5, the gap between SR
and CR isolates scored-but-invalid (shortcut) submissions flagged by the validity judge. The
two Claude Opus agents are the cleanest, with 100% on both rates and no invalid submissions,
so their unmatched tasks reflect genuine performance shortfalls rather than invalid methods.
GPT-5.5 attempts shortcuts most often, with 13 invalid submissions. Because these are filtered
from its score, its second-highest Match-SOTA (44.4%) and the only non-negative median over
judge-accepted tasks (𝑔̃valid = +0.001) remain genuine. Among the remaining agents, GLM-5.1
has the lowest SR (93.3%): on the tasks it leaves unscored, the agent’s own solution never
produces a scorable submission.
Score distribution. Most tasks land modestly below SOTA rather than reaching it or failing badly.
The median relative gap 𝑔̃all ranges from −0.007 for the strongest agent, Claude Opus 4.7, to
−0.40 for the weakest, MiniMax-M2.7 (Table 5). Figure 6 shows the full spread: each agent’s
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Table 5 | Gap summary and submission rates of agents on NatureBench. The SOTA-normalized
gap 𝑔 (§3.4) is summarized by its median 𝑔̃ and mean 𝑔̄; the ·all columns set 𝑔 = −1.0 for tasks with
no valid score, while the ·valid columns cover only judge-accepted tasks. CR (Completion Rate)
and SR (Score Rate) are the fractions of tasks yielding a valid score and any score. Best/second
per column in bold/underlined.

Gap Summary Submission Rates (%)
Model Harness 𝑔̃all 𝑔̄all 𝑔̃valid 𝑔̄valid CR SR
Claude Opus 4.7 Claude Code −0.007 −4.54 −0.007 −4.54 100.0 100.0
Gemini 3.5 Flash Gemini CLI −0.083 −5.71 −0.041 −5.98 94.4 98.9
GPT-5.5 Codex CLI −0.055 −2.81 +0.001 −3.14 84.4 98.9
Claude Opus 4.6 Claude Code −0.061 −2.02 −0.061 −2.02 100.0 100.0
Qwen 3.7 Max Claude Code −0.121 −2.94 −0.105 −3.03 95.6 98.9
Kimi K2.6 Claude Code −0.142 −10.11 −0.087 −10.88 92.2 94.4
GPT-5.4 Codex CLI −0.123 −3.72 −0.113 −3.88 94.4 100.0
GLM-5.1 Claude Code −0.150 −8.44 −0.131 −8.98 93.3 93.3
DeepSeek-V4-Pro Claude Code −0.242 −8.57 −0.239 −8.66 98.9 98.9
MiniMax-M2.7 Claude Code −0.401 −11.76 −0.347 −12.53 93.3 98.9

scores center in this moderate sub-SOTA range, with the weaker agents shifting more mass into
severe failure and only a minority of tasks on any agent reaching SOTA. A few tasks carry extreme
negative values because the SOTA-normalized gap amplifies large shortfalls, pulling every agent’s
mean far below its median. We therefore treat Surpass-SOTA and Match-SOTA as the primary
metrics and the median as an auxiliary summary. §5.3 confirms that these extreme values reflect
normalization effects rather than faulty tasks.

5. Analysis

Agents remain far from paper-reported SOTA; we now ask how that gap arises, where it con-
centrates, and how reliably it is measured. The gap is primarily one of method: agents succeed
mainly by recasting scientific tasks as generic ML pipelines rather than by genuine scientific
discovery, and fail mostly at method choice and execution depth (§5.1). It concentrates by task:
the six scientific domains form a difficulty gradient shared across all agents, and cross-discipline
tasks widen the gap further (§5.2). And it is measured reliably: extreme scores are legitimate
outputs of the SOTA-relative gap, leakage- or gaming-prone tasks are caught by the protocol, and
the narrowed coverage of each source paper is immaterial: we evaluate each paper’s core task
rather than reproduce it in full (§5.3).

5.1. Solution Mechanisms

To understand not just whether agents match SOTA but how they succeed or fail, we annotate all
900 runs (90 tasks × 10 agents) by comparing the paper-side method family with the agent’s
implemented method, attributing Match-SOTA runs to success modes, and categorizing below-
SOTA or invalid runs into failure layers. As shown in Fig. 7a, the Match-SOTA rate of all agents
is only 32.2%, and this is primarily because matching published SOTA requires both choosing
methods that fit the scientific structure of the task and executing them deeply enough.
Method pathways. Agents systematically reshape scientific tasks into more familiar method
families: while paper-side methods concentrate in structured representation, statistical modeling,
and pretraining or transfer learning, agent-side methods are concentrated in supervised predictive
modeling (41.4% of runs). These shifts are not equally effective, however. As shown in Fig. 7b,
runs whose agent method falls into the same broad family as the source paper match SOTA in
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Figure 6 | Gap distribution and summary of agents on NatureBench. a, Percentage of tasks in
each 𝑔 interval for each agent, arranged around the SOTA target (𝑔 = 0). b, Mean and median
relative gap over all tasks (𝑔all), assigning 𝑔 = −1.0 when no valid score is available.

37.7% of cases, compared with 29.6% for runs using a different family. Although NatureBench
imposes no constraint on method choice, methods closer to the task’s original scientific structure
tend to be more effective.
Success modes. When agents do match SOTA, they usually do so through generic ML engineering
rather than domain-informed methodological choices. As shown in Fig. 7c, supervised proxy
prediction accounts for 45.5% of successful runs, optimization and tuning for 17.6%, engineering
pipelines for 11.0%, and pretraining or model scaling for 8.6%. Together, these engineering-
driven categories account for 82.7% of successes. In contrast, domain-reasoned alternatives and
method-aligned solutions account for only 8.3% and 9.0%, respectively. This pattern suggests that
agents predominantly succeed by reducing scientific tasks to standard ML pipelines (trainable,
tunable, and engineerable) rather than by reasoning about the task’s scientific specifics.
Failure modes. Most failures stem from method choice or execution depth, not from misun-
derstanding the task or producing malformed output. Among the 67.8% of runs that fall below
Match-SOTA or lack a valid score, method-layer failures dominate at 61.1%, primarily wrong
method choice (45.1%), followed by execution-layer failures at 28.7%, largely due to insufficient
budget or time (24.4%). Understanding-layer and strategy-layer failures account for only 3.1%
and 7.0%, respectively (Fig. 7d). Most of these runs do produce runnable solutions, but the
chosen method is too weak or the implementation too shallow to close the gap to paper-reported
SOTA. The failure distribution thus indicates that method selection and implementation depth,
rather than code generation itself, are the primary bottlenecks for current agents on NatureBench
tasks. Appendix C presents three representative trajectories illustrating these patterns.

5.2. Domain and Interdisciplinary Variation

We examine whether the scientific domain and disciplinary scope of a task systematically affect
agent performance. Both factors prove influential: the six domains form a stable difficulty gradient,
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Figure 7 | Solution mechanisms of all agents across 900 NatureBench runs. a, Match-SOTA
outcomes across all runs. b, Match-SOTA rates for runs using the same versus different broad
method families as the source paper. c, Success-mode distribution among Match-SOTA runs. d,
Failure-layer distribution among below-SOTA and invalid runs.

with the consensus Match-SOTA rate ranging from 60.0% down to 17.9%, and this ordering is
highly consistent across all ten agents (𝜌 ≥ 0.71). Interdisciplinary tasks further widen the gap
to paper-reported SOTA. Figure 8 presents the full decomposition.
Scientific domain. Performance varies across the six scientific domains, and this difficulty or-
dering is shared across agents. Ranking the six domains by the consensus Match-SOTA rate
reveals a difficulty gradient that separates into two tiers. The easier tier comprises Relational
Reasoning (60.0%), Protein Biology (37.5%), and Cellular Omics (35.5%). The harder tier
comprises Physical Modeling (26.9%), Molecular Design (18.2%), and Biomedical Modeling
(17.9%). The consensus 𝑔̃all corroborates this split: the median relative gap stays within 8%
for the easier tier (𝑔̃ > −0.08) but exceeds 20% for the harder tier (𝑔̃ < −0.20). All ten agents
rank-correlate positively with this ordering (Spearman 𝜌 from 0.71 to 1.00, nine at 𝜌 ≥ 0.77),
indicating that this cross-domain variation is largely shared across agents rather than specific to
any individual agent.
Interdisciplinary tasks. Beyond performance spread across the six domains, a subset of tasks
each integrate more than one domain within a single task, and these tend to be solved further
from SOTA than single-discipline tasks. We tag each task by whether it draws on more than one
scientific domain, yielding 15 cross-discipline and 75 single-discipline tasks. Comparing the two
groups, we find that the pooled median 𝑔̃all falls from −0.13 on single-discipline tasks to −0.21 on
cross-discipline tasks, with 9 of 10 agents moving in this direction. The Match-SOTA rate shows
the same direction, dropping from 33.1% to 28.0%, with 8 of 10 agents lower. The consistent
widening of the agent–SOTA gap on interdisciplinary tasks suggests that integrating knowledge
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Figure 8 | NatureBench performance by scientific domain and disciplinary scope. a,b, Match-
SOTA rate and median 𝑔̃all across six domains for 10 agents. Grey circles: agents; blue diamonds:
domain medians. Blue/red circles mark higher/lower deviations from those medians (at least
15 percentage points in the Match-SOTA rate and a same-direction 𝑔̃all shift). c, Spearman 𝜌

between each agent’s domain ranking and the consensus Match-SOTA ranking. d,e, The same
metrics on 75 single- versus 15 cross-discipline tasks. Diamonds: across-agent means; green/red
pairs: increases/decreases.

across domains remains a distinct challenge for most current agents.

5.3. Benchmark Validity

NatureBench converts public papers into automatically scored tasks and normalizes their hetero-
geneous metrics onto a common SOTA-relative scale. To verify that this design does not distort
the results, we audit the tasks with extreme scores and those most exposed to leakage or gaming.
We examined each concern and found it either working as designed or bounded to acceptable
levels by the protocol.
Metric normalization. Extreme scores are a property of the SOTA-relative metric rather than a
sign of a faulty task, surfacing as the heavy negative tail in Fig. 6 and the gap between 𝑔̄ and 𝑔̃ in
Table 5. The gap 𝑔 = (score− SOTA)/|SOTA| scores each result as a fraction of the reported SOTA,
so its magnitude depends on that SOTA as much as on the agent. A near-ceiling SOTA leaves a tiny
denominator, so a merely moderate agent maps to a large negative 𝑔 on a genuinely hard task. A
large positive 𝑔 may arise where the single primary metric used for scoring captures only one facet
of a multi-objective method that its source paper evaluates with several metrics across different
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aspects: an agent optimizing for it directly can exceed the reported value without pursuing the
method’s other objectives. Auditing every extreme-gap task, we find no task error. We therefore
use Surpass- and Match-SOTA as the primary metrics and the median 𝑔̃ as a tail-robust summary,
with the mean only for completeness.
Task coverage. Some tasks evaluate only a bounded slice of their source paper, an unavoidable
and reasonable narrowing. Each such task retains the paper’s core quantitative problem and
scores a subset of instances and metrics. When the omitted instances or metrics cover other
directions of the contribution, the paper is captured only in part. A direction is usually excluded
because it cannot be captured as structured data or scored automatically and deterministically.
Separately, obtainable instances past a task’s data-volume budget are also not collected. The
retained slice is still the paper’s core quantitative task and is scored correctly, so Surpass- and
Match-SOTA measure performance on that slice, not on the whole paper.
Leakage and feedback. The residual leakage and feedback risks are unavoidable but constrained
by the protocol and confirmed bounded by review. Because tasks are built from public data,
some information is in principle accessible: source datasets come from public repositories and
benchmarks, and on a few tasks the agent-visible inputs are inherently coupled to their targets,
so an agent might read off part of the answer rather than compute it. A secondary risk is that
exact-score feedback over repeated submissions lets an agent game the scorer rather than solve
the task. The protocol bounds both: web search is disabled, so agents cannot retrieve the data
or reported results, and a post-hoc validity judge filters scored-but-invalid submissions (the
SR–CR gap in Table 5). Reviewing the most at-risk tasks, we find high-frequency submission is
overwhelmingly legitimate iteration, and the rare genuine exploit is caught by the judge.

6. Related Work

6.1. AI for Science

The first wave: AI as an accelerator within human-defined research programs. AI for Science
has produced strong vertical results across many disciplines. In structural biology, AlphaFold,
RoseTTAFold, ESMFold, AlphaFold 3, and Boltz-1 expand atomic-level prediction from single
chains to biomolecular complexes [Abramson et al., 2024, Baek et al., 2021, Jumper et al.,
2021, Lin et al., 2023, Wohlwend et al., 2025], while RFdiffusion and its antibody extension
close the loop with experimentally validated de novo design [Bennett et al., 2026, Watson et al.,
2023]. In genomics, AlphaMissense and PheMART model variant pathogenicity and phenotype
space [Cheng et al., 2023, Wen et al., 2026]. Geneformer, scGPT, and Evo 2 pretrain foundation
models over transcriptomes or DNA [Brixi et al., 2026, Cui et al., 2024, Theodoris et al., 2023].
Cell2location resolves cell types in spatial transcriptomics [Kleshchevnikov et al., 2022]. In
materials, chemistry, mathematics, and Earth systems, GNoME and MatterGen discover or inverse-
design materials [Merchant et al., 2023, Zeni et al., 2025], Coscientist automates chemical
experimentation [Boiko et al., 2023], AlphaTensor and AlphaProof extend search-based reasoning
to algorithms and formal mathematics [Fawzi et al., 2022a, Hubert et al., 2025], and GraphCast,
GenCast, and Aurora advance global weather and Earth-system prediction [Bodnar et al., 2025,
Lam et al., 2023, Price et al., 2025].
A structural limitation of the research-plus-AI paradigm. Powerful as these systems are, they
mostly share the same methodological form: humans specify the research programme, curate
the data, and fix the success criterion, while AI acts as a more capable instrument inside that
programme. This makes many advances a revolution of tools rather than a tool of revolution [Zhou
et al., 2025]. Large-scale publication evidence further suggests that AI-augmented science can
raise individual output and impact while narrowing the collective topic frontier toward data-rich
subfields [Hao et al., 2026]. Thus, existing AI-for-Science systems can accelerate progress along
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established axes, but they do not by themselves establish cross-disciplinary, paradigm-shifting
problem solving.
From AI-assisted research to AI-native problem solving. The natural next step is to evaluate
AI as the primary problem solver: given a scientific task, the system must choose methods,
run experiments, and be judged by the final scientific outcome. General-purpose scientific
agents such as The AI Scientist, the AI co-scientist, DeepScientist, and AutoSOTA move in this
direction [Gottweis et al., 2026a, Li et al., 2026, Lu et al., 2026, Weng et al., 2025], but they are
usually demonstrated on self-selected topics or within limited domains, leaving open whether
AI-native problem solving generalizes across science as a whole.
Cross-disciplinary evaluation as a test of breaking the information cocoon. Contemporary
scientists face an increasingly restrictive information cocoon: specialized training, literature
growth, and field-specific tooling make it difficult to integrate methods, data, and concepts across
disciplines [Hao et al., 2026, Piao et al., 2023, Zhou et al., 2025]. This is where an AI-native
solver should have a distinctive advantage, because the same agent can combine biological
representation learning, chemical search, physical simulation, and statistical modeling within one
system. NatureBench therefore tests the missing horizontal capability: whether contemporary
coding agents can solve 90 Nature-family tasks across six scientific task domains, using each
paper’s reported SOTA as a unified Discovery scoring anchor and evaluating whether agents can
move beyond field-specific research-plus-AI toward cross-disciplinary scientific problem solving.

6.2. Paper-based Benchmarks

The paper-based benchmark literature asks whether agents can read, evaluate, and operationalize
scientific papers as the core artifact. One line targets paper understanding: PaperQA, PaperQA2,
and OpenScholar evaluate retrieval-augmented, citation-backed answers or literature synthe-
ses [Asai et al., 2024, Lala et al., 2023, Skarlinski et al., 2024]. LAB-Bench extends this to
biology papers with supplementary materials, figures, tables, and protocols [Laurent et al., 2024].
ReviewerGPT, large-scale LLM-feedback studies, and MMReview test peer-review-style critique
over text-only, multidisciplinary, or multimodal manuscripts [Gao et al., 2025, Liang et al., 2023,
Liu and Shah, 2023].
A second line turns papers into executable work: PaperBench asks agents to reconstruct ICML
papers from scratch under author-informed rubrics [Starace et al., 2025], while AutoExperiment
and LMR-Bench use progressive code masking or language-modeling research specifications
to test recovery of reported experiments [Kim et al., 2025, Yan et al., 2025]. Reproducibility
benchmarks broaden this beyond ML: CORE-Bench, REPRO-Bench, and ReplicationBench cover
reproduction, assessment, or replication across computer science, social science, medicine, and
astrophysics [Hu et al., 2025, Siegel et al., 2024, Ye et al., 2025]. AutoMat and Collider-Bench add
materials-science and Large Hadron Collider toolchains [Faroughy et al., 2026, Huang et al., 2026].
FIRE-Bench asks agents to rediscover established insights from high-level questions extracted
from ML papers [Wang et al., 2026]. These benchmarks ground evaluation in papers, but their
target is reading, review, reproduction, replication, reproducibility assessment, or rediscovery of
known findings. NatureBench keeps paper grounding while shifting the target to independently
solving the same scientific problem, using the source paper’s reported SOTA as the scoring anchor
to match or surpass.

6.3. AI-train-AI and Autonomous Optimization

Recent AI-train-AI, autonomous-optimization, and auto-research work can be organized by how
it models the agent’s task. Benchmark suites such as MLAgentBench, MLE-bench, MLGym, MLE-
Dojo, MLS-Bench, AIRS-Bench, PostTrainBench, InferenceBench, and AutoLab evaluate agents
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over collections of ML experimentation, model-building, post-training, inference-optimization, or
long-horizon closed-loop optimization tasks [Chan et al., 2025, Huang et al., 2023, Lupidi et al.,
2026, Lyu et al., 2026a, Nathani et al., 2025, Qiang et al., 2026, Rank et al., 2026, Xu et al., 2026,
Yeon et al., 2026]. FrontierCS, ALE-Bench, and Frontier-Eng extend this suite-style evaluation
to algorithm engineering and real-world engineering optimization [Chi et al., 2026, Imajuku
et al., 2025, Mang et al., 2025]. A second line studies few-task, verifier-driven discovery, where
agents repeatedly propose, execute, and evaluate programs, algorithms, or scientific candidates
on specialized high-value objectives [Cemri et al., 2026, Fawzi et al., 2022b, Jiang et al., 2026,
Lin et al., 2026, Liu et al., 2025, 2026, Novikov et al., 2025, Romera-Paredes et al., 2024, Wang
et al., 2025, Ye et al., 2026, Yuksekgonul et al., 2026]. A third line frames the task as end-to-end
research automation, including simulated scientific environments, autonomous paper-generation
workflows, multi-agent hypothesis generation, lab-in-the-loop discovery, SOTA model discovery,
and reviewer-style evaluation of generated research [Ghareeb et al., 2026, Gottweis et al., 2026b,
Jansen et al., 2024, Li et al., 2026, Lu et al., 2024, Lyu et al., 2026b, Weng et al., 2025, Zhang et al.,
2026, Zhu et al., 2026]. These task models leave the key intersection underexplored: large-scale
benchmark suites grounded in paper-level scientific research and evaluated against the paper’s
reported SOTA on its core scientific metric. NatureBench fills this gap with 90 Nature-family tasks
that combine benchmark-suite scale, paper-sourced science, and SOTA-referenced evaluation
across six scientific task domains.

7. Conclusion

We introduced NatureGym, an automated pipeline that constructs per-task scientific environments
from Nature-family papers, and NatureBench, a benchmark of 90 Nature-sourced tasks across six
scientific domains that uses these environments to measure not just reproduction but discovery.
Across ten frontier agents, the strongest surpasses the published SOTA (𝑔 > 0.1) on only 17.8%
of tasks and matches it on 47.8%. The dominant success pathway is methodological translation,
where agents convert scientific tasks into familiar supervised-prediction problems, rather than
scientific invention. Failures are dominated by wrong method choice (45.1%) and insufficient
compute budget (24.4%), not by task misunderstanding. We release NatureBench, NatureGym,
and a public leaderboard with maintainer-side reproduction, with the long-term aim of turning
the same substrate into training data for future scientific-discovery agents.
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A. Package and Environment Review Details

This appendix expands the package and environment review summarized in §2.4. Unlike the
one-shot reviews of the filtering and data-acquisition stages, this review runs a verify–repair loop
that iterates until the final artifact is structurally complete, internally consistent, stably scorable
by the evaluator, and buildable into a working environment, all while preserving the information
firewall. It has three parts.
Build-time self-audit. Before completing the construction, a final step re-reads the paper and
the structured record to recheck the task definition, data alignment, metadata tags, SOTA scores,
and the firewall. Anything the automated process is uncertain about is flagged for human review
before the loop proceeds.
Task-package verification. We run 36 checks across five dimensions: artifact completeness, cross-
component consistency, the information firewall, benchmark-design principles, and end-to-end
dynamic testing. The dynamic test runs a simple baseline solver that follows the README interface
end to end over all instances and feeds its outputs to the evaluator, checking that the score
structure and values are sensible, and adds a correctness test (ground truth as a perfect prediction
should score near-perfect) and a robustness test (malformed inputs must fail cleanly rather
than yield spurious scores). Failed checks are graded by severity and trigger minimal targeted
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repairs. After each repair we immediately re-run the relevant consistency scans and dynamic
tests to confirm that the repair itself introduces no new error. This verify–repair cycle iterates
over multiple rounds until the verification passes, and what cannot be reliably auto-repaired is
escalated to human review.
Environment verification. We build the Docker image on a physical machine, run library imports
and verify that library versions match our presets. When a build fails, we separate root causes
from cascading symptoms and classify each root cause by type. Repair follows one core principle:
never override a base-image package. Working from least to most disruptive, we (i) switch to a
base-compatible version, (ii) add the missing dependency or runtime configuration, (iii) substitute
a compatible alternative and rewrite the affected code, or (iv) remove non-essential packages. A
task-critical dependency that resists all of the above triggers a standalone Dockerfile that does not
inherit the shared base. Throughout, evaluator and solver dependencies are treated as mandatory
and domain convenience packages are best-effort. This verify–diagnose–repair cycle repeats until
all checks pass.

B. Benchmark Quality Calibration Details

This appendix expands the benchmark quality calibration summarized in §3.2.
First-round diagnosis categories. The exposed defects fall into six categories: (1) ground-truth
leakage, where the test input carries an unintended channel that allows the agent to recover the
answer; (2) distorted task definitions, where the target degenerates into a deterministic function
of input features and can be exactly solved rather than learned; (3) metrics that fail to distinguish
shortcuts from genuine solutions; (4) evaluator or anchor inconsistencies (e.g., an evaluator metric
that disagrees with the task description or metadata); (5) pipeline or environment errors; and
(6) missing data resources. Locally verifiable defects receive minimal targeted repairs. Mitigable
risks are recorded and backstopped by the information firewall, the web-search-disabled container,
and the validity judge. Tasks with broken definitions, unverifiable metrics, or irreparable leakage
are dropped. Runs that are legitimate but low-scoring, timed-out, or judged invalid are retained
as normal agent failures.
Reproduction-mode audit procedure. For each case in reproduce mode, we decompose the
paper’s method into components (e.g., preprocessing, architecture, loss, training, inference, post-
processing), rate each as full, partial, or missing, classify the score outcome, and attribute any
anomaly to the agent, the runtime resources, or the package. Regardless of score, we audit package
quality along four axes: (1) task description and data, (2) evaluator and scoring, (3) metadata
anchors, and (4) cross-component consistency. For example, we check whether the SOTA anchor
is drawn from the same dataset and granularity as the evaluator computes, whether metadata
and evaluator scores share the same scale and units, whether required training data and external
resources are present, whether the evaluator returns a reasonable score on ground truth, and
whether the task description is consistent with the paper’s method. After human review, 45 tasks
are dropped for defects that would systematically contaminate the main evaluation (missing
data, evaluator deviations, absent required information, leakage, or distorted scoring), and 17
tasks receive minor repairs (e.g., anchor-value alignment, scale reconciliation, evaluator-logic
corrections, incomplete-instance removal, environment and serialization fixes).
Reproducibility analysis. On the finalized 90 tasks, we quantify SOTA-anchor attainability
(success: 𝑔 ≥ −0.05; partial: −0.2 ≤ 𝑔 < −0.05). Claude Opus 4.6 reproduces 30/90 tasks
successfully and 16/90 partially; DeepSeek-V4-Pro reproduces 21/90 and 13/90. At least one
model succeeds on 35/90. Both succeed on 16/90, where 𝑔 clusters tightly around zero (median
−0.0026, 90% of absolute deviations ≤ 0.031). Reproduce-mode success is lower than base mode:
Opus drops from 41/90 to 30/90 and DeepSeek from 29/90 to 21/90, primarily because faithful
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Figure 9 | Representative agent trajectories in NatureBench. (a) Cancer-gene identification
(Claude Opus 4.7), six submissions. (b) Genomic sequence prediction (GPT-5.5), 258 submissions,
with the best at attempt 220. (c) Reaction product prediction (DeepSeek-V4-Pro).

reproduction triggers heavier training and more complex dependencies. DeepSeek’s no-result
count rises from 1 to 29, accounting for most of its gap. Root-cause attribution of non-success
cases is dominated by insufficient compute or time and method simplification rather than package
defects.

C. Case Studies

This appendix complements the aggregate analysis in Section 5.1 with three representative
agent trajectories. The cases cover three recurring outcomes in NatureBench: a method-aligned
solution that matches SOTA, a valid but methodologically insufficient solution, and a plausible
long-horizon solution limited by execution depth. All cases are drawn from the final 90-task,
10-agent analysis used in Section 5. Table 6 lists the selected cases and Table 7 summarizes their
trajectory-level mechanisms, while two figures show how each case plays out. Figure 9 traces
each agent’s score across its submission sequence, and Figure 10 decomposes the best submission
of the two multi-instance cases into per-instance gaps, showing where the aggregate score comes
from.

Table 6 | Representative trajectory cases analyzed in Appendix C.

Case Agent 𝑔 Status
Cancer gene identification on biological
networks

Claude Opus 4.7 0.17666 Match-SOTA

Genomic sequence prediction GPT-5.5 −0.14087 Below SOTA
Organic reaction product prediction DeepSeek-V4-Pro −0.35540 Timeout, below SOTA

Table 7 | High-level mechanisms observed in the representative trajectories.

Case Agent route Outcome driver
Cancer gene identification on biological
networks

ChebNet/GNN ensemble Method alignment and
training optimization

Genomic sequence prediction From-scratch sequence
models

Insufficient representation
strength

Organic reaction product prediction Seq2seq reaction
modeling

Insufficient execution
depth
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Case 1: method-aligned graph modeling can produce a valid success. The first task is derived
from TREE, a transformer-powered graph representation learning study for identification of
cancer-genes [Su et al., 2025]. It asks the agent to identify cancer-associated genes on eight
biological networks. Each instance provides a network adjacency matrix, 64-dimensional multi-
omics node features, training and validation labels, and a test-node mask. The source problem
is naturally a graph-based binary node-classification problem: its core scientific objective is
to combine biological network structure with multi-omics node attributes to prioritize cancer
genes. The primary metric is AUPRC on each network, aggregated as improvement relative to the
paper-side SOTA.
Claude Opus 4.7 selected a route that matched this task structure. The final solution implements
a Chebyshev polynomial graph convolutional network (ChebNet) ensemble: it loads the HDF5
network data and node features, computes normalized graph Laplacians, trains with validation
AUPRC early stopping, then retrains on the combined train and validation labels before averaging
models across Chebyshev orders, depths, and random seeds. The judge marked the submission
valid because the predictions were generated by trained graph models, and the raw logs show
progressive AUPRC improvements across submissions. Table 8 summarizes the score progression
for this trajectory.
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Table 8 | Score progression and diagnosis for the cancer-gene identification case.

Stage Evidence Diagnosis
Initial graph model 𝑔 = −0.01715 The first submission was runnable, but still

slightly below SOTA.
First crossing 𝑔 = 0.12457 Once the graph-modeling route matured, most

networks improved substantially.
Ensembling and training
optimization

𝑔 = 0.161 to 0.175 Chebyshev order, depth, random seeds, and
train-plus-validation retraining continued to
add gains.

Final strengthening 𝑔 = 0.17666 The last round mainly improved the LTG net-
work and produced the best aggregate score.

This is a genuine agent success. It correctly treated the task as graph-based node classification
and used an appropriate GNN, class-imbalance handling, validation-based early stopping, and
ensembling to push the score above SOTA. The per-instance results were also uneven: MTG,
LTG, PCNet, and Multinet improved substantially, whereas IRef v15 remained slightly below the
paper-side SOTA. However, from another aspect, the agent did not propose a new method of
cancer-gene identification.
Case 2: extensive valid iteration can still fall short. The second task is derived from the
Nucleotide Transformer benchmark for human genomics [Dalla-Torre et al., 2025]. It contains 19
genomic sequence prediction instances, spanning histone marks, enhancers, promoters, splice
sites, and enhancer-activity regression. The source paper’s core idea is to learn broad DNA
sequence representations from large-scale pretraining and transfer them to diverse downstream
sequence-function tasks. The agent must submit predictions for 18 classification tasks and one
regression task.
This trajectory is long and technically substantial. The agent produced 258 submissions, with
the best score at attempt 220. It began with compact k-mer count models and fast linear
classifiers, then added splice-site motif rules, GPU CNNs, enhancer-activity CNN ensembles, a
two-stage enhancer-type classifier, and many threshold sweeps. The judge marked the submission
valid because all predictions were generated by models trained on the provided data. Table 9
summarizes the main trajectory stages.

Table 9 | Score progression and diagnosis for the genomic sequence prediction case.

Stage Evidence Diagnosis
Fast baseline 𝑔 = −0.41445 The agent first solved the submission-

completeness problem.
Task specialization 𝑔 = −0.20882 Local biological sequence cues improved sev-

eral sub-tasks.
Deep iteration 𝑔 = −0.14087 Iteration was effective but gradually saturated.
Remaining gap No Match-SOTA From-scratch models lacked the representation

strength of the paper-side route.

The failure is therefore not a formatting or execution failure. It is a method-layer limitation: the
agent built a sophisticated runnable pipeline, but its chosen models lacked the inductive bias and
representation capacity of large-scale genomic pretraining. This case illustrates why many agent
failures on NatureBench tasks are better described as “runnable but not strong enough” than as
simple coding failures.
Case 3: a plausible route can be limited by execution depth. The third task is derived from
LocalTransform, a generalized-template-based graph neural network for organic reactivity pre-
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diction [Chen and Jung, 2022]. It asks the agent to predict major organic reaction products for
USPTO-480k atom-mapped reactants. The source paper’s core idea is to model local reaction cen-
ters and bond changes with reaction templates, molecular graph representations, and chemistry
tooling. This route reaches a Top-1 exact-match accuracy of 0.908, while a strong sequence-to-
sequence baseline reaches 0.887. The task requires both learning reaction transformations from
hundreds of thousands of examples and generating ranked product SMILES efficiently.
The agent selected a plausible but expensive route: it implemented a complete sequence-to-
sequence reaction model with a SMILES tokenizer, dataset loader, Transformer model, training
loop, checkpointing, and prediction pipeline. The judge marked the submission valid because
the final predictions were generated by the trained model with checkpointing and beam-search
inference. Table 10 summarizes the trajectory stages and score progression.

Table 10 | Score progression and diagnosis for the reaction product prediction case.

Stage Evidence Diagnosis
Route selection 24.3M parameters The route was plausible, but computationally

heavy.
Long training Loss 2.0312 → 1.3149 The model learned, but training consumed

much of the budget.
Greedy decoding Top-1 13.68% The first valid submission used a weak decoding

strategy.
Beam search Top-1 58.53%

𝑔 = −0.35540
Inference engineering helped sharply, but the
final score remained below SOTA.

The key limitation was execution depth rather than invalidity. The agent found a reasonable
scientific-computational route, but the task required deeper training, more efficient generation,
and more specialized chemical modeling than the fixed budget allowed. This case illustrates the
execution-layer failures discussed in Section 5.1: some agents identify a plausible direction, yet
fail because the required training and inference loop is too long.

D. Resource Usage Details

Following common practice in agent benchmarks, we report resource usage at the trajectory level
rather than only at the initial prompt level. For each evaluated agent, we aggregate token-usage
information from valid execution logs and summarize per-case input tokens, output tokens, and
estimated API cost. Input tokens use exact harness- or provider-reported usage fields. When the
log records cache accounting, we retain the distinction among non-cached input, cache read or
hit tokens, and cache creation or write tokens; the mean input-token column reports their sum
so that it reflects the full amount of context processed during the run.
Output-token accounting follows the most reliable source available for each model. For Claude
Opus, GPT, and Gemini runs, we use exact provider- or harness-reported output-token fields. For
third-party models executed through Claude Code, the logged output-token fields are incomplete,
so we estimate output tokens from agent-authored trajectory text using the standard rule of
thumb that one token corresponds to roughly four English characters [Anthropic, 2026c, OpenAI,
2026c]. Rows that use this output-token estimate, and the costs derived from it, are marked
with an asterisk. Cost is computed with official standard list prices and provider-specific cache
rates. We exclude limited-time promotions, batch/flex/priority modes, regional or data-residency
uplifts, cache-storage charges that cannot be recovered from the logs, and OpenAI long-context
multipliers whose per-request triggers cannot be recovered from aggregate Codex logs. Table 11
reports the resulting per-agent means over valid runs.
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Table 11 | Per-agent token usage and estimated API cost. Means are computed over valid runs
with recorded usage information. *Values estimated from agent-authored trajectory text; costs
with * are derived from these estimates.

Agent Mean input tokens Mean output tokens Mean cost (USD)

Claude Opus 4.7 24.25M 179.3K $21.65
Claude Opus 4.6 9.03M 87.6K $16.56
GPT-5.5 8.25M 31.9K $6.01
GPT-5.4 10.79M 43.6K $4.14
Gemini 3.5 Flash 11.05M 34.2K $4.49
Qwen 3.7 Max 3.85M 88.7K* $10.19*
Kimi K2.6 13.32M 85.0K* $12.99*
MiniMax-M2.7 4.44M 55.7K* $1.35*
DeepSeek-V4-Pro 11.34M 77.5K* $0.15*
GLM-5.1 2.77M 65.8K* $4.12*
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