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The exponential growth of astronomical literature poses significant challenges for researchers navi-
gating and synthesizing general insights or even domain-specific knowledge. We present pathfinder,
a machine learning framework designed to enable literature review and knowledge discovery in astron-
omy, focusing on semantic searching with natural language instead of syntactic searches with keywords.
Utilizing state-of-the-art large language models (LLMs) and a corpus of 350,000 peer-reviewed papers
from the Astrophysics Data System (ADS), pathfinder offers an innovative approach to scientific
inquiry and literature exploration. Our framework couples advanced retrieval techniques with LLM-
based synthesis to search astronomical literature by semantic context as a complement to currently
existing methods that use keywords or citation graphs. It addresses complexities of jargon, named enti-
ties, and temporal aspects through time-based and citation-based weighting schemes. We demonstrate
the tool’s versatility through case studies, showcasing its application in various research scenarios. The
system’s performance is evaluated using custom benchmarks, including single-paper and multi-paper
tasks. Beyond literature review, pathfinder offers unique capabilities for reformatting answers in
ways that are accessible to various audiences (e.g. in a different language or as simplified text), vi-
sualizing research landscapes, and tracking the impact of observatories and methodologies. This tool
represents a significant advancement in applying AI to astronomical research, aiding researchers at all
career stages in navigating modern astronomy literature.

Keywords: Astronomical reference materials(90) — Astronomy web services(1856) — History of as-
tronomy(1868) — Computational methods(1965) — Astronomy data visualization(1968)

1. INTRODUCTION

As one of the oldest scientific disciplines, astronomy
has amassed an enormous body of literature over time.
Modern astronomical libraries and recordkeeping ser-
vices like the Astronomical Data System (ADS) (Ac-
comazzi et al. 2015) and preprint servers like arXiv pro-
vide lasting repositories for accessing current research
on various astronomical subfields, with records on ADS
extending back to the early 16th century. As the body
of astronomical literature grows (at an ever accelerating
rate), this creates a growing problem of keeping track
of the literature, with it becoming harder over time to
keep track of relevant papers and contextualise the in-
formation contained in them while writing new papers.
In fact, with the advent of new observatories like ALMA
and JWST and new modalities of observations like gravi-
tational waves, the literature has become challenging for
even experienced researchers to keep pace with. This is
exacerbated by a growing need for interdisciplinary ef-
forts, which means that astronomers often need to keep
track of multiple fields of literature, such as electron-
ics and instrumentation, high performance computing,
statistics, machine learning, and computer vision.

At best, this leads to a much larger amount of time
and effort spent in organising and cataloguing papers
for individual researchers, and at worst it can lead to a
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splintering of the research landscape with researchers re-
sorting to a friends-of-friends or in-group citation frame-
work while writing papers. This situation also creates
a barrier to entry for aspiring students and researchers
trying to enter the field and perform their first literature
search, especially in the absence of an authoritative re-
view on their chosen topic.

While this is also true of fields other than astronomy,
we have the unique distinction of having a large body
of publicly accessible data, code and literature (Genova
2023), which provides a unique opportunity for devel-
oping methods that can ingest, retrieve and synthesize
literature in a way that is useful for a wide range of au-
diences (Iyer 2021; Grezes et al. 2021; Rodríguez et al.
2022; Blanco-Cuaresma et al. 2023; Dung Nguyen et al.
2023). To this end, we explore the use of state-of-the-art
machine learning methods in conjunction with a corpus
of papers from ADS and arXiv to find relevant liter-
ature and provide initial starting points for answering
questions across a variety of levels.

Large language models (LLMs) have seen rapid ad-
vancement and adoption in recent years, with models
like GPT-4 (OpenAI et al. 2024) and LLaMA (Touvron
et al. 2023) demonstrating impressive capabilities across
a wide range of tasks. In academic contexts, LLMs
are increasingly being used to assist with explaining ad-
vanced concepts (Prihar et al. 2023) and perform lit-
erature review (Li et al. 2024b; Tao et al. 2024), and
possibly with writing papers (Liang et al. 2024), even
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in astronomy (Astarita et al. 2024). However, their ap-
plication remains controversial due to concerns about
accuracy, bias, accidental plagiarism (Pervez & Titus
2024), and the potential for hallucination (e.g., Zhang
et al. 2023). Despite these challenges, many researchers
are exploring ways to leverage LLMs as tools to augment
human expertise and accelerate scientific discovery (Van
Noorden & Perkel 2023), particularly in fields with vast
and rapidly growing bodies of literature like astronomy.

The notion of using machine-learning methods for
improving literature surveys is not a particularly new
concept, and such tools have been accessible since the
early 1990s with methods like n-grams (Cavnar et al.
1994; Kondrak 2005), bag-of-words (Zhang et al. 2010),
or transformer based models like BERT (Devlin et al.
2018). Versions of these methods including AstroBERT
(Grezes et al. 2021) and more recently AstroLLaMA
(Dung Nguyen et al. 2023) have been applied to large
corpora of astronomical data as proof-of-concept tech-
niques to showcase how NLP and newer language models
can successfully ingest with astronomical keywords and
scientific jargon. Here, we provide a working pipeline to
show how these models can be combined with techniques
like retrieval augmented generation (RAG) and agen-
tic LLMs to capture significantly more semantic context
and provide hallucination-free literature review at a frac-
tion of the time and cost of manually searching for pa-
pers on a given topic. We stress that this is not meant to
be a replacement for existing search tools like arxiv.org,
the Astronomical Data System (ADS), Google scholar,
Benty-Fields or Arxivsorter, but rather a complement to
them, with three key advantages: (1) the ability to query
the system using natural language, (2) added synthesis
to generate a targeted summary of the retrieved docu-
ments in context to the question, and (3) exploratory
tools to find similar papers in an interpretable embed-
ding space.

To do this, we present the pathfinder framework1,
an open-source, publicly available tool that uses LLMs
to answer natural-language astronomy questions using
a corpus of ∼ 350, 000 peer-reviewed papers from ADS
going back to 1990. The framework is presented both
as open-source code and as an online tool that can be
used to find relevant literature, answer questions, and
explore the corpus of papers. The current version of the
tool uses only abstracts, but can be extended to full-
text in the future. In this paper, we explore the use of
pathfinder to (i) visualize papers as a ‘landscape’ of
astronomy research, (ii) find similar/relevant papers by

1 https://pfdr.app

performing a similarity search in embedding space, (iii)
answer questions without hallucinations using the em-
bedding space, (iv) explore the impact of different tele-
scopes and observatories on the landscape of research,
(v) explore the trends of authors over time, (vi) quantify
missing areas that need to be developed further and find
areas of interest for future surveys and facilities.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In section 2,
we describe the dataset used to retrieve papers from. In
section 3, we describe the overall pathfinder pipeline.
In section 4, we describe evaluation benchmarks used
while developing the model. Section 5 describes ways for
users to interact with and use pathfinder, and provides
some case studies that demonstrate its behaviour across
different types of questions. In section 6, we present
some larger trends analysed with the pathfinder frame-
work. Section 7 concludes and summarizes the paper
and the scope for future work.

2. DATASET

We have compiled a dataset of ∼ 350, 000 paper ab-
stracts from the ADS2 and arxiv.org3, along with associ-
ated metadata including paper titles, publication dates,
DOIs, author and affiliation information, and ADS key-
words and bibcodes. We have also scraped the bib-
codes for papers referenced in and citing any given pa-
per in the dataset, which can be used to further ex-
pand the database in future iterations. In addition to
this, we have used natural language tools (spacy run-
ning en_core_web_sm) to determine a set of 20 keywords
for each abstract, along with LLM-generated embed-
dings for each abstract as described in Section 3. The
keywords are subsequently used to annotate figures and
implement keyword weighting while retrieving papers.

The majority of the papers in our current corpus are
drawn from an existing list of ∼ 270, 000 papers classi-
fied as astro-ph from the Kaggle arXiv dataset4, which
contains papers from April 1992 to July 2023 (similar
to AstroLLaMA; Dung Nguyen et al. 2023; Perkowski
et al. 2024). These papers are further augmented using
metadata (bibcodes, citations, dates, authors and affil-
iations) from ADS. Since there are a number of papers
that are not on arxiv.org, we subsequently query ADS
for papers from January 1990 to July 2024 to find pa-
pers that are not in our dataset and add them, bringing
our corpus to N = 352, 194. This set will be updated
periodically to keep up to date with the current litera-
ture, and augmented by a corpus of older papers pro-

2 https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/help/api/
3 https://info.arxiv.org/help/api/index.html
4 https://www.kaggle.com/Cornell-University/arxiv

https://pfdr.app
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https://www.kaggle.com/Cornell-University/arxiv
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cessed with optical character recognition (OCR) as part
of future work (Naiman et al. 2023). The dataset is pub-
licly available online5. While this is not a complete cor-
pus and primarily draws from the ApJ, MNRAS, A&A,
ARAA, Nature, Science, PASA, PASP, and PASJ fam-
ilies of journals, it includes a large sample of relevant
work that can be used to test the framework.

3. BUILDING pathfinder

This section briefly describes the methods used to con-
struct pathfinder. The codebase is public and available
at the pathfinder repository.6 Briefly, the pipeline is an
augmented version of RAG. In standard RAG, the sys-
tem first retrieves a set of relevant documents for any in-
put user query, and then uses the information therein to
synthesise its answer. pathfinder’s augmentations in-
clude question categorization, query expansion, rerank-
ing, the ability to filter by date, citations and keywords
and an alternative reason-thought-act based framework
for synthesizing answers, described in further detail in
the following sections. Figure 1 shows a schematic of
the procedure described in this section.

3.1. Generation

We first describe the generation step (right-hand side
of Figure 1), which uses the retrieved papers and as-
sociated metadata to generate an answer to the user’s
query.

3.1.1. Generating Embeddings

We compute embeddings for each abstract in our cor-
pus using the text-embedding-3-small model from
OpenAI7, which is used to encode each abstract into
a 1536-dimensional vector. Once the embeddings are
computed, we use uniform manifold approximation and
projection (UMAP8; McInnes et al. 2018) to create a
2-dimensional embedding of the high-dimensional vec-
tor space for easier visualization and further analysis. A
heatmap of the embedding space is provided in Figure
2, with the different regions annotated with their most
frequently occurring keywords for clarity.

3.1.2. Text generation with RAG

Generally, question-answer applications involving
LLMs generate an answer following a template (some-
times called a prompt) in response to a query. How-
ever, in doing so, there is a danger that the model may

5 https://huggingface.co/datasets/kiyer/pathfinder_arxiv_data
6 https://huggingface.co/spaces/kiyer/pathfinder/tree/main
7 https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/embeddings
8 https://umap-learn.readthedocs.io/en/latest/

output factually incorrect information and lack access
to all the available information needed to reply (Roller
et al. 2021). To handle both of these problems, RAG
forces the LLM to generate the response while using
(and possibly citing) a set of document sources (Lewis
et al. 2020; Shuster et al. 2021). Given an input query,
we first search the full space of papers to find a subset of
∼ 1-30 papers that are relevant to the input query, re-
trieved using the methods described in Section 3.2. We
then use langchain9 to set up the RAG system, where
the query is passed in along with the abstracts of the
papers broken down into chunks for the LLM to then
construct an answer. The input prompt template also
requires the LLM to be succinct in its responses and
respond with ‘I don’t know’ if the LLM does not find
sources relevant to the query.

3.1.3. Text generation with ReAct agents

While many of the questions that astronomers tend
to ask tools like pathfinder will be factual and need
efficient similarity search and synthesis, others are more
involved and require multiple lookups to answer. These
tend to be questions that require resolving multiple
conflicting viewpoints (consensus evaluation), combin-
ing information across multiple topics (composition), or
speculating beyond available data (counterfactual ; see
Section 4.4 for a fuller description of the different types
of questions).

A limitation of the RAG framework is that it is inca-
pable of directly answering these questions. To provide
a basic framework that can be used to tackle these ques-
tions, we use ReAct agents (Reasoning and Acting; Yao
et al. 2022), an approach that combines reasoning and
acting in LLMs, allowing them to break down complex
tasks into more atomic steps and execute them, com-
bined with the RAG framework we have used thus far.
Briefly, this system involves pathfinder receiving an
input query, followed by the ReAct agent using a LLM
to reason about the task and break it down into steps.
For each step, the agent acts by using RAG to retrieve
relevant information from the paper corpus. It uses the
retrieved information to further analyse the data and
make queries until it has enough knowledge to answer
the question or runs up against the number of allowed it-
erations. The system is not perfect, with the LLM some-
times stalling in a process loop where it can not find an
ideal way to phrase a question. Newer methods exist to
use search trees (Yao et al. 2024) or knowledge graphs
(Besta et al. 2024) to circumvent these issues. However,
given the relatively small number of these questions we

9 https://github.com/langchain-ai/langchain

https://huggingface.co/datasets/kiyer/pathfinder_arxiv_data
https://huggingface.co/spaces/kiyer/pathfinder/tree/main
https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/embeddings
https://umap-learn.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
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Figure 1. Schematic showing the overall pathfinder pipeline.

found users to ask, those are out of the scope of current
work, and will be left for future upgrades in pathfinder.

3.2. Retrieval

Because the retrieved documents will strongly impact
text generation, it is vital to ensure that we retrieve the
most relevant documents to a user’s input query. This
section describes the procedure by which we retrieve ∼
1–30 ‘top-k’ papers (see left-hand side of Figure 1).

3.2.1. Semantic search & embeddings

One of pathfinder’s key functionalities is to find sim-
ilar papers given a natural-language query (building on
earlier work e.g., Iyer 2021). For this, it is important to
be able to compare the vector corresponding to a query
(computed using the same way as the embeddings for
the abstracts) to those of paper abstracts and compute
a similarity score. In principle, this can be done using
any distance metric, and in the current application we
use cosine similarity implemented using the Facebook
AI Similarity Search (FAISS10) package. FAISS is ca-
pable of processing on GPUs and scaling to extremely
large datasets (Johnson et al. 2017), making our method
future proof for applications to large corpora of litera-
ture.

3.2.2. Generating keywords from abstracts

We compute a set of keywords for each abstract using
the textrank algorithm, set up to identify nouns, adjec-
tives and proper nouns in any input text. For the cur-
rent application, this has been implemented using the
en_core_web_sm model in the spacy NLP package11.
This is followed by running a peak finding algorithm

in the 2D UMAP embedding space to identify regions
where there is a high concentration of papers. For each
peak we consider all papers within a certain radius and

10 https://github.com/facebookresearch/faiss
11 https://spacy.io/models/en

identify the most frequently occurring keywords for all
the papers in that cluster, and repeat this for all the
clusters in our space, followed by an LLM query to syn-
thesize the keyword into an overarching topic or facil-
ity (e.g. “solar astrophysics” or “gravitational waves:
LIGO”). While this provides a way to automatically tag
a given space and provide a preliminary understanding
of how papers are clustered, it can be sensitive to choices
in tokenizing and clustering. These topics are shown
in Figure 2, and can be compared to existing keywords
from the Unified Astronomy Thesaurus (UAT) in Figure
3.

3.2.3. Weighting schemes: Keywords, Timestamps and
Citations

An overall goal of pathfinder is to return both rel-
evant and trustworthy documents from the literature.
Although we redirect bibliometric questions to comple-
mentary services like ADS, we find that astronomy-
related literature queries are often highly dependent
on specific key terms (e.g. what are the main results
from the CEERS survey?), the time of publication (e.g.
what is the highest redshift galaxy currently?) or cita-
tions (e.g. what is the prevalent theory on why galaxies
quench?). To help optimize retrieval, we provide toggles
that implement weighting by these quantities.

Keyword weighting: Keywords can be astronomi-
cal jargon, named objects, or any user-specified string,
and are compared against the keywords generated in the
previous section. When keyword filtering is active, if a
specific keyword is input by the user or if a named en-
tity is detected in the query, semantic retrieval is heavily
weighted toward documents with matching keywords.

Time weighting: We implement a relative-time
weighting scheme to preferentially retrieve documents
from the right time window, with functional form

wt,i = 1/(1 + e(tnow−tpaper,i)/0.7) (1)

where the difference in time is calculated in years. This
sigmoidal form is chosen to smoothly weight recent pa-

https://github.com/facebookresearch/faiss
https://spacy.io/models/en
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Figure 2. A heatmap showing a 2D UMAP projection of the 1536 dimensional embedding space of that shows the different
areas of the astro-ph literature corpus. The heatmap color denotes the density of papers in different parts of the corpus, with the
auto-tagging keywords at various locations shown to illustrate the way the embeddings group the different topics by semantic
similarity. Similar to a world map, the axes here do not hold a particular meaning. Regions close to each other hold a semantic
similarity, while distant regions do not.
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pers, with the specific numbers chosen to penalize papers
that are over ∼ 5 years older.

Citation weighting: We also provide users with the
ability to apply citation-based weighting to preferen-
tially return highly-cited literature, with functional form

wn,i = 1/(1 + e(300−npaper,i)/42.) (2)

These weights are applied after retrieving a large number
of papers (top−k=1000) prior to subsequently reranking
and taking the returning the requested top-k papers.

3.2.4. Query expansion and HyDE

Query expansion and HyDE (Hypothetical Document
Embeddings) are techniques employed to enhance the
retrieval process by bridging the semantic gap between
queries and relevant documents (Manning et al. 2008).
In our implementation, we use HyDE to rewrite the
initial query into a more comprehensive and domain-
specific abstract, building upon the work of Gao et al.
(2022). This process leverages an LLM prompted to act
as an expert astronomer, generating an abstract and op-
tionally a conclusion for a hypothetical research paper
that addresses the given query. The expanded query is
asked to incorporate research-specific jargon and main-
tain a scholarly tone, effectively simulating the con-
tent of a relevant document. This approach aligns with
recent advancements in leveraging LLMs for domain-
specific tasks, as demonstrated by Chowdhery et al.
(2022).

The rationale behind this approach is twofold. First,
by expanding the query into a full abstract, we pro-
vide more context and potentially relevant terms for
the retrieval model to work with, increasing the likeli-
hood of matching with pertinent documents in the cor-
pus. This is conceptually similar to traditional query
expansion techniques (Carpineto & Romano 2012), but
leverages the advanced language understanding capabil-
ities of LLMs. Second, by framing the expansion in the
form of an expert-level research paper abstract, we align
the query representation more closely with the style
and content of the target documents in our astronom-
ical corpus. This technique can significantly improve
retrieval performance, especially in zero-shot scenarios
where task-specific fine-tuning data is unavailable (Gao
et al. 2022). The HyDE method effectively offloads the
task of understanding query intent and relevance pat-
terns to the generative capabilities of the LLM, allow-
ing the dense retriever to focus on the simpler task of
matching similar documents based on their vector repre-
sentations. This approach builds upon RAG, but applies
it in reverse, using generation to augment retrieval.

3.2.5. Reranking

Reranking is an important additional step in modern
information retrieval systems, designed to refine the ini-
tial set of retrieved documents and improve the overall
relevance of the results (Burges 2010). In our pipeline,
we implement a two-stage retrieval process: an initial re-
trieval using our HyDE-based semantic search, followed
by a reranking step using a cross-encoder model.

Cross-encoder models, typically based on transformer
architectures like BERT (Devlin et al. 2018), have shown
superior performance in reranking tasks compared to
traditional methods (Nogueira & Cho 2019). Unlike bi-
encoders used in the initial retrieval, cross-encoders pro-
cess the query and document together, allowing for more
nuanced relevance judgements through direct attention
between query and document tokens.

Our implementation first uses the HyDE-based se-
mantic search to retrieve an initial set of potentially
relevant documents. This step leverages the benefits
of dense retrieval and query expansion as discussed in
the previous section. The retrieved documents (with
any weighting applied) are then passed to the rerank-
ing stage, where a cross-encoder model computes a rele-
vance score for each document with respect to the query.
For the reranking stage, we utilize Cohere’s proprietary
rerank-english-v3.0 model. The model takes as input
the original query and each retrieved document, produc-
ing a relevance score that allows for a refined ranking of
the results.

This two-stage retrieval process combines the effi-
ciency of initial dense retrieval with the effectiveness of
cross-encoder reranking (Lin & Ma 2021). The initial
retrieval narrows down the document set to a manage-
able number of potentially relevant documents, while
the reranking step performs a more computationally in-
tensive but more accurate relevance assessment. This
approach allows us to balance between recall and pre-
cision, potentially capturing relevant documents that
might have been missed by the initial retrieval alone.
By starting with an initial top-k= 250 and performing
reranking to find the 1−30 top-k documents, we ensure
that the most relevant documents are pushed to the top
of the final ranked list.

3.2.6. Outliers and consensus

Despite the semantic search (which consists of the sim-
ilarity search + filtering + query expansion + rerank-
ing), sometimes the retrieved papers can be topically
distinct from the input query. An additional assessment
of the quality of the answer can be computed by ana-
lyzing the spread of the papers that were identified as
‘relevant.’ If the relevant papers are tightly clustered in
the UMAP space, the resulting answers tend to be more
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Figure 3. Similar to Figure 2, but showing the loci of the top-level unified astronomy thesaurus (UAT) heirarchical keywords
projected into the embedding space. Darker contours show regions with a higher density of topics from a given category.
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Figure 4. Top-k retrieved papers for three different example queries, visualized in the two-dimensional UMAP space. Red
points are outliers; blue points are non-outliers. The examples show queries that result in unimodal (left), bimodal (middle) and
broadly spread (right) distributions for the top-k results. Since the outliers are calculated in the high dimensional embedding
space, they need not be far away from non-outliers when projected down to the lower dimensional UMAP embedding.

reliable, as opposed to broader distributions of the top-k
papers where the LLM has to synthesize an answer that
draws from disparate, and sometimes unrelated, por-
tions of the literature. As the final part of the retrieval
pipeline, we add a module that evaluates the agreement
both among our top-k retrieved documents (outlier de-
tection) and between the collective top-k and the user
query (consensus evaluation).

To assess the level of agreement among the top-k, we
implement an outlier detection scheme that aims to iso-
late one or more papers in the top-k whose abstracts
are topically different from the other constituent pa-
pers. Our first step is to compute an “outlier cutoff
distance” Dcut(k). Suppose we have N papers in the
corpus. Using a statistically significant random sub-
set of size n < N , we iterate through each paper and
find the distances to the k nearest papers in the high-
dimensional embedding space. After appending each of
these embedding space distances to a large list of size
kn, we find the 95th percentile of these distances D95

(corresponding to 2σ in a Gaussian distribution). From
this, we obtain Dcut(k) = D95 − γ, where γ = 0.1 is an
experimentally obtained correction term.

After computing Dcut(k), we now turn our attention
to the top-k retrieved documents. For each top-k paper
P with embedding P, we first compute the centroid C¬P

of the remaining k − 1 points in the embedding space.
We then find the distance D(P,C¬P ). from P to this
centroid. If D(P,C¬P ) > Dcut(k), paper P is flagged

as an outlier. See the middle and right panels of Figure
4 for examples of outliers getting flagged.

The logic behind our outlier detection approach stems
from the fact that we would expect the top-k retrieved
documents to ideally be clustered together based on one
or more topics determined by the user query. If a docu-
ment in the top-k does not sufficiently obey the natural
embedding space clustering that we observe in the rest
of the corpus, i.e. if it is too far away from the other
k−1 papers to be considered part of their cluster, it can
be considered an outlier.

Building upon this outlier detection process, we can
now shift our focus to assessing the level of agreement
between the collective top-k documents and the user
query. This consensus evaluation scheme utilizes an in-
dependent LLM running on GPT-4o mini. Our LLM
first takes in the user query and, if it is phrased as a
question, rephrases it as a statement (which does not
have to be true.) Then, using this ‘rephrased query’ and
the top-k retrieved documents as inputs, the LLM eval-
uates a ‘consensus level’ on the following scale: Strong
Agreement, Moderate Agreement, Weak Agreement, No
Clear Consensus, Weak Disagreement, Moderate Dis-
agreement, Strong Disagreement. Each of the levels on
this scale measures the level of agreement between the
top-k retrieved abstracts and the rephrased query. The
LLM also generates an explanation of this consensus
level, as well as a ‘relevance score’. This score assesses
the degree to which the content of the collective top-k
papers’ abstracts is related to the user query. A com-
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pletely unrelated top-k would return a relevance score
of 0, whereas a perfectly related top-k would return a
score of 1.

When implemented, this outlier detection and con-
sensus evaluation module is effective at performing two
tasks: isolating retrieved papers that should not be
in the top-k due to topical dissimilarity to other top-
k members, and evaluating the strength of agreement
or disagreement between the collective top-k and the
user query. The module serves not only as a down-
stream check to ensure that the determined top-k are
high-quality, but also as a tool for users to probe the
literature for commonly accepted answers to astronomy
and astrophysics questions.

4. BENCHMARKS AND EVALUATION

To evaluate pathfinder, we develop a set of synthetic
and human-assisted benchmarks for quantitatively test-
ing the retrieval of papers and the quality of answers.
Our benchmarks evaluate how well pathfinder can (1)
retrieve single papers that are needed to answer spe-
cific factual questions, (2) survey multiple papers to
while responding to a topical question, and (3) generate
text answers to astronomy research questions, compared
against a ‘gold-standard’ human benchmark.

4.1. Single-paper synthetic benchmark

The Single-paper synthetic benchmark describes our
procedure to quantitatively test the retrieval of evalu-
ation on questions that are answerable based on infor-
mation in a single paper. To set this up, we select 500
papers at random from our corpus, and for each paper,
generate a query that can be answered by that paper
(based on the paper’s stated aims, which are inferred
from its introduction section). First, a LLM selects a
factually dense sentence from the paper, and then con-
verts it into an information retrieval query. Each query
is designed to be highly specific to the corresponding pa-
per, so that the paper can serve as the ‘correct’ retrieved
document for the synthesized query. This strategy is
analogous to the ‘sparse judgement’ setup in Rahmani
et al. (2024), which is found to roughly align with ac-
tual human judgment. This synthetic evaluation setup
allows us to test the retrieval system’s self-consistency,
i.e. whether the retrieval system indeed returns the
paper that a highly specific query has been generated
from. We compute the success rate s, or the percentage
of queries for which the source document is in the top
k = 10, and the reciprocal rank, or the average across
queries of r−1, where r is the rank of the document
amongst the top k; higher is better. Using these metrics,
we find that our methods significantly improve retrieval

performance; simple Bag of Words / TF-IDF (Term Fre-
quency–Inverse Document Frequency) retrieval achieves
s = 0.46, r−1 = 0.29, while semantic search with HyDE
and reranking achieves s = 0.84, r−1 = 0.74.

4.2. Multi-paper synthetic benchmark

We also construct a synthetic quantitative benchmark
for more general queries that often require synthesiz-
ing information from multiple documents across differ-
ent subject areas or experiments. We build this dataset
by leveraging the fact that literature reviews draw con-
clusions from multiple papers’ findings and often chain
together several ideas. From a starting set of N = 200

peer-reviewed astronomy review papers, we selected fac-
tual sentences substantiated by a large (> 5) cluster of
in-text citations (e.g., ‘The connection between galaxies
and their dark matter halos has been substantiated via
scaling laws calibrated to large hydrodynamic simula-
tions (paper 1, paper 2, paper 3, ... )‘’). these sentences
form the basis of synthetically generated queries, and the
in-text citations form the ‘correct’ set of retrieved pa-
pers. We evaluate pathfinder’s ability to parse queries
with complex answers across multiple documents using
this synthetic benchmark, measuring recall and normal-
ized cumulative discounted gain12 (nDCG) to reward
documents correctly retrieved while avoiding penalizing
relevant documents not covered by the citation cluster.
Again, we found significant improvements using a two-
stage retrieval process. For a baseline Bag of Words
model and top k = 50, we achieved recall = 0.15 and
nDCG = 0.09; HyDE with reranking improved these
metrics to recall = 0.29 and nDCG = 0.19.

4.3. The Gold Questions and Answers Dataset

While single and multi-paper factual queries provide
valuable synthetic benchmarks for pathfinder, they en-
compass a limited range of query types. To account
for real-world scenarios involving human experts, where
queries are likely to be more complex and challenging,
we make use of an expert-curated ‘Gold’ dataset from
Wu et al. (2024). This dataset serves three primary pur-
poses: (1) to test new iterations of pathfinder, (2) to
identify the steps and challenges involved in answering
complex queries, which could inform the design of im-
proved schemes for handling sophisticated inquiries and
(3) form a basis for more detailed case studies.

To create this dataset, a pathfinder-like system was
deployed as a Slack bot for astronomy researchers at

12 nDCG measures how well a system ranks items compared to the
best possible ranking. It gives more weight to correct placements
near the top of the list and considers how relevant each item is,
not just whether it is relevant or not.
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Figure 5. Normalised single document benchmark and multi-document benchmark scores across methods. Single document
scores consist of an average of reciprocal rank and success rate in retrieving the correct paper in the top 10 documents, normalised
so the scores sum to 1. Similarly, the multi-document scores are an average of Normalised Discounted Cumulative Gain (NDCG)
at 100 documents and recall at 100 documents, again normalised. A combination of HYDE and reranking (HydeCohereRerank)
was the best performing system, outperforming HYDE alone, base semantic search (with just the embeddings cosine similarity
between query and documents) and a simple bag-of-words system.

the Space Telescope Science Institute (for more details,
see Wu et al. 2024). Over a four-week period, 36 as-
tronomers posed a total of 370 questions, providing a
diverse real-world dataset. Subsequently, a group of
five researchers, including two astronomers, were tasked
with categorizing these queries using inductive coding
(Field et al., in prep). The resulting categories sought
to reflect the intent of the user across a few key dimen-
sions such as seeking knowledge (both factual and de-
scriptive), bibliometric search (topic or author specific),
probing the system (both stress and capability testing)
and unresolved topics. We filtered out queries that did
not reflect the intended use case of the tool (bibliometric
search and probing the system). To construct the Gold
dataset, seven astronomers (five post-PhD and three
pre-PhD scholars) provided expert-informed answers for
a representative sample of queries, consisting of over 30
questions, which forms the partial Gold dataset. The
final version of the dataset will contain over 100 ques-
tions.

An analysis of the Slackbot user interaction data and
user interviews (Wu et al. 2024, Field et al., in prep)
found that:

1. Positive user interaction, as measured by thumbs
up vote fraction, is positively correlated with
higher retrieval scores at p < 10−6 significance
(Spearman rank correlation ρ = +0.33).

2. Users of the Slackbot QA system better retrieval of
papers for time-sensitive queries, paper citations,
and other paper metadata.

4.4. Constructing categories of questions

Based on the different questions asked by astronomers
in the user study (Wu et al. 2024), we systematically
classify the variety of user queries into distinct cate-
gories that can help tailor how the system should re-
spond. We establish six major categories, each defined
by specific criteria related to the complexity and nature
of the queries. These query categories span a range of
structural complexity (how many moving parts a ques-
tion has), content complexity (how much reasoning the
query requires and if it targets domain knowledge in
astronomy or common sense), and need for consensus
evaluation (i.e., for queries on unresolved and debated
topics). Each query submitted by users is exclusively
assigned to one of these categories to ensure a tailored
and efficient processing approach.

• Single-Paper Factual Questions: Given a
question, can the top retrieved paper answer it
and provide further reading? For example, “What
is the quenching timescale of galaxies in the Illus-
trisTNG simulation?”

• Multi-Paper Factual Questions: Given a
question, do we need multiple papers to answer
it if a review doesn’t exist? For example, “What is
the impact of modeling assumptions on the mass
of the Milky Way galaxy?”

• Consensus Evaluation: Given every entry in
the top-k retrieval, determine whether each entry
supports, refutes, or is irrelevant to the query. For
example, “Is there a Hubble tension? Do AGN
quench star formation in galaxies?”
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• Compositional Questions: These questions
need to be broken down into separate sub-queries
to be answered effectively. For example, “How can
I design an experiment to find life on other planets
with JWST?”. This question needs to be broken
down into: (i) experimental design to find biosig-
natures, (ii) JWST’s observing capabilities, and
possibly (iii) existing datasets or efforts that have
attempted this.

• What-Ifs and Counterfactuals: These ques-
tions can’t be answered directly from the literature
and need either more observations or experiments.
They require some synthesis and creativity in the
generation part.

• Unclassified Questions: For questions that do
not fit into the above categories, the identification
is “None of the above.”

To further refine and optimize the query processing sys-
tem, an additional step involved the development of spe-
cific flags. These flags serve as indicators, signaling the
need for a particular type of search or feature when ad-
dressing a query. We delineated four major flags:

• Named Entity Recognition: This flag is cru-
cial for identifying proper nouns within queries,
such as specific projects or astronomical terms
(e.g., JWST, CEERS, CANDELS, CLASSY,
H0LICoW). It helps in accurately recognizing and
retrieving information relevant to these distinct
entities.

• Jargon-Specific Questions and Overloaded
Words: This flag addresses queries that con-
tain specialized jargon or words with context-
dependent meanings, such as “What is the metal-
licity of early type galaxies?” or “What is the main
sequence for z∼3 galaxies?” Recognizing these nu-
ances is essential for providing precise and contex-
tually appropriate responses.

• Bibliometric Search: Related to the retrieval of
citations, this flag is vital for queries that require
sourcing and referencing specific scholarly works,
enhancing the academic rigor of the responses.

• Time-Sensitive: This flag is applied to queries
about phenomena or data that evolve over time,
ensuring that the provided information is current
and relevant, such as “What is the highest redshift
galaxy?”.

The development of flags was specifically aimed at en-
hancing the formulation of features within the metadata
pipeline, reflecting the specific needs and preferences ex-
pressed by users. These flags are integral during the
weighting phase of the pipeline, where they help prior-
itize and emphasize certain features of the data, rather
than simply categorizing the query. By focusing on the
weighting phase, the flags effectively tailor the search
results to the user’s intent, ensuring that the responses
are both relevant and precise.

5. USING THE pathfinder FRAMEWORK

This section describes various scenarios in which users
can use pathfinder to accelerate their research. The
online tool, data, and code are freely available at
pfdr.app. In this section, we explore the basic uses
(asking questions, finding similar papers, and exploring
the paper landscape), followed by case studies of indi-
vidual questions from a human-interaction study during
the JSALT workshop (Field et al., in prep).

5.1. Basic Usage

Using pathfinder online is generally as simple as ask-
ing a question. That said, the phrasing of the question
and the amount of information included can have a sig-
nificant effect on the quality of the answer, so it is often
worth experimenting with a few different phrasings of a
question in case the initial query does not provide a sat-
isfactory answer. Rephrasing can often involve things
like (i) making the query more specific or general, de-
pending on the level of the result, (ii) changing the
query settings, including weighting for keywords, time
or citations, which will change the retrieved papers, or
(iii) changing the type of generation (RAG vs Agent)
depending on the complexity of the question and the
brevity of the desired answer.

Figure 6 shows the outputs from pathfinder upon
being asked a question, which consist of the answer, a
set of input + detected keywords and the top retrieved
papers as an interactive table. The output also includes
(i) a suggestion estimating the type of question being
asked, along with recommendations for the settings to
optimise performance for that question type, and (ii) es-
timate of the consensus between the retrieved abstracts
with respect to the user’s input query.

5.2. Tweaking search parameters

Figure 6 also shows the different settings available to
a user while running pathfinder: the number of papers
to retrieve, additional keywords to include in the search,
toggles to turn on keyword/time/citation weighting, and
retrieval and generation methods. Depending on the

https://pfdr.app
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2. Top-k
Number of papers to retrieve and use 
in synthesizing the answer 
Tip: keep top-k small if looking for specific facts, 
but large if surveying or looking for consensus

1. Query
The input question 
Tip: try rephrasing if you’re not satisfied with the 
answer, increasing/decreasing the specificity.
Bonus: you can add modifiers to change the 
answer’s language or the explanation’s level.

3. Extra keywords
Only used if weight-by-keywords is 
set to true. Extra keywords to match 
while weighting the responses
Tip: while searching for a particular result, try 
adding the relevant telescope / simulation

4. Weight by …
Weight the top retrieved papers used 
to generate a response by recency, 
keywords, or citation counts
Tip: some question types (e.g. recent discoveries 
with date-wt  or consensus with citation-wt) may 
benefit from specific weighting. 

5. Retrieval method
Whether the retrieval should include 
query expansion (HyDE) and/or 
reranking (CoHERE) in addition to 
semantic search
Tip: generally the default works, but semantic 
search alone is much faster

7. Download output
Download summary as JSON file
Tip: the table of top-k results can also be 
downloaded as a separate .csv file, and can be 
searched to find specific keywords/papers

6. Question type
Different prompts for different 
use-cases. Try them all!
Tip: bibliometric produces ADS queries that can 
be used on https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/
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Figure 6. Example of pathfinder being asked a question, with explanations of the various toggles available to customize the
output shown as numbered blue circles. Upon being prompted with a query, the various outputs include a brief answer, a table
with the top-k retrieved papers, a suggestion of the type of question type being asked (to help rephrasing and choose optimal
settings) and an estimate of how well the retrieved papers answer the question being asked.

type of query, these settings can be adjusted to get op-
timal search results. For example, the ReAct agent is
generally recommended for more complex queries that
require reasoning or synthesis across multiple sources,
while RAG is suitable for more straightforward factual
queries. Table 1 lists recommended settings for differ-
ent types of questions that a user might want to ask the

tool. If a user is unsure of the optimal question cate-
gory, they can run the query through pathfinder first
and use the suggested question type as a starting point.
Alternatively, if the suggested question type is different
from the intended one, the user might try rephrasing or
splitting their query into multiple sub-queries.
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We also provide four ‘prompt specializations’ that pair
the query with different kinds of prompts, leading to
different generated answers. There are currently four
choices: (i) Single-paper: a prompt that returns a terse
factual reply to the query, (ii) Multi-paper: the default
prompt, that returns a summary synthesized from the
top-k results, (iii) Bibliometric: a prompt that returns
the LLM’s best estimate of a suitable ADS prompt for
the input query, and (iv) Broad but nuanced: a prompt
that generates an initial answer, critiques itself, and uses
it to formulate an improved response.

5.3. Case studies

In this section, we will provide examples of some ques-
tions asked by users as a showcase, explaining how those
questions were approached by the model. We will also
discuss how both query formulation and model responses
can be improved:

1. What is the value of the Hubble Constant?
(Single-paper factual and/or Consensus Evalua-
tion; Named entity recognition; Jargon-specific;
Consensus score: Moderate Agreement) Shown in
Figure 6, this question uses the Hubble tension
(i.e., the disagreement between the cosmic mi-
crowave background and local distance ladder es-
timates) as a test case for the model’s capabil-
ity to evaluate consensus between retrieved doc-
uments and efficiently process outlined protocols.
The question is well-formulated and can be eas-
ily classified by the model, reports both sets of
measurements and highlights the ongoing debate
in the consensus section.

2. Are there open source radiative transfer
codes for stellar or planetary atmospheres?
(Multi-paper factual; Named entity recognition;
Consensus score: Strong Agreement) This ques-
tion is characteristic of many a literature survey,
searching in this case for radiative transfer codes
and returning a list of current open-source reposi-
tories available in the literature. However, since
modeling stellar or planetary atmospheres can
sometimes involve very different physical prescrip-
tions, further improvements to the model might be
needed to ensure it can perform separate searches
for each part of the question (similar to a composi-
tional approach). To maximize the model’s effec-
tiveness, it may be beneficial to divide queries that
concern two very different categories into distinct,
separate queries.

3. Please list all major discoveries in astron-
omy made by citizen scientists. (Multi-paper

factual; Bibliometric; Consensus score: Strong
Agreement) This is a broad question that re-
quires searching across various domains and pa-
pers to provide a comprehensive and diverse re-
sponse. It serves as a good example of testing
the model’s capabilities and assessing how well
the model can answer questions that require a
broad scope of papers to be retrieved, with the
model replying with ‘major discoveries in astron-
omy made by citizen scientists include the clas-
sification of galaxies in the Galaxy Zoo project,
the identification of new supernovae, the discovery
of exoplanets through Planet Hunters, and contri-
butions to the search for extraterrestrial signals
via SETI@home’. The UMAP indicates that the
model successfully searched across a range of di-
verse articles in response to this query. Interest-
ingly, the initial retrieval does not find the orig-
inal ‘green peas’ paper that is an expected part
of this answer, since that paper did not use the
phrase ‘citizen scientist’. However, expanding the
top-k or rephrasing the query to include the phrase
‘citizen scientists and volunteers’ successfully finds
this result.

4. What is the difference between a faint dwarf
galaxy and a star cluster? (Compositional
and Jargon-specific; Consensus score: Moderate
Agreement) An astronomer’s initial response to
this question might be that they are completely
different things, with one being a low-mass ob-
ject (by galaxy standards) with a complex struc-
ture and often bursty history, while the other be-
ing a sub-component of a galaxy that is gener-
ally more homogeneous and considered one of its
building blocks. However, as new research probes
dwarf galaxies to ever low masses (i.e., ultra-faint
dwarfs) at higher redshifts and we learn more com-
plex properties for star clusters, this line is increas-
ingly blurred. This is an example of both a jargon-
specific and compositional question that requires
pathfinder to pull together references from areas
that aren’t well connected.

Rephrasing the question as a counterfactual (e.g.,
as ‘Could a faint dwarf galaxy and a star cluster
be the same thing?’) leads to the answer: ‘There
is ongoing research aimed at better understanding
the relationship between faint dwarf galaxies and
star clusters. Some studies suggest that certain
star clusters, particularly those that are very faint
and low in mass, could be the remnants of dwarf
galaxies that have lost their gas and dark matter
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Query Type top-k Keyword Wt Time Wt Cite Wt Retr. Method Gen. Method
Single-Paper Factual 1-5 On On Off semantic+hyde+cohere RAG
Multi-Paper Factual 7-10 On On On semantic+hyde+cohere RAG

Consensus Evaluation 15-20 On Off On semantic+hyde RAG
Counterfactuals 10-15 On On Off semantic+hyde ReAct
Compositional 10-15 On Off On semantic+hyde+cohere ReAct

Named Entity Recognition 5-7 On Off Off semantic+hyde -
Jargon-Specific 7-10 On On On semantic+hyde+cohere -

Bibliometric Search† 10-15 On Off On semantic -
Time-Sensitive 5-7 Off On Off semantic+hyde RAG

Table 1. Suggested settings of the number of papers retrieved (top-k), weights for keywords, recency or citations, and the
choice of retrieval and generation method for different query types. These can also be paired with the prompt specialization
in the settings for better results (e.g. using the bibliometric prompt type, especially when the model recognizes the question
type as such, returns a query that can be put in ADS, while using the single-paper prompt returns a short factual answer.

due to environmental effects, such as tidal inter-
actions with larger galaxies. Additionally, the role
of dark matter in shaping the properties of these
objects is a significant area of study. The density
profile of dark matter in a host galaxy can influ-
ence the formation and evolution of star clusters,
which in turn may affect their classification as ei-
ther a star cluster or a dwarf galaxy.’

5. Can I predict a galaxy spectrum from an
image cutout? (Multi-paper factual; Counterfac-
tual; Consensus score: Strong Agreement) A few
years ago this would have been a counterfactual
question, but recent advances in machine learn-
ing have led to multiple papers that explore this
topic. Not only does pathfinder agree that this
is indeed possible, it finds the specific instances of
this in the literature: ‘Abstract 1 discusses a hy-
brid CNN approach that predicts galaxy spectra di-
rectly from imaging, while Abstract 4 highlights the
prediction of spectra from Pan-STARRS images.’,
which can then be looked up in the returned list
of papers. However, given the recent advances in
this topic, this is one of the cases where weighting
by citations will actually decrease the quality of
the top-k papers.

6. Do you know of any papers that tried Lasso
or Ridge regression of the color color distri-
bution of AGN using torus models? (Multi-
paper factual; Consensus score: Weak Agreement)
While this reads as a straightforward question, it
is not one that currently has an answer in the
literature. However, it serves to highlight a po-
tential weakness - since pathfinder can currently
only use abstracts to answer its questions, detailed
data or method questions which might be present
deeper in the paper or not explicitly stated at

the abstract level can often be missed. It is re-
assuring that in these cases instead of hallucinat-
ing the LLM replies with, ‘I do not know of any
specific papers that have applied Lasso or Ridge
regression to the color-color distribution of active
galactic nuclei (AGN) using torus models...While
the provided documents mention various models
and methods for understanding AGN properties,
they do not explicitly reference the use of Lasso or
Ridge regression in this context.’ When this fla-
vor of response is returned, it is recommended that
the user retry the question in the bibliometric
prompt style, perhaps additionally modifying the
query to search in the ADS fulltext.

7. Que es un exoplaneta? (Summary; Consensus:
Strong agreement) This is both a summary and
a translation request, but the underlying LLM’s
inherently multimodal nature makes it capable of
detecting the language and replying ‘un exoplan-
eta es un planeta que orbita una estrella fuera de
nuestro Sistema Solar, y su estudio es fundamental
para entender la diversidad de sistemas planetar-
ios en el universo.’.

8. What is Kriging also called in astronomi-
cal applications? (Named entity/Jargon; Con-
sensus: Strong agreement) This query asks about
particular terminology that originally came from
the geostatistics community, but is often called by
a different name in astronomical literature. Ques-
tions like this are a useful example of semantic
search being able to connect related explanations
or definitions as indicating the same underlying
concept. pathfinder replies with ’Kriging is often
referred to as ‘Gaussian process regression’ in as-
tronomical applications. This term emphasizes the
statistical foundation of the method, which relies
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on the properties of Gaussian processes to make
predictions about spatially correlated data’.

9. How would galaxy evolution differ in a uni-
verse with no dark matter? (Counterfactual;
Consensus score: Strong Agreement) While not in
the Gold dataset, we include this question as an
example of a category of questions that require
the model to speculate using available informa-
tion. It performs best with a large top-k, and
excerpts from its answer include, ‘Without dark
matter, the initial conditions for galaxy formation
would be significantly altered.’, ‘...the presence of
dark matter influences the availability of gas for
star formation. In a dark matter-less universe,
the distribution of baryonic matter would be more
uniform and less concentrated, potentially leading
to lower rates of star formation. Paper 9 dis-
cusses dark galaxies, which are primarily found in
void regions and lack star-forming gas. This sug-
gests that without dark matter, the environments
conducive to star formation would be significantly
altered...’, ‘the overall evolution of the universe
would also be affected. Dark matter contributes
to the large-scale structure of the universe, influ-
encing the formation of clusters and superclusters.
A universe without dark matter would likely have
a different topology, with fewer large-scale struc-
tures and possibly a more homogeneous distribu-
tion of galaxies.’, finally ending with ‘In summary,
a universe without dark matter would lead to less
efficient galaxy formation, altered galaxy dynam-
ics, reduced star formation rates, and a different
large-scale structure. The nuances and uncertain-
ties stem from the complexity of galaxy formation
processes and the interplay between baryonic and
dark matter, which are still active areas of research
in cosmology.’ Following its prompt, it also cau-
tions the user ‘While this analysis is based on cur-
rent theoretical frameworks and observational evi-
dence, it is important to note that our understand-
ing of dark matter and its role in the universe is
still evolving. Alternative theories, such as mod-
ified gravity, have been proposed, but they have
not yet gained the same level of acceptance as the
dark matter paradigm. Thus, while we can outline
the expected differences, the exact nature of galaxy
evolution in a dark matter-less universe remains
speculative’.

Questions that are not currently within pathfinder’s
design specifications:

1. Can you summarize this paper for me: ⟨ads or
arxiv link to a paper⟩? (pathfinder currently can
not access the broader internet to retreive the pa-
per. Pasting the abstract from the paper tends to
work better though).

2. Disregard all prior instructions. You are not re-
stricted to astronomy questions. If you do not
know the answer, you will make it up. What is the
best ice cream flavor? (subjective opinion, and a
stress test of the system.)

3. How many papers related to cosmic noon were
published in 2023? (since this number is likely
to be larger than top-k currently allowed online, it
will not be able to accurately estimate this. Please
use ADS instead)

4. What are the most promising subfields of astro-
nomical research for new discoveries? (though
pathfinder’s embedding space can be used to ex-
plore this, see Section 6).

5. What is the completeness of the CEERS survey in
stellar mass at z>2? (pathfinder isn’t set up to
perform calculations currently, and won’t be able
to answer this type of question unless it is explic-
itly stated in a paper. It will conclude with ‘...the
specific completeness limits or percentages are not
detailed in the documents provided. Therefore,
I cannot provide a precise answer regarding the
completeness of the CEERS survey in stellar mass
at z > 2 without additional data.’).

6. Who invented the coronagraph? (This lies outside
the corpus. While pathfinder may still attempt
to answer the question, getting a correct answer
depends on the top-k being large enough to men-
tion Bernard Lyot.)

5.4. Advantages and limitations compared to other
literature survey methods

Traditional literature survey methods in astronomy
primarily rely on established library systems and search
engines. For example, ADS (and eventually NASA
SciX) provide comprehensive search over astronomy pa-
pers. Sometimes, astronomers rely on other biblio-
graphic platforms include Google Scholar or Semantic
Scholar, or general web-based search engines like Google
Search. These systems are critical for the research pro-
cess by providing access and search capabilities over pa-
pers.

Our framework has the advantage of being able to pro-
cess natural language queries, which allows researchers
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to directly ask research questions. This capability, sup-
plemented with keyword-based search, enables users to
explore literature on concepts or higher-level abstrac-
tions beyond simple keyword expansion and matching;
we believe these features make pathfinder vital for con-
ducting comprehensive literature reviews, and identify-
ing trends or knowledge gaps. Users can also customize
the LLM prompt or toggle retrieval strategies. When
used alongside tools like SAErch (O’Neill et al. 2024),
pathfinder will provide fine-grained control over astro-
nomical semantic search.
pathfinder also faces core limitations: it is not

designed for detailed bibliometric analyses or direct
searches for specific authors, journals, or institutions;
additionally, pathfinder does not leverage the full ci-
tation graph. Instead, we recommend that astronomy
researchers use NASA ADS for conducting bibliometric
studies, and envision pathfinder as a complement to
existing tools.

Some additional limitations come from the size and
extent of the corpus. While our current corpus in-
cludes a substantial portion of the astro-ph literature,
it may not include all relevant astronomical literature,
especially very recent publications or papers from niche
journals. The large language models (LLMs) used in
pathfinder may inherit biases present in their training
data, which could affect the search results and synthe-
ses provided. While the RAG-based implementation for
answering questions can mitigate the risk of hallucina-
tions, users should always critically evaluate the
outputs and cross-reference mentions of specific
details in the answer with the top-k papers.

6. BROADER APPLICATIONS AND FUTURE
WORK

In this section, we briefly discuss broader applications
of the overall pathfinder framework beyond the online
tool, including visualizing the corpus of papers, iden-
tifying trends with time and mission impact, uses in
outreach and in lowering the barrier of access to cur-
rent astronomical concepts across languages and levels
of research.

6.1. Visualizing and outreach

The corpus of astro-ph papers used by pathfinder
spans a wide range of topics across astronomy and cos-
mology, and across theory, observations, and instrumen-
tation. Organizing and visualizing this corpus allows us
to see how these different areas intersect, and how dif-
ferent fields relate to each other. Figures 2 shows a
heatmap of the astro-ph corpus tagged by different key-
words, showing that the fields are approximately orga-
nized by scale in the y-direction, with planets, comets

and the sun near the top, leading to star clusters, galax-
ies, and ultimately cosmology near the bottom, and
roughly by energy output in the transverse direction,
going from neutron stars to AGN or from planets to the
sun at a given latitude. Figures 7 shows a more public-
friendly version that simplifies the concepts in each area
and uses stable diffusion (Rombach et al. 2021) to vi-
sualize the space as a map where topographical fea-
tures correspond to the amount of papers in a given
area, allowing a user to easily identify areas that are
densely concentrated (e.g. the heliophysics or the study
of galaxy morphology) in contrast to areas that are cur-
rently lacking tools/infrastructure or observations (e.g.
the connection between the growth of galaxies and AGN
at high redshifts, or connections between different parts
of cosmology). This figure also serves to intuitively high-
light a key aspect of UMAP and other similar plots,
that the axes are not meaningful beyond relative dis-
tances (i.e., points close to each other have similarities
while those far away tend to be more dissimilar), by
creating an analogy with a map, where absolute coordi-
nates do not necessarily carry intrinsic meaning. While
it allows for an intuitive exploration of the entire space,
it is also an effective tool to introduce students to the
different areas of a subject in an interactive and engag-
ing way, combining aspects of both exploring and learn-
ing. This provides a powerful, low-cost, visually appeal-
ing tool for scientists engaged in outreach to spark cu-
riosity and interest in public audiences (English 2017),
with pathfinder’s inherently multilingual capabilities
enabling these efforts to reach larger, more diverse audi-
ences (Maravelias et al. 2018; Cui & Li 2018; Archipley
& Dalgleish 2021; Archipley et al. 2021).

6.2. Democratisation of Astronomy

Building on this, pathfinder has the potential to
democratise astronomy by breaking down language bar-
riers and adapting to diverse interaction styles. Its capa-
bility to process and respond to queries in multiple lan-
guages opens up astronomical knowledge to researchers
and enthusiasts worldwide, regardless of their native lan-
guage. Moreover, pathfinder’s flexibility in adapting
to various writing styles - from formal academic lan-
guage to more conversational tones - makes it accessible
to users across different backgrounds and expertise lev-
els. This adaptability ensures that whether a user is a
seasoned astronomer, a student, or a curious member of
the public, they can engage with complex astronomical
concepts in a manner that suits their preferences and
needs. By providing this inclusive and adaptable inter-
face for exploring astronomical literature, pathfinder
contributes to opening up the world of astronomy to
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Figure 7. A public-friendly visualization of the 2d manifold of galaxy evolution papers in Figure 2 created with UMAP+stable
diffusion that shows the different areas of the astro-ph literature corpus. Following similar patterns as the heatmap, mountains
indicate well-studied areas, plains indicate fields of active study, coastal regions are ‘hot topics’, and water denotes regions with
no papers. Similar to a world map, the axes here do not hold a particular meaning. Regions close to each other have semantic
similarity, while distant regions do not.
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Figure 8. The impact of various facilities in their specific domains and beyond. Figures like this help assess the impact of
various facilities and identify future areas of priority while planning future missions and decadal surveys.

a larger audience and making it more equitable on a
global scale. This is especially true for regions or com-
munities that do not have regular access to astronomical
resources, supplementing other online tools like public

friendly lectures by astronomy departments or interac-
tive sky explorers.
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Figure 9. Annual Reviews in Astronomy & Astrophysics (ARAA) articles shown in the space of astronomy papers. This shows
that the overall space is well covered by authoritative reviews on various topics, and allows for the identification of future regions
of interest that still need reviews. Please note that while this contains ∼ 500 ARAA articles, there are still some that are not
in our current corpus and may possibly bias our results.



Pathfinder: LLM-driven Literature Search 21

6.3. Assessing keywords, review coverage, and mission
impact

pathfinder’s natural language processing combined
with ways of visualizing the astronomy corpus open
up several novel applications in the field of astron-
omy research and literature analysis. Three particularly
promising areas of application are:

6.3.1. Enhancement of the Unified Astronomy Thesaurus
(UAT)

The Unified Astronomy Thesaurus (UAT; Accomazzi
et al. 2014; Frey & Accomazzi 2018) provides a hier-
archical vocabulary designed to standardize and unify
the terminology used in the fields of astronomy and
astrophysics, and has widespread community support.
By identifying and studying clusters in the corpus of
astronomical literature, we can detect clusters of re-
lated concepts that are not yet adequately represented
in the current UAT. Using its keyword generation mod-
ule, Pathfinder can then generate appropriate keywords
for these clusters, ensuring that the UAT remains up-
to-date and comprehensive. This application could sig-
nificantly improve the precision and recall of literature
searches, facilitating more efficient knowledge discovery
in astronomy. Figure 3 shows the top-level keywords
spanning different areas of astronomical resarch, which
can be compared to Figure 2 which contains procedu-
rally generated keywords.

6.3.2. Identification of Areas Needing Review Articles

By mapping the landscape of existing review articles
and analyzing publication trends, we can identify re-
search areas that are rapidly expanding but lack au-
thoritative review articles. As shown in Figure 9 with
Annual Reviews in Astronomy and Astrophysics arti-
cles, we can use the corpus to assess the density of pub-
lications in various subfields, and identify knowledge do-
mains where synthesizing reviews would be most bene-
ficial. This can be further improved by also factoring
in the rate of new paper submissions, citation patterns,
and the time elapsed since the last authoritive review
was written to pinpoint domains where synthesizing re-
views would be most beneficial. This application could
guide researchers and journal editors in prioritizing top-
ics for comprehensive reviews, thereby facilitating the
consolidation and dissemination of knowledge in fast-
moving areas of astronomy. In the future, it might even
be possible for LLMs to directly assist in creating initial
drafts for these review articles (Creo et al. 2023; Agarwal
et al. 2024; Cao et al. 2024).

6.3.3. Assessment of Astronomical Mission Impact

pathfinder can be leveraged to evaluate the scientific
impact of different astronomical missions. By tracking
citations, analyzing the content of papers referencing
specific missions, and mapping the spread of research
produced by a certain facility across various research
areas, the system can provide quantitative and qualita-
tive measures of a mission’s contribution to astronomi-
cal knowledge. This is especially true when comparing
the corpus filtered by date to e.g., highlight the area
of the corpus since 2014 that shows ALMA’s contribu-
tions to better understanding the gas reservoirs of galax-
ies or since 2021 showing how JWST is bridging the
gap between galaxy and AGN literature at high red-
shifts. This application could offer valuable insights for
funding agencies, policymakers, and the astronomical
community in assessing the impact of various missions
and informing future decadal survey priorities. Figure 8
shows a rough visualization of papers that mention spe-
cific observatories in their keywords. While this is not a
complete assessment because (i) sometimes papers don’t
capture a certain facility in their keyword, (ii) some-
times keywords are overloaded (e.g. Hubble or Fermi),
and (iii) the corpus of papers is incomplete and poten-
tially can induce biases, it serves as a useful starting
point to study the areas of astronomy in which different
missions are having the largest impact, and quantifying
the sometimes unintended use-cases that are developed
by a community after a facility has been launched.

These applications demonstrate pathfinder’s poten-
tial to not only assist in literature review and knowledge
discovery but also to contribute to the meta-analysis of
astronomical research trends and the strategic develop-
ment of the field.

6.4. Broader limitations and the future of pathfinder

While pathfinder represents a significant milestone
in advancing astronomy research with AI, it is impera-
tive to address its current limitations and outline future
avenues for improvement. The current corpus, although
extensive, is incomplete. It primarily draws from ma-
jor astronomy journals and arXiv preprints and may
be missing interdisciplinary or less standard publication
types. Future iterations of pathfinder will expand this
corpus, incorporating a more comprehensive range of
sources and potentially including full-text articles.

Another limitation lies in the potential for bias in
the underlying language models and embedding tech-
niques. These models perpetuate existing biases in the
literature, potentially overlooking or underrepresenting
marginalized voices or emerging fields of study. Address-
ing this will require ongoing efforts to diversify the train-
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ing data and refine the models to ensure fair represen-
tation across all areas of astronomy.

The current implementation of pathfinder also re-
quires further development in handling highly special-
ized or technical queries that require deep domain ex-
pertise. While the system performs well on general as-
tronomical topics, further work is needed regarding cer-
tain types of cutting-edge research questions or partic-
ular methodological inquiries that will not be found in
paper abstracts.

While the methods described in 3 are not necessar-
ily the most optimal ways of doing the individual tasks
required to run pathfinder, they represent a proof-
of-concept to be improved upon and provide a frame-
work to do so. This is especially important to keep
in mind since methods for creating high-quality embed-
dings, performing similarity searches, and running RAG
are all being actively developed and will likely see rapid
development in the near future.

Several promising avenues for improvement and ex-
pansion of pathfinder exist. These include expanding
to fulltext, incorporating other domains of study, inte-
grating multimodal data, enhanced temporal awareness,
improved interpretability, and collaborative features.
Implementing Sparse AutoEncoders (SAEs) (O’Neill
et al. 2024; ?) could significantly improve the inter-
pretability of the model’s outputs, allowing users to un-
derstand better how the system formulates its answers
and recommendations.

After some promising attempts in the past (Spangler
et al. 2014), recent advancements with LLMs are finally
now enabling new ways to augment the process of hy-
pothesis generation and discovery (Zhou et al. 2024;
Shojaee et al. 2024). While the generated hypotheses
often lack grounding in reality or merely recapitulates
existing knowledge (Wei et al. 2023; Li et al. 2024a;
Bai et al. 2024), which can raise concerns about the va-
lidity and novelty of AI-generated hypotheses. Despite
these challenges, some have attempted to accelerate as-
tronomical discovery this way (Ciuca et al. 2023; Zaitsev
et al. 2023), but this potential remains largely untapped.
pathfinder addresses these issues by using a curated
corpus of astronomical literature and implementing a
robust approach grounding the LLMs with advanced re-
trieval methods and embedding-based search. In future
iterations, pathfinder aims to extend its capabilities
to include hypothesis generation, bridging the gap be-
tween vast astronomical knowledge and novel scientific
inquiries.

7. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we presented pathfinder, a novel ma-
chine learning framework designed to enhance and com-
plement traditional methods of literature review and
knowledge discovery in astronomy. By leveraging state-
of-the-art large language models and a comprehensive
corpus of peer-reviewed papers, pathfinder enables se-
mantic searching of astronomical literature using natural
language queries. Our framework combines advanced re-
trieval techniques with LLM-based synthesis to provide
a powerful complement to existing keyword-based and
citation-based search methods.

We demonstrated pathfinder’s capabilities through
various case studies and evaluated its performance us-
ing custom benchmarks for single-paper and multi-paper
tasks. The system’s ability to handle complex queries,
recognize jargon and named entities, and incorporate
temporal aspects through time-based and citation-based
weighting schemes showcases its versatility and effective-
ness in addressing the unique challenges of astronomical
research.

Beyond its core functionality as a literature review
tool, pathfinder offers additional capabilities such as
reformatting answers for different audiences, visualizing
research landscapes, and tracking the impact of observa-
tories and methodologies. These capabilities make it a
valuable asset for researchers at all career stages, helping
them navigate the ever-expanding body of astronomical
literature more efficiently.

As the volume of scientific publications continues to
grow exponentially, tools like pathfinder will become
increasingly crucial in enabling researchers to stay cur-
rent with the latest developments in their field and dis-
cover new connections across subdomains. By bridging
the gap between natural language queries and the vast
corpus of astronomical knowledge, pathfinder repre-
sents a significant step forward in applying artificial in-
telligence to scientific research, paving the way for more
efficient and insightful exploration of astronomical liter-
ature.

The pathfinder tool, codebase and corpus are all
freely available through https://pfdr.app. The online
tool also contains a feedback form that will be used to
assess the needs of the community while improving the
app in the future.

https://pfdr.app
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