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ABSTRACT

Solving complex real-world tasks requires cycles of actions and observations. This is particularly
true in science, where tasks require many cycles of analysis, tool use, and experimentation. Language
agents are promising for automating intellectual tasks in science because they can interact with tools
via natural language or code. Yet their flexibility creates conceptual and practical challenges for
software implementations, since agents may comprise non-standard components such as internal
reasoning, planning, tool usage, as well as the inherent stochasticity of temperature-sampled language
models. Here, we introduce Aviary, an extensible gymnasium for language agents. We formal-
ize agents as policies solving language-grounded partially observable Markov decision processes,
which we term language decision processes. We then implement five environments, including three
challenging scientific environments: (1) manipulating DNA constructs for molecular cloning, (2)
answering research questions by accessing scientific literature, and (3) engineering protein stability.
These environments were selected for their focus on multi-step reasoning and their relevance to
contemporary biology research. Finally, with online training and scaling inference-time compute, we
show that language agents backed by open-source, non-frontier LLMs can match and exceed both
frontier LLM agents and human experts on multiple tasks at up to 100x lower inference cost.

1 Introduction

Language agents [1–4] are AI agents [5] that integrate LLMs [6–8] as core components. LLMs excel at zero-shot
generalization [9, 10], providing a notable advantage over traditional AI agents, such as those based on handcrafted
rules or reinforcement learning, which often struggle to generalize to new environments [11]. While LLMs can exhibit
flawed reasoning and logic when used in isolation [12–14], constructing a language agent by grounding LLMs in an
environment with observational feedback can mitigate these issues. Early work on language agents used LLMs to
directly output actions in the external environment [15–17], while more recently, language agents have been augmented
with internal reasoning [18, 19] and planning [20, 21] procedures, as well as long-term memory storage [22, 23].

An emergent research challenge is to pose a theoretical description of the learning problem solved by language
agents [4, 24] and to develop efficient methods to optimize the components of a language agent [24–26]. Here, we
define common language agent tasks as language decision processes (LDPs) and frame language agents as stochastic
computation graphs [27] that may be trained to solve LDPs. We show that pre-existing agents [18, 19, 21] can be
implemented within our stochastic computation graph framework and introduce a simple and extensible software package
named LDP that enables modular interchange of environments, agents, and optimizers, simplifying experimentation
across a variety of settings.

∗These authors jointly supervise technical work at FutureHouse.
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Figure 1: An overview of the five implemented Aviary environments and the language decision process (LDP)
framework. The term language decision process here jointly refers to our theoretical description of the class of problems
solved by language agents, as well as a software framework for implementing language agents based on a stochastic
computation graph that enables training of language agent components such as LLM weights, prompts, memories, or
LLM sampling parameters like temperature.

In the problems we consider, we use the term optimization of language agents in the reinforcement sense to encompass
procedures that yield iterative improvement of the language agent over time through feedback from an environment. An
example of one such optimization algorithm is expert iteration (EI) [28–30] which achieves learning through successive
rounds of supervised fine-tuning on (self-) generated trajectories from a progressively stronger language agent. Other
approaches include outcome supervision [31], which is similar to rejection-sampled expert iteration, and process
supervision [32], which still selects high-reward trajectories, but also focuses on the individual steps of the outcome.

In what follows, we introduce our definition of an environment, a language decision process, and optimization of agents
backed by a stochastic computation graph. We recast popular benchmarks such as GSM8K [33] and HOTPOTQA [34]
as environments and integrate three scientific environments related to challenging tasks in the natural sciences. The
scientific environments are (1) DNA construct engineering, where the task is to answer questions pertaining to molecular
cloning [35], (2) scientific literature question answering, where the task is to answer a multiple choice question by
finding a specific passage from the scientific literature [36, 37], and (3) protein design, where the goal is to propose
mutations to improve the stability of a given protein sequence [38, 39]. On the DNA construct design and scientific
literature question answering environments, we demonstrate that language agents based on the small, open-source
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct model, when trained with expert iteration and using inference-time majority vote sampling,
can exceed the performance of both human experts and frontier LLMs.

The environment framework described in this work, Aviary, is available at github.com/Future-House/aviary and the
stochastic computation graph framework together with language agent implementations and training code is available at
github.com/Future-House/ldp. The components of and relationship between these frameworks is delineated in Figure 1.

2 Related Work

Language Agent Formalisms Although language agents have achieved impressive empirical performance across a
range of applications [1, 37, 40], there is still no universally agreed upon theoretical framework for defining a language
agent. In terms of conceptual models, the cognitive architectures for language agents (CoALA) framework [4], inspired
by ideas from production systems and cognitive architectures, taxonomizes agents according to their information storage
(working and long-term memories), decision-making procedures e.g. planning, and action space (divided into internal
and external actions). Similarly, in [41], the author describes language agents as consisting of memory, planning, and
tool usage components. Theoretically, many works represent language agents as partially observable Markov decision
processes (POMDPs) [42–48] yet differ in their treatment of the action space e.g. in [43] the authors partition the action
space into internal and external actions in a similar fashion to CoALA where internal actions are a family of functions
that operate on the agent’s memory and external actions elicit an interaction with the environment. By contrast, in [44]
the authors do not make a distinction between internal and external actions. In [49] the authors introduce a general
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framework for studying the design and analysis of LLM-based algorithms based on a computational graph where they
assume LLM nodes are stateless, leaving consideration of aspects of language agents such as memory to future work.

Language Agent Optimization Frameworks Optimization of language agents may involve the learning of prompts,
tool usage, LLM weights, LLM inference hyperparameters such as temperature, as well as more exotic language agent
components such as edges between nodes in multiagent computation graphs. Frameworks such as LangChain [50] and
LlamaIndex [51] support manual optimization of prompts via human editing. Optimizers such as EcoOptiGen [52]
leverage black-box optimization schemes to learn LLM inference hyperparameters such as temperature, the maximum
number of tokens, and the number of completions. Prompt optimization comprises the optimization of white-box LLMs
and black-box LLMs (LLMs that exist behind an API and for which numerical gradients are unavailable). In white-box
prompt optimization [53–56] numerical gradients can be taken over soft prompts [57], the embedding representation of
the text-based ‘hard’ prompt. In black-box prompt optimization a multitude of techniques have been applied which
attempt to overcome the absence of gradients [58–79]. Tool learning [80, 81] can be attempted through in-context
demonstrations [82] or can seek to fine tune LLM weights on example demonstrations of appropriate tool usage [30,83]
using techniques such as expert iteration [28, 29]. In terms of methods that seek to optimize many components of a
language agent simultaneously, the TextGrad framework, introduced in [25] backpropagates textual feedback received
from an LLM. In a similar fashion, Zhou et. al [84] also backpropagate textual feedback by creating natural language
simulacrums of weights, losses, and gradients. In [85] the authors use a metaprompt to encourage an LLM to perform
discrete optimization over an agent architecture. The Trace framework introduced in [26] proposes the OptoPrime
optimizer which passes code execution traces in place of gradients and uses an LLM to provide textual feedback and
perform updates. Another popular language agent optimization framework is DSPy [86–88] which parametrizes a
computational graph for language agents and focuses on automatically generating and selecting useful demonstrations
for in-context learning. In the multi-agent setting, GPTSwarm [24] introduces a computation graph and performs
binary edge-level optimization and node-level optimization over prompts. Lastly, OpenR [89] is a framework for LLM
reinforcement learning and inference-time scaling, but is targeted at token-level optimization, not tool usage.

Language Agent Benchmarks Existing language agent benchmarks feature a broad range of applications including
machine learning tasks [90], data science [91, 92], data analysis [93, 94], quantitative reasoning [95], and causal
reasoning [96]. In Aviary, we place particular focus on scientific tasks. Relevant work in this area has included
DiscoveryBench, a benchmark for data-driven hypothesis generation [97], ChemBench [98] which focuses on chemistry
tasks, BLADE [99] which is concerned with data-driven science, SciAgent [100] a benchmark for scientific reasoning,
DISCOVERYWORLD [101] which concentrates on cycles of scientific discovery, and ScienceWorld [102] which
is concerned with scientific reasoning. For a review focused on scientifically-relevant agents the reader is directed
to [103]. In Aviary, we focus on sequential decision-making tasks that necessitate multiple steps of agent-environment
interactions. We construct environments from the pre-existing datasets such as GSM8K [33], HOTPOTQA [34], and
LitQA2 [37] by casting them as parametrizable tools manipulating an environment state.

Our principal contributions are: (1) A precise definition of language decision processes (LDPs) for language-agent
tasks and encompass many proposed agent architectures as stochastic computation graphs. (2) We introduce Aviary, a
gym framework that emphasizes multi-step reasoning and tool usage, and provide five gym implementations (including
three for scientific tasks). (3) We demonstrate that non-frontier LLMs, trained online with inference time sampling,
can match or exceed the performance of frontier models on these tasks with a modest compute budget. (4) We release
Aviary and our LDP framework as open-source software libraries to enable broader use and experimentation.

3 Theory

3.1 Language Decision Processes

A language decision process (LDP) is a Partially-Observable Markov Decision Process (POMDP) [104] whose action
and observation spaces are represented in natural language. More concretely, a LDP can be defined using the tuple
(V,S,A,O, T, Z,R, γ). Here, V is a non-empty alphabet2, S is the state space, A ⊆ V∗ is the action space3,
T (s′|s, a) : S ×A 7→ P(S) is the transition function, R(s, a) : S ×A 7→ P(R) is the reward function, O ⊆ V∗ is the
observation space, Z(o|s′) : S ×A 7→ P(O) is the observation function4, and γ ∈ [0, 1] is the discount factor.

2In all LDPs we consider, V is the set of unicode characters, since Aviary is implemented in Python 3.
3Where V∗ def

=
⋃∞

n=0 V
n is the Kleene closure of a set V [105, 106].

4In all LDPs we consider, a state s′ ∈ S uniquely defines an observation o ∈ O. Unless otherwise specified, we omit the
observation function Z.
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Unlike traditional reinforcement learning agents, feedback for language agents is “grounded” in the sense that environ-
ment observations must be converted to text [107]. As such, the alphabet V is an important component of the LDP
definition and follows other works [42, 44, 45]. The solution to an LDP is a policy πθ : O 7→ A, where θ denotes the
set of policy parameters we wish to learn. The parameter set θ is abstract and encapsulates any optimizable parameter
of the language agent that may impact the action chosen such as LLM weights, inference hyperparameters such as
temperature, as well as parametrized procedures such as internal reasoning.

In contrast to previous works which demarcate between internal and external actions [4, 43], where internal actions
include reasoning and memory retrieval, in our problem framing we consider the action space to strictly constitute
interactions with the external environment, allowing our parameter set θ to subsume optimizable procedures that are
internal to the language agent such as memory retrieval and internal reasoning. Practically, it is worth noting that the
complexity of our environments is such that we do not expect to obtain the globally optimal π∗

θ . Our more modest goal
is to be able to optimize θ in a direction that improves πθ over time.

The observations in all environments we consider are deterministic functions of the state and so the reader may assume
Z = 1 henceforth. For example, the environment may involve executing code and the observation is side-effects of the
code. The state S would include all information necessary to induce the Markov property of the transition function: the
file system, the versions of packages, any environment variables, the hardware, etc. However, the observation is just the
output message of the executed code.

3.2 Stochastic Computation Graphs

In the general case, a language agent may include both stochastic and deterministic operations. We build on the formal-
ism of stochastic computation graphs (SCG) [27]: directed, acyclic graphs with nodes corresponding to computations
and edges corresponding to arguments.

A deterministic node v corresponds to a function fv , and the node’s output o(v) is defined as:

o(v) = fv({o(w) |w ∈ parents(v)}) (1)

Similarly, a stochastic node u is defined by a (conditional) distribution pu, with output:

o(u) ∼ pu( · | {o(w) |w ∈ parents(v)}) (2)

Note that inputs to the graph can be treated as constant (deterministic) nodes. Outputs of the graph are leaf nodes.

A language agent’s policy is simply an SCG with a string input (the observation) and a string output (the action).
Language agent architectures can be easily expressed as SCGs by combining deterministic and stochastic nodes. The
SCGs of the below common language agent architectures are visualized in Figure 2.

(a) Language model as policy: a single stochastic node corresponding to sampling from the language model.
(b) Retrieval-augmented generation (RAG): a deterministic node (document retrieval) leading to a stochastic node

(LLM sampling).
(c) Rejection sampling from LLM: several stochastic nodes (LLM samples), all leading to a deterministic node

(selecting the preferred sample).
(d) ReAct [18]: two consecutive stochastic nodes, corresponding to sampling a reasoning string and an action

(tool call).

In many cases, a language agent defines an agent state ξt that is a function of previous observations and actions. For
example, the agent state of a multi-turn LLM conversation is typically defined as:

ξt = [o0, a0, . . . , at−1, ot−1]

at ∼ pLM(·|ξt) (3)

The SCG output is then a tuple of (at, ξt+1), namely an action and a new state. Separating the state enables batching of
agent states and observations, as well as keeping the SCG as a true function. Memories, if desired, are considered part
of the agent state, and their retrieval is incorporated in the SCG.

3.3 Training Methods

Below we describe commonly-used imitation learning [108–110] methods employed to improve language agent
performance on our environments. These training methods do not optimize the SCG graph directly, instead we optimize
only the language model node in the SCG.
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ot

at ∼ pLLM(· | ot)

(a) Language model as policy

ot

kNN
at ∼ pLLM(· | ot,KNN(ot))

(b) Retrieval-augmented generation

ot

a1t ∼ pLLM(· | ot)

a2t ∼ pLLM(· | ot)

at = argmax q(ot, a
i
t)

(c) Rejection sampling from language model

ot

x ∼ pLLM(· | ot)

at ∼ pLLM(· | ot, x)

(d) ReAct

Figure 2: Simple language agent architectures represented as stochastic computation graphs. Deterministic nodes are
solid rectangles; stochastic nodes are dashed. Note that we augment the graphs with a deterministic input node to
indicate how the observation ot is consumed.

Behavior cloning (BC) BC [111, 112] refers to a general imitation learning technique that derives a policy by
supervised learning on high quality trajectories termed expert demonstrations. In the context of language agents this is
typically achieved by supervised fine-tuning (SFT) of an LLM on either human trajectories or trajectories generated
from a stronger LLM [43,48,83,113,114]. In the context of our experiments, we use BC to initialize the trajectory buffer
for an expert iteration loop on Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct, due to its inability to self-generate successful trajectories
prior to training.

Expert iteration (EI) EI [28–30] performs behavior cloning in an iterative fashion, improving the demonstration data
each iteration. The inputs to the EI algorithm are a base LLM represented as an initial policy π0 and a trajectory buffer
D0, which may either be empty or consist of an initial set of demonstrations generated by a human expert or a stronger
LLM. At each round of EI, first a batch B of trajectories are sampled from the current policy πi (via rollout). Then
these trajectories {τ (j)i }Bj=1 are filtered (the rejection sampling step [115]) based on return R exceeding a threshold
value ρ. The filtered trajectories are then appended to the trajectory buffer Di and the current LLM, πi, is fine-tuned on
Di using cross-entropy loss. Pseudocode for EI is provided in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Expert Iteration with Rejection Sampling Fine-Tuning

1: Inputs: initial policy π0, iteration rounds N , batch size B, return threshold ρ, trajectory buffer D0

2: for i = 1, . . . N do
3: Ti ← rollout(πi−1)

4: Di ← Di−1 ∪ {(τ (j)i , R
(j)
i )| τ (j)i ∈ Ti, R

(j)
i > ρ, j = 1, . . . , B} ▷ Rejection sample trajectories

5: πi ← SFT(Di) ▷ SFT on updated trajectory buffer
6: end for

Inference Compute Scaling Scaling inference-time compute to improve LLM performance is now a frequently-
employed technique [116, 117]. There are two common settings: oracle-verified (pass@k) and majority vote
(consensus@k). As shown in Brown et al. [116], if an oracle verifier can identify any correct solution – namely,
if you can obtain just one correct answer among k – then it is possible to scale across multiple orders of magnitude.
Without an oracle verifier, majority voting can be used [117]. Majority voting is simply the consensus response, which
requires some natural binning of responses. Although oracle verification scales to very large numbers of comple-
tions [118], majority voting plateaus more quickly than oracle verification [116]. In this work, we omit any unsure or
truncated trajectories (trajectories for which the agent did not submit an answer) from majority voting.
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4 Environments

We briefly detail the environments comprising Aviary. Further details on the environments may be found in the appendix.

4.1 GSM8K

The GSM8K environment is based on the GSM8K dataset introduced in [33], which consists of linguistically diverse
grade school math word problems designed to assess multi-step mathematical reasoning. The GSM8K dataset comprises
a training set of 7,473 questions and a test set of 1,319 questions. The environment exposes a calculator tool.

4.2 HOTPOTQA

The HOTPOTQA environment is based on the HOTPOTQA dataset introduced in [34], which was subsequently extended
to a language agent environment in [18]. The HOTPOTQA dataset comprises 112,779 question-answer pairs. We run
evals on the 7,405 eval subset of questions. In the HOTPOTQA environment, the agent is provided with a Wikipedia API
and tasked with answering the questions. There are is no given context to the agent and the API supports access to all of
Wikipedia articles and sections.

4.3 PaperQA

PaperQA [36, 37] is a language agent/environment pairing developed for literature research and question answering
that leverages reranking and contextual summarization. Specifically in [37], an untrained version 2 of PaperQA, called
PaperQA2, attained superhuman-level precision and human-level accuracy on version 2 of a literature question and
answer task, called LitQA2 [35]. PaperQA2 was implemented with tools and a tool calling agent, so we refactored
PaperQA2 to be an Aviary environment as part of the version 5 release of the paper-qa Python package. To make it
easy for the machine learning community to use, we modified the search tool to center on local storage containing a set
of PDF, text, and HTML files using tantivy [119]. This local search is why we call this PaperQA variant “PaperQA2
Local.” The citation traversal tool was omitted for this local setting. A complete tool was added to support agents that
require at least one tool selection and allow the agent to declare if the answer addresses all parts of the question.

LitQA2 features 248 questions, 199 of which are publicly available and the remaining 49 were held out as a test set. We
reuse the same test set here for comparability with [37]. The remaining 199 questions were randomly 80%-20% split
such that the training set is 149 questions and the evaluation set is 40 questions. The test split questions can be found in
the aviary-paper-data Hugging Face dataset. Note this PaperQA environment is capable of doing tasks beyond
LitQA2. For example, it can do literature review writing and contradiction detection as reported in Skarlinski et. al [37].

To build the search indexes, we (1) aggregated all paper search or citation traversal results from a database of run logs
made during [37], (2) binned the results corresponding to each LitQA2 question, and (3) combined bins based our train,
evaluation, and test split LitQA2 questions. The end result is 18955 DOIs in the train split, 5457 DOIs in the evaluation
split, and 5519 DOIs in the test split. The train, evaluation, and test split DOIs are can be found in the paper-qa
GitHub repository. Each split has over 100X the reachable DOIs compared to contained questions so agents face a
learnable retrieval task. Due to copyright of the underlying papers, we only distribute their DOIs, not the parsed text
used by the environment index.

4.4 Molecular Cloning

Molecular cloning is a fundamental technique of manipulating DNA in biomedical research, enabling a majority of
basic research such gene function studies, creating transgenic models, and producing recombinant proteins [120, 121].
The molecular cloning process results in a DNA “construct,” which is a general term for DNA that encodes for
the desired biologic molecule or genes. Molecular cloning involves assembling DNA fragments, ligating them into
vectors, introducing the recombinant DNA into host organisms, and screening for desired clones [120]. The steps in
molecular cloning are usually done with a combination of human planning, specialized software, and databases of
known purchasable components.

We have formulated this into an environment. The molecular cloning environment is composed of the main tools used
by experts in the lab: (1) an annotation tool that can predict the function of segments of a plasmid (2) a natural language
search tool that retrieves sequences given text and (3) tools required to plan the protocols. The protocol specific tools
include PCR primer design, ligation, codon optimization, Gibson or Golden gate assembly, and fetching genes from
standard organisms. Many implementations use or were derived from the Go poly library. The annotation tools were
built using MMSeqs2 [122]. The complete list of tools is given in the supporting information.
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The specific tasks used for evaluation come from the SeqQA benchmark [35]. SeqQA consists of “textbook” style
questions, such as counting the fragments after digestion, predicting translated sequences, and identifying polymerase
chain reaction primers. A complete description of their construction and human evaluation is given in Laurent et. al [35].
The test SeqQA questions in this work have not been previously released, but are created using the same procedure and
are available in the aviary-paper-data Hugging Face dataset. There are 150 test questions, although we omit 10
related to RNA specifically. There are 500 train questions, which we take from the original SeqQA release accessible
here. SeqQA is solvable with only a subset of the tools, and the tools have not been engineered specifically for the
conventions of SeqQA. For example, SeqQA questions assume 1-indexing, but the tools are 0-indexed and thus the
language agent needs to learn to convert. Another example is that SeqQA only considers coding open reading frames,
but the tools can consider both reading frames.

The combination of tools for manipulating DNA constructs, annotating sequences or plasmids, and searching for DNA
components in databases enables tasks beyond SeqQA. The environment also supports working with “CloningScenarios,”
which is a more multiple-choice benchmark for working with DNA constructs derived from real lab notebooks [35].
One can also do normal plasmid tasks, such as “Clone the given protein [protein] into [plasmid] to express in yeast with
a GFP fusion (check annotations above, plus GFP in correct relative orientation).”

4.5 Protein Stability

Engineering proteins with increased stability is an essential task in protein engineering, with wide-ranging applications
in enzyme engineering and drug design [123]. Protein stability is a general term for a protein’s ability to retain function
under non-native conditions, such as increased temperature, lowered pH, or aggregation-inducing solvents. Numerous
sequence-based and structure-based approaches have been developed to enhance protein stability [124], including
deep learning methods such as ThermoMPNN [125]. However, protein stability is determined by complex protein
sequence and structure properties along with biological context making it challenging to predict accurately with existing
in-silico approaches [126]. Therefore, an approach that integrates protein structure and sequence methods, including
physics-based methods like Rosetta, can provide a more comprehensive understanding of biophysical determinants of
protein stability [127].

The protein stability environment is composed of tools commonly used by human experts to analyze a protein sequence
and structure. The main tools are (1)a biochemical description tool,that describes the types of bonds between any
residues in the protein sequence,; 2) a sequence property description tool that describes the molecular weight, aromaticity,
instability index, iso-electric point, sequence charge, and average hydropathy of a protein sequence; 3) a secondary
structure annotation tool; and (4) a Rosetta tool to compute aggregation propensity score per residue [128].

310.ai [129] introduced a chat interface for natural language-based protein design, though it is not an agent. Conversely,
methods such as ProteinForceGPT, an autonomous large language model (LLM) agent introduced by [130], uses pre-
trained models to predict force–separation curves, supplemented by models like Chroma [131] and OmegaFold [132].
Furthermore, recent work has shown the effectiveness of LLM as biological sequence optimizers [133]. Our environ-
ment offers a framework for training of agents that can effectively integrate knowledge from physics-based models,
biochemical principles, and pre-trained protein models while leveraging experimental results to improve protein stability.

We assess the language agent’s performance on 40 proteins randomly selected from the megascale protein stability
dataset, excluding any that are mentioned in the text of [134]. Proposed mutations are evaluated using the Rosetta
cart_ddg protocol [135].

5 Results

We assess the capabilities of tool-equipped language agents to solve problems in the aforementioned environments.
These environments require iterative cycles of tool calls and observation. We then explore behavior cloning and expert
iteration to train agents on specific tasks in environments. Finally, we explore using inference-time compute via majority
sampling to improve performance.

An overview of the models used in this work and their performance on our tasks is shown in Figure 3. This includes
both trained (described below) and frontier language models. They are:

• Zero-shot Claude 3.5 Sonnet: claude-3-5-sonnet-20241022 is prompted to solve the tasks without access
to the environment or any tools. No example output or formatting instructions are given.

• Claude 3.5 Sonnet agent: A language agent that prompts claude-3-5-sonnet-20241022 to call environment
tools until the task is solved. It uses the recommended Anthropic API tool-calling schema [136]. The
observation emitted from a tool call may include a summary or details about the environment state.

7

https://huggingface.co/datasets/futurehouse/aviary-paper-data
https://huggingface.co/datasets/futurehouse/lab-bench/viewer/SeqQA


A PREPRINT - DECEMBER 31, 2024

• LDP-trained language agent: An LDP agent that has been trained to solve tasks using the environment.
This can either be based on fine-tuned gpt-4o (GSM8K, hotpotQA) or Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct (SeqQA,
LitQA2).

• Majority voting: We sample 32 trajectories using the trained LDP agent and use their consensus as the solution
to the task. For protein stability, we do oracle-verification/pass@k, as in protein engineering one typically tests
a batch and only keep the most successful. [116]

The mixture of existing benchmarks and closed-source models was chosen to demonstrate the flexibility of the Aviary
software. Claude 3.5 Sonnet was the best frontier LLM we tested across tasks, and was thus used as the benchmark
for comparison. With the exception of GSM8K, all agents are able to improve over the zero-shot baseline when
given access to the environment. In the case of GSM8K, we hypothesize that a sequence of calculator calls (with no
intermediate reasoning) is out-of-distribution with respect to the LLMs’ training data, which may also contain math
word problems. This is consistent with recent findings [137], where modifying elements of the original questions or
adding irrelevant information also caused performance degradation across multiple models, as such changes similarly
introduce a distribution shift from the training data.

Training LDP agents improves performance over untrained LDP agents of the same architecture. On challenging tasks
(SeqQA, LitQA2), a relatively small model (Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct) can be trained to match performance of a
much larger frontier model (claude-3-5-sonnet). Majority voting can be used to sample multiple times from the
LDP agents, giving a further large gain at the cost of increased inference compute. The protein stability task sees a
large improvement for pass@16, which is a well-known effect for oracle-verified problems [116]. These results are
broken out in more detail below.

Figure 3: Ability of LLMs and language agents to solve tasks using Aviary environments. All LDP-trained agents
are optimized using behavior cloning and expert iteration. For GSM8K and HOTPOTQA, EI is performed on gpt-4o;
SeqQA and LitQA2 use Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct (see Section 5.1). The difference in GSM8K zero-shot reported
here (89%) vs Anthropic benchmarks [136] (96.5%) is likely because Anthropic’s use of chain-of-thought prompting,
which we did not use. All agents are rolled out on the environment for a maximum of 10 steps, with the exception of
PaperQA, which allowed up to 18 steps.

5.1 Behavior Cloning and Expert Iteration

Using ldp, we train language agents in the environments described above. Since these environments are challenging,
expert iteration initially rejects the majority of trajectories, leading to very slow learning. We therefore begin with a
period of behavior cloning, using high-quality trajectories collected by rejection-sampling from a larger LLM. Once the
language agent can solve a reasonable fraction of training problems, we switch to expert iteration. All experiments are
conducted with Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct [138] as the base language model, using Nvidia A100 GPUs.
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In Figure 4A, we show the results of training an agent (Llama-3.1-8B EI) to solve SeqQA tasks using the molecular
cloning environment. Expert iteration is seeded with 2841 valid trajectories (behavior cloning), followed by 8 further EI
epochs using trajectories from the agent as it improves. Behavior cloning provides a large initial jump in performance,
with a further 14% (absolute) improvement from online learning. We note a gap in performance on train and test set
tasks, indicating some degree of overfitting.

In Figure 4B, we show the results of a similar procedure applied to LitQA2 problems in the PaperQA environment.
In this case, the untrained Llama-3.1-8B agent has non-trivial performance (30% accuracy), but still significantly
improves from behavior cloning (430 trajectories). Because some LitQA2 problems are easier than others, we want to
focus training on difficult tasks. Therefore, during expert iteration, we sample trajectories from each task in the dataset
with probability:

P (task k) =
wk∑
j wj

; wk = M · (1− fk
pass) (4)

where fk
pass is a moving average of task k’s pass rate as the agent is trained and M is a scaling factor (set to 20). With

this, EI produces a small improvement beyond behavior cloning, up to 72% on the test set.

Figure 4: Training language agents to solve (A) SeqQA tasks using the molecular cloning environment and (B) LitQA2
problems using the PaperQA environment. The first epoch represents behavior cloning, followed by expert iteration.
These experiments use multiple workers to asynchronously collect trajectories and train the model, so GPU-hours
measures the total time spent sampling and training. An untrained Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct agent solves 1% of
SeqQA tasks, so we omit the data point at GPU-hours=0 in panel A.

Finally, in Figure 5, we study the distribution of SeqQA trajectories explored by a trained language agent. The
demonstration trajectories (all correct) heavily feature assembly simulations and are relatively long. The trained agent
was initially cloned from the demonstrations, but through online learning discovered significantly different ways to
solve SeqQA tasks. Its trajectories are generally shorter and less diverse, suggesting that self-training tends to converge
on a subset of possible paths.

5.2 Inference Compute Scaling

We assessed majority voting on two of the environments that have multiple choice answers – SeqQA and LitQA2 – to
see if it improves benchmarks in the LDP setting. We evaluated on test splits that we neither trained on nor should be

9
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Figure 5: Patterns of tool calls across trajectories. Colored boxes represent different tool categories, and edges between
boxes represent consecutive actions taken in a trajectory, with darker edges implying more trajectories. In panel (A), we
show the demonstration trajectories used for behavior cloning. Panels (B) and (C) show the trajectories sampled from
the Llama-3.1-8B EI agent after expert iteration.

in frontier LLM training corpus because they are not on the public internet. Figure 6 shows the results on these two
environments. Majority voting generally gives large improvements for these agents - about 20 percentage points of
accuracy on both environments. Figure 6B shows that the LLM, without tools, gets about a 10 percentage point gain
(although from a much lower starting accuracy). Figure 6D shows an example of what the majority votes look like
on one specific LitQA2 question. Option 1 is correct, option 2 is a minority option and sometimes chosen, there is an
unsure option, and lastly any truncated trajectories (e.g. unexpected failure during rollout or hitting max allowable
steps). For majority voting, we filter out the unsure and failed trajectories. The biggest gains in accuracy are from 0 to 4
samples, but it continues up to 32 samples. These two environments are less than 200 unique questions, so the trend
may continue if we have a larger set of unique questions.

Figure 6C shows that majority voting on LitQA2 with a Claude 3.5 Sonnet agent gives 0.89 accuracy on the test set,
significantly exceeding previously reported scores of 0.67 from Skarlinski et. al [37] and human performance reported
in Laurent et. al [35]. The Llama-3.1-8B EI agent shows good performance, matching human and previously reported
best at only one sample. Three samples exceeds those marks, but it cannot match the Sonnet agent if it also uses
majority voting on more than one sample. Nevertheless, exceeding a frontier LLM in the single sample setting on
unseen data with a small model is a surprising result.

Figure 6A shows that consensus sampling of the Llama-3.1-8B EI agent significantly exceeds a Claude 3.5 Sonnet
agent at all sample counts. SeqQA is more structured than LitQA2, requiring more consistent and longer tool call
sequences. The Llama-3.1-8B EI agent can be sampled from cheaply, and so we ran 945 rollouts (Figure 6A inset).
We still observe gains out to 100s of samples, giving a final accuracy of 0.89. The highest previously reported result on
SeqQA was from a joint technical report from the US and UK AI Safety Institutes on pre-deployment evaluation of
claude-3.5-sonnet-20241022 at 0.87 accuracy.

5.3 Inference Cost Scaling

The results of the previous sections demonstrate how the performance of different agents scales as training time and
sampled trajectories are increased. In this section, we offer a more practical metric: inference cost. This becomes
especially relevant in a high-throughput setting, in which agents are tasked to solve thousands of problems in parallel.

We focus our comparison on the Claude 3.5 Sonnet agent versus the Llama-3.1-8B EI agent. We use the following
rates for LLM inference at time of writing:

10



A PREPRINT - DECEMBER 31, 2024

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32
Inference Samples

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

Li
tQ
A2

Ac
cu
ra

cy

C)
Claude 3.5 Sonnet Agent
Llama-3.1-8B EI Agent
Human
Skarlinski et. al
Claude 3.5 Sonnet

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

Se
qQ
A

Ac
cu
ra

cy

A)

100 101 102 103
0.5

1.0

Llama-3.1-8B EI Agent
Claude 3.5 Sonnet Agent
Joint AISI Report
Human
Claude 3.5 Sonnet

Op
ti

on
 1

Op
ti

on
 2

Un
su
re

Fa
il
ed

0
3
6
9
12
15
18
21

Ou
tc
om
es
 o
n 

PQ
A 
Qu

es
ti
on
 1

D)

0.0

0.1

0.2

 A
cc
ur
ac
y

B)

Figure 6: A) majority voting accuracy in SeqQA setting as a function of sampled trajectories for trained Llama-3.1-8B
EI agent and claude-3-5-sonnet-241022 agent. The majority voting increases performance to exceed previously
reported scaffolded agents on this task (Joint AISI Report) [139], which used claude-3-5-sonnet-241022. “Claude
3.5 Sonnet” is claude-3-5-sonnet-241022 without tools (simply answering questions directly). The inset shows
further gains from 0.86 to 0.89 from 32 to 945 samples. B) shows the change in accuracy of an LLM without tools
vs. the language agent on SeqQA. The language agent has a greater gain from majority voting, showing >0.2 gain. C)
majority voting accuracy on LitQA2 in PaperQA2 environment. Both agents significantly exceed previously measured
human performance and best previous models on this task [37]. Claude 3.5-Sonnet Agent plateaus at 90% accuracy. D)
Shows an example question voting on LitQA2 (question id 3e6d7a54). Option 1 is the correct response, option 2 is
incorrect, and failure is because the agent did not submit an answer prior to trajectory termination. Error bars in the
plots are computed by bootstrap resampling.

• Claude 3.5 Sonnet: $3/1M input tokens and $15/1M output tokens5.
• Llama-3.1-8B: $0.03/1M input and output tokens, a price typical in the LLM inference market6. While this

price refers to inference of the vanilla model, we use it as a reasonable estimate for serving a EI-trained model
with a similar set of optimizations.

In Figure 7, we report performance and inference cost on SeqQA and LitQA2. While majority voting with the Claude
3.5 Sonnet agent clearly outperforms other settings, this requires O($1) per task. We reach the same SeqQA accuracy
using the Llama-3.1-8B EI agent for 100x less cost. While this was not achievable for LitQA2, we note that majority
voting with Llama-3.1-8B EI still exceeds single-rollout with Sonnet for 3x less cost.

6 Discussion

We have presented a framework of a language agent and environment interacting to solve tasks that require multiple
steps of reasoning and tool usage, which we call a language decision process. We implemented five environments,
including three related to biology problems. These three environments contain a variety of tasks, but we focus on tasks
with benchmarks that are easy to evaluate, namely LitQA and SeqQA (multiple choice) as well as a task focussed on
modifying enzymes to improve their stability. Language agents in these environments perform significantly better than
non-agentic LLMs.

We have applied two methods to improve the performance of language agents on the tasks we consider: expert iteration
and majority voting. Smaller models, such as Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct, perform poorly without additional training.

5https://www.anthropic.com/pricing#anthropic-api
6https://lambdalabs.com/inference#pricing
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Figure 7: Accuracy vs. inference cost of two agents (Claude 3.5 Sonnet and Llama-3.1-8B EI) on two sets of tasks
(SeqQA and LitQA2). For both agents, both the single-rollout and majority-voting settings are considered. Note that all
inference settings here outperform human performance (reported in [37] and [35]).

The application of behavior cloning and expert iteration can overcome this limitation, however, achieving comparable per-
formance to the best evaluated agents based on black-box frontier models (in this case claude-3-5-sonnet-241022).
Majority voting provides additional performance gains at inference time. Majority voting benefits all agents and
non-agentic LLMs tested, though it provides more benefit to agents. This is likely due to the fact that environment
trajectories possess elevated level of stochasticity relative to a completion sampled from a non-agentic LLM. The
protein stability task also benefits from increasing inference compute, though it uses oracle-verification.

Using an 8B model reduces the inference costs such that it is feasible to vote amongst ∼1000 rollouts per task.
For reference, our SeqQA tasks require 7-10 LLM calls (Figure 5) and cost $0.07 on average per trajectory with
claude-3-5-sonnet-241022 and $0.00066 per trajectory at current pricing with Llama-3.1-8B EI (although the
tasks could be run for free on many consumer laptops). The human PhD contractors that represent the human data
series in Figure 6 cost between $4 and $12 per question (see Laurent et. al [35] for a description of the combined hourly,
performance, and completion bonuses). In summary, trained agents can exceed the accuracy of human and frontier
models at 100x cheaper cost.

There are some limitations in this work. The comparisons are not exactly matched between humans and other previous
reported results on benchmarks. One reason is that the Environments are complex pieces of software, with dozens of
dependencies that all have specific versions. Another issue is that the splits we used are only now available (although
they were included in the human assessments). We used splits that were impossible to have been scraped in training
data. One reason we took this precaution is that websites have re-hosted the LitQA2 benchmark without the canary
string [140], so that it is plausibly now in LLM pre-training corpuses.

Comparing against humans is also fraught, because they do not have access to the same tools. Although, in Laurent et.
al [35] there were incentives for correct answers, ample time, and only restrictions against using AI tools. Nevertheless,
it’s always possible that the humans could have been given better or more precise technology for the task. Ultimately,
the test of these language agents is their ability to make novel scientific discoveries and not getting high scores on
benchmarks.

7 Conclusion

We have presented Aviary, a gymnasium for language agents. Aviary currently contains five environments, three
of which focus on challenging scientific tasks. Language agents, implemented in these environments, exceed the
performance of zero-shot frontier LLMs on the SeqQA, HOTPOTQA, LitQA2, and protein stability tasks. Language
agents also exceed human performance on SeqQA and LitQA2.
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We have introduced the language decision process (LDP) framework for formally describing language agent tasks
and showed that language agents can be cast as stochastic computation graphs. Through behavior cloning, expert
iteration, and inference-time sampling, we demonstrated that trained Llama-3.1-8B EI agents can match and exceed
the performance of humans and frontier LLMs in the LitQA2 and SeqQA benchmarks at significantly lower cost. Thus,
we have demonstrated that modest compute budgets and model sizes can be competitive at solving realistic scientific
tasks. The reported trained Llama-3.1-8B EI agents are compute efficient and exceed human-level task performance,
enabling high-throughput automation of meaningful scientific tasks across biology.

Both the Aviary (aviary) and LDP (ldp) frameworks are open source and should serve as useful libraries for
implementing environments and language agents.
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A Environment Details

Table A1: Environments implemented within the Aviary framework.

PaperQA
Task LitQA2 questions
Example Task Element Q: Which base editor has been shown to be the most efficient for inducing the mutation

K352E in CD45 in human T-cells?

Options:
A) ABE8e-NG
B) ABE8e–SpRY
C) SPACE-NG
D) Insufficient information to answer this question
E) ABE8e-SpG

Answer:
Tools

• paper_search(query: str, min_year: int | None, max_year: int | None) -
Full-text semantic search through a local search index.

• gather_evidence(question: str) - Perform LLM reranking and contextual sum-
marization given a question on paper_search results.

• gen_answer() - Attempt to answer given the top ranked contextual summaries.
• complete(has_successful_answer: bool) - Terminate using the last proposed

answer, with the argument declaring if the answer addressed all parts of the question.

Reward R 
1 correct answer,
−1 incorrect answer,
0.1 unsure answer.

Transition Function T Nondeterministic, due to the stochastic nature of LLM prompting within both the
gather_evidence and gen_answer tools.

Code paper-qa==5.6.1
HOTPOTQA

Task HOTPOTQA questions
Example Task Element A robe takes 2 bolts of blue fiber and half that much white fiber. How many bolts in total

does it take?
Tools

• search(entity: str) - Search Wikipedia for an entity, keeping either matching
sentences or most similar pages.

• lookup(keyword: str) - Keyword lookup within all search results, emulating the
“find” functionality of a web browser.

• submit_answer(answer: str) - Check if an answer is correct.

Reward R {
1 correct answer,
0 otherwise.

Transition Function T Deterministic.
Code aviary.gsm8k==0.11.0

GSM8k
Task GSM8k questions
Example Task Element Weng earns $12 an hour for babysitting. Yesterday, she just did 50 minutes of babysitting.

How much did she earn?
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Tools
• calculator(expr: str) - Return the result of a numerical expression.
• submit_answer(answer: str) - Check if an answer is correct.

Reward R 
1 correct answer,
−1 invalid tool call,
0 otherwise.

Transition Function T Deterministic.
Code aviary.hotpotqa==0.11.0

Molecular Cloning
Task SeqQA questions
Example Task Element Q: Which of the following RNA sequences contains an ORF that is most likely to have

high translation efficiency in a human cell?

Options:
A) [RNA sequence]
B) [RNA sequence]
C) Insufficient information to answer this question
D) [RNA sequence]
E) [RNA sequence]
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Tools
• search(query: str) - Search Plasmid and NCBI nucleotide databases.
• annotate(sequence: Sequence) - Annotate proteins, ORFs, restriction sites in a

DNA sequence.
• gibson(sequences: list[Sequence]) - Simulate gibson assembly.
• goldengate(sequences: list[Sequence], enzyme: str) - Simulate golden

gate assembly/
• simulate_pcr(sequence: Sequence, forward_primer: Sequence | None,
forward_primer_name: str | None) - Simulate polymerase chain reaction.

• optimize_translation(sequence: Sequence, cg_content: int,
codon_table: int, min_repeat_length: int) - Codon optimization.

• separate(sequences: list[Sequence]) - Simulate gel electrophoresis.
• enzyme_cut(sequence: Sequence, enzyme: str) - Simulate restriction digest.
• search(query: str) - Search Plasmid and NCBI nucleotide databases.
• annotate(sequence: Sequence) - Annotate proteins, ORFs, restriction sites in a

DNA sequence.
• gibson(sequences: list[Sequence]) - Simulate gibson assembly.
• goldengate(sequences: list[Sequence], enzyme: str) - Simulate golden

gate assembly.
• simulate_pcr(sequence: Sequence, forward_primer: Sequence | None,
forward_primer_name: str | None) - Simulate polymerase chain reaction. Primers
can be sequence (by ref) or name of enzyme or sequence value.

• optimize_translation(sequence: Sequence, cg_content: int,
codon_table: int, min_repeat_length: int) - Codon optimization.

• separate(sequences: list[Sequence]) - Simulate gel electrophoresis.
• enzyme_cut(sequence: Sequence, enzyme: str) - Simulate restriction digest.
• find_sequence_overlap(sequence1: Sequence, sequence2: Sequence,
reverse: bool) - Find overlapping regions between two sequences.

• find_orfs(sequence: Sequence, min_length: int, codon_table: int,
strand: int) - Find open reading frames in a DNA sequence.

• design_primers(sequence: Sequence, target_tm: float,
forward_overhang_name: str, reverse_overhang_name: str) - Design
PCR primers for a sequence.

• merge(sequences: list[Sequence]) - Combine multiple sequences, needed to do
assembly simulation.

• add(sequence1: Sequence, sequence2: Sequence) - Add two sequences to-
gether.

• slice_sequence(sequence: Sequence, start: int, end: int, name: str)
- Extract a subsequence.

• view_translation(sequence: Sequence) - View the amino acid translation of a
DNA sequence.

• view_sequence_stats(sequence: Sequence) - View sequence statistics.
• view_restriction_sites(sequence: Sequence) - View restriction enzyme cut

sites.
• view_sequence(sequence: Sequence) - View the raw sequence.
• submit_answer(answer: str)
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Reward R 
1 correct answer,
−1 incorrect answer,
0.1 unsure answer.

Transition Function T Deterministic.
Protein Design

Task Protein Stability
Example Task Design at least 3 mutations and a maximum of 7 mutations to the protein sequence

{sequence} that would improve its stability. The sequence of this protein is provided in
the text file located at {local_txt_file}, and the structure of the protein can be found in the
PDB file located at {local_pdb_file}.

Tools
• get_bond_types_between(residues: list[int], bond_type: str) - De-

scribes all instances of the specified bond type among a given list of residues as outlined
in the function description.

• get_secondary_structure(pdb_string: str) - Describes secondary structure
elements found in the protein structure by residue.

• get_sequence_properties(mutations: list[str], return_wt: bool) - De-
scribes properties like instability index, molar extinction coefficient, fraction of charged
residues, iso-electric point.

• get_distance_between_residues(mutation: list[str]) - Get pairwise dis-
tances between list of residues.

• get_residue_at_position(residues: list[int]) - Returns the residue present
at a specific position and describes whether it is acidic or basic or charged, polar or
aliphatic or aromatic.

• get_hydrophobicity_score(local_pdb_file: str) - Calculates aggregation
propensity by residue using Rosetta.

• get_mutant_protein_sequence(mutations: list[str]) - Returns the se-
quence of the protein after the mutations are applied to the sequence.

Reward R {
1 RosettaddG < 0,
0 otherwise.

Transition Function T Deterministic.
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