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Abstract

Given the remarkable performance of Large
Language Models (LLMs), an important ques-
tion arises: Can LLMs conduct human-like sci-
entific research and discover new knowledge,
and act as an Al scientist? Scientific discov-
ery is an iterative process that demands effi-
cient knowledge updating and encoding. It
involves understanding the environment, iden-
tifying new hypotheses, and reasoning about
actions; however, no standardized benchmark
specifically designed for scientific discovery
exists for LLM agents. In response to these lim-
itations, we introduce a novel benchmark, Auto-
Bench, that encompasses necessary aspects to
evaluate LLMs for scientific discovery in both
natural and social sciences. Our benchmark is
based on the principles of causal graph discov-
ery. It challenges models to uncover hidden
structures and make optimal decisions, which
includes generating valid justifications. By en-
gaging interactively with an oracle, the models
iteratively refine their understanding of under-
lying interactions, the chemistry and social in-
teractions, through strategic interventions. We
evaluate state-of-the-art LLMs, including GPT-
4, Gemini, Qwen, Claude, and Llama, and
observe a significant performance drop as the
problem complexity increases, which suggests
an important gap between machine and human
intelligence that future development of LLMs
need to take into consideration.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) built on trans-
former architectures have revolutionized natural
language processing by surpassing existing models
on numerous benchmarks (Narayan et al., 2018; Ra-
jpurkar, 2016; Wang, 2018). Modern LLMs—such
as Claude-3-5 (Anthropic, 2024), GPT-40 (OpenAl,
2024), Gemini (DeepMind, 2024), Llama-3.1 (Al,
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2024), and Qwen2.5 (Bai et al., 2024)—are trained
on trillions of tokens, enabling them to achieve
state-of-the-art performance across a diverse range
of natural language processing tasks.

LLM models encapsulate vast amounts of world
knowledge acquired through extensive training,
much like a human who has conducted in-depth
research and amassed a broad understanding of the
world—knowledge that can drive new discoveries.
This raises an obvious question: Can LLM mod-
els conduct scientific research and generate novel
findings (Lu et al., 2024)? So far, these models
have been shown to accelerate various aspects of
the research process, such as manuscript writing
and coding (Altmde et al., 2023; Dinu et al., 2024).
However, scientific discovery involves much more
than refining text or code. It requires models to un-
derstand existing knowledge, augment it with new
information, make optimal decisions, and, most
importantly, employ reasoning skills to explain the
roadmap that leads to those decisions.

There is a growing interest in using LLM mod-
els for scientific discovery across various domains,
such as material discovery (Merchant et al., 2023;
Pyzer-Knapp et al., 2022) and synthetic biology
(Jumper et al., 2021; Hayes et al., 2025). Al-
though state-of-the-art LLM models have demon-
strated promising capabilities for targeted scientific
progress (Lu et al., 2024), they are not yet ready for
fully autonomous decision-making (Hager et al.,
2024). Before entrusting these models with crit-
ical applications that require full autonomy, it is
essential to identify their strengths and weaknesses
in the context of scientific discovery. This neces-
sitates the design of benchmarks which evaluates
the models for their ability to perform scientific
discoveries.

Numerous benchmarks (Miao et al., 2021;
Cobbe et al., 2021; Patel et al., 2021; Koncel-
Kedziorski et al., 2016), related to numerical
problem-solving ability have been developed to as-
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Figure 1: The framework of our Autonomous Cycle. (A) represents the complete benchmarking cycle. The LLMs
are provided with task descriptions, previous interventions they proposed, and the corresponding observations. Based
on this information, the LLMs generate adjacency matrices and proposes a new intervention to gather additional
data. A new observation is then obtained and added to the input. (B) outlines the conditions for terminating or
continuing the loop. The loop terminates when the generated adjacency matrix matches the underlying causal graph;
otherwise, it continues. To simulate real-world scientific problems, we include two experimental settings: chemistry

and social networks.

sess reasoning performance, each offering a diverse
range of challenges and difficulty levels. Similarly,
code completion benchmarks(Xu et al., 2022) and
others which focus on sequence completion(Chang
et al., 2024; Zhu et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024;
Valmeekam et al., 2024) exists. LLM models
are also evaluated in decision-making applications
(Yao et al., 2022), where they engage in iterative
interactions with an agent to execute actions. How-
ever, these benchmarks do not evaluate LLM mod-
els from a scientific discovery perspective—which
requires not only understanding but also adapting
to environmental changes and making optimal de-
cisions through sound reasoning. This motivates
us to design a new benchmark that captures and
evaluates the models’ abilities in understanding,
reasoning, and decision-making.

In this work, we introduce two benchmarks
based on causal graph discovery principles. These
benchmarks are designed to assess both the capa-
bilities and limitations of various LLM models in
decision-making tasks. Decision-making requires
understanding, reasoning, and the discovery of new
knowledge, and our evaluation focuses on the mod-
els’ ability to uncover the hidden structures within
underlying graphs. This setup features an Oracle

with which the models interact continuously to re-
ceive feedback that improves their understanding
of the graphs. More details regarding the experi-
mental setup are provided in the following sections.

This paper makes the following key contribu-
tions:

* We present a novel benchmark for evaluating
scientific research capabilities in LLMs.

* We systematically analyze LLM performance
across different models, highlighting the limi-
tations of current state-of-the-art approaches.

* We investigate the effectiveness of chain-of-
thought prompting and identify key failure
patterns, offering insights for future architec-
tural improvements.

From our experiments, we observed that the com-
plexity of causal graphs significantly affects the
performance of LLMs. For example, increasing the
number of nodes in both chemistry and social net-
works leads to a dramatic decrease in the average
cycles required to obtain the correct answers. To
further analyze this failure, we introduce an experi-
ment on long-term trajectory tracing, which will be



explained in Section 5. We found that as the trajec-
tory length increases, LLMs fail to accurately trace
state changes. This finding suggests a significant
gap between machine and human intelligence in
information processing, which should be addressed
in future research.

2 Related Work

Existing benchmarks (Miao et al., 2021; Cobbe
et al., 2021; Patel et al., 2021; Koncel-Kedziorski
et al., 2016) assess the reasoning capabilities of
LLMs by posing queries and evaluating their re-
sponses. However, these benchmarks do not fully
capture the scientific discovery potential of LLMs.
For true scientific discovery, LLMs must integrate
information gained from critical decisions, which
in turn influences their future decision-making per-
formance.

Our benchmark is based on the principles of
causal graph structure discovery, albeit with a few
relaxations. While it shares similarities with exist-
ing methods in causal discovery (Jiralerspong et al.,
2024; Long et al., 2023; Choi et al., 2022; Kiciman
et al., 2023), its distinctiveness emerges from the it-
erative updating of knowledge based on the model’s
decisions about the underlying graphs. Traditional
LLM-based causal graph discovery methods typi-
cally rely on meta-data associated with variables,
querying whether an edge exists between two nodes
(A, B), sometimes evaluating all possible pairs and
other times employing strategies to reduce the num-
ber of queries.

Unlike these approaches that primarily focus
on querying and response generation, our setup
prompts models to suggest optimal interventions,
enabling them to uncover hidden structures. This
experimental framework is analogous to scientific
discovery, where the model continuously updates
its knowledge through a series of interventions (ex-
periments) to reveal new insights (causal graph
discovery).

3 Methodology

In our framework, we introduce two benchmarks:
(i) Chemistry and (ii) Social Network. Both bench-
marks consist of graphs with nodes, but they differ
in how an intervention on one node affects its con-
nected nodes. More details are provided in the
following section. The ultimate goal for the LLM
model is to uncover the hidden dynamics among
the nodes, specifically, to determine their connec-
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Figure 2: Illustration of the Chemistry setting. The
brackets indicate (molecule index, molecule state). Fig-
ures (a) and (b) illustrate the change in state after an
intervention on molecule 0. Figures (c) and (d) present
a case where causal graph A and causal graph B result
in the same observations.

tions via an adjacency matrix, analogous to making
new scientific discoveries.

Scientific breakthroughs require multiple experi-
mental cycles: (1) formulating a hypothesis based
on existing observations; (2) designing experiments
to test that hypothesis; (3) gathering new observa-
tions from these experiments; and (4) refining the
hypothesis based on the new data. Similarly, LLM
model undergoes a sequence of cycles, referred
to as autonomous cycles. It starts with an initial
hypothesis (an estimated adjacency matrix) and,
based on current state observations, suggests an
intervention that leads to new observations. Ulti-
mately, the model aims to converge on a hypothe-
sis (adjacency matrix) that matches the underlying
ground truth. Fig. 1 illustrates our benchmarking
framework with a fully autonomous cycle. To eval-
uate the performance of LLLMs, we further intro-
duce an assessment of long-term trajectory infor-
mation tracing using structured matrices.

3.1 Chemistry Environment

In this setting, we simulate chemical reactions us-
ing Directed Acyclic Graphs (DAGS), as illustrated
in Fig. 2(a) and (b). In these graphs, each node rep-
resents a molecule, and molecules are connected



by directed edges. For each node a state value is
assigned randomly from the set {0, ..., S}, where
S is the maximum state value. An intervention
on a molecule causes all downstream molecules to
change their state to a random state, while the state
of the intervened molecule remains unaffected.

Let H,, € {0,1}V*" be the adjacency matrix
representing the relationships between molecules,
where N denotes the number of molecules. Each
element of the matrix is either 1 or 0, with 1 indicat-
ing the presence of a directed edge and 0 indicating
its absence. The ultimate goal for the LLMs is to
infer this underlying matrix H .

We will begin our experiment with an initial
prompt that encapsulates with all the details like,
problem statement, ultimate goal and suggesting
the model to request an intervention to learn more
about the DAG. More details are provided in the
Appendix A. In summary, the model is instructed
to understand the current adjacency matrix, with
the current state values and prompted to suggest
an intervention. After receiving a response from
the model, based on the suggested intervention,
the Oracle who is aware of the ground truth im-
plements the intervention and note down the new
observations. In the consecutive cycles, the prompt
includes, description prompting, previous interven-
tions performed by LLMs, and all observations
corresponding to these interventions in the form
of an observation matrix will be provided to the
LLMs. The observation matrix which is denoted
as G, € {0,...,S}M*N where M represents
the number of cycles, N represents the number
of molecules. This cycle will continue once the hy-
pothesis of LLMs K, matches underlying ground-
truth Hj, or reaches predefined cycle limitation.

3.1.1 Evaluation

For a given DAG, multiple adjacency matrices can
exhibit similar causal behavior. As illustrated in
Fig. 2(c) and (d), even though the graph structures
differ, interventions yield similar effects on the
remaining nodes. Therefore, it is essential to con-
sider this property when evaluating the similarity
between generated matrices and the ground truth.
Where (K.p,)" denotes the matrix K, raised to the
nh power (i.e., K., multiplied by itself n times).

M
1, i > (Kap)" (i,§) > 0,
n=1

0, otherwise,

Vi, j.

7% |8

(0,3) (1,0) (0,4) (1,2)

(2,3) (3,2)

(2,4) (3,2)

(a). Before Intervention (b). After Intervention

Figure 3: Illustration of the Social Network setting. The
brackets indicate (person index, person state). Figures
(a) and (b) illustrate the change in state after an inter-
vention on person 0.

Given the hypothesis matrix produced by the
model, we compute the corresponding reachability
matrix, as demonstrated above, for both the hypoth-
esis and ground truth matrices. Then the resultant
matrices are compared to each other to evaluate the
similarities.

3.2 Social Networks

Similar to our Chemistry setting, to imitate real-
world social networks, relationships between indi-
viduals are represented using graphs, as illustrated
in Fig. 2. The main difference lies in the structure
of the connections between nodes and the way they
influence each other.

In the social network, the connections between
individuals are undirected. An intervention on a
specific person increases this person’s state by 1,
as well as the states of their neighboring nodes.
Therefore, in this case, the adjacency matrix Hs, €
{0, 1}V*N should be symmetric, where N repre-
sents the number of individuals in the social net-
work. The observation matrix here is denoted as
Gso € {0,1,2..}M*N where M represents the
number of cycles, N represents the number of indi-
viduals.

4 Experiments

To ensure a comprehensive comparison, we eval-
uate several state-of-the-art models, including
Claude-3-5 (Anthropic, 2024), GPT-40 (OpenAl,
2024), Gemini 1.5 Pro (DeepMind, 2024), Llama-
3.1 (70B) (Al 2024), and Qwen2.5 (72B) (Bai
et al., 2024). All experiments are conducted on
the OpenRouter platform (OpenRouter, 2025), and
the experimental budget is 365 USD. To ensure
robust results and minimize the impact of random
fluctuations, we conduct 20 independent trials for



Table 1: Performance comparison of multiple LLMs. We present the average number of iterations each LLM
requires to obtain the correct answer, along with the success rate.

Benchmarking Model used for evaluation (Average Iterations, Successful Rate)
(Setting) Claude-3-5-haiku  Gemini-1.5-pro  Llama-3.1-70b-instruct ~ Gpt-4o Qwen?2.5-72b-instruct
Social Network
(Persons: 3) 1, 20%) (3, 60%) (3, 70%) (2,100%) (2,100%)
(Persons: 5) (00, 0%) (5,50%) (6, 30%) (4,100%) (5,100%)
(Persons: 10) (00, 0%) (00, 0%) (00, 0%) (8,30%) (00, 0%)
Chemistry
(Nodes: 3: States:3) (3, 25%) (4,95%) (5, 15%) (4,100%) (4,100%)
(Nodes: 3; States: 5) (6, 5%) 4, 85%) 4, 35%) (4,100%) (4,100%)
(Nodes: 10; States: 5) (00, 0%) (11,15%) (00, 0%) (10, 15%) (00, 0%)

each chemistry setup and 10 trials for social net-
work. Below, we provide details on the models,
experimental setup, and parameter configurations.

Chemistry To provide a comprehensive evalua-
tion, we consider three different of configurations
of N and S values (3,3),(3,5), and (10,5). The pur-
pose of the three different configurations is to mea-
sure the trend of reasoning capabilities in LLMs
with the change of graph complexity—specifically,
as the number of nodes and the diversity of causal
properties (satte values) increase. This setup en-
ables us to investigate whether LLMs can main-
tain consistent reasoning performance as the causal
graph becomes more complex, and to determine
if there is a threshold beyond which their perfor-
mance deteriorates.

Social Network In this experiments, similar to
Chemistry, we introduce three configurations: (3
persons), (5 persons), and (10 persons). The three
different configurations aim to assess the capability
of LLMs in managing increasing network complex-
ity as the number of persons and potential relation-
ships grows. This design enables us to investigate
whether the reasoning performance of LLMs re-
mains robust when processing larger, more intricate
networks.

4.1 Analysis

The experimental results are presented in Table 1.
In the experiment, we set a predefined cycle limit
equal to twice the number of nodes. In a specific
round, if the LLM fails to infer the underlying
causal graphs within this limit, it is considered
to have failed the game for that round. The suc-
cess rate represents the proportion of rounds in
which the LLM successfully obtained the correct
answer. The average number of iterations is calcu-
lated by averaging all iterations required in success-
ful rounds. We analyze these results from several
perspectives.

Social Network Table 1 indicates that GPT-40 and
Qwen2.5 demonstrate superior understanding and
reasoning capabilities compared to other LLMs,
such as Claude-3-5, Gemini-1.5, and Llama-3.1.
For instance, GPT-40 and Qwen2.5 achieve 100%
success rate in the settings with 3 and 5 people,
whereas the success rate of the other three LLMs
remains below 70%.

As expected, as the number of people increases,
the success rate of all LLMs decreases. For exam-
ple, the success rate of Gemini-1.5 is 60%, 50%,
and 0% in the settings with 3, 5, and 10 people,
respectively. The primary reason for this decline
is that existing LLMs struggle to extract key infor-
mation from complex social networks, leading to
inferior performance.

For the most powerful LLMs, GPT-40 and
Qwen2.5, performance remains stable in under-
standing and inferring relationships within the So-
cial Network when the number of people is fewer
than 5. However, when the number of people in-
creases to 10, their performance declines signifi-
cantly. For instance, GPT-40 achieves 100% suc-
cess rate in the setting with 5 people, whereas its
success rate drops to only 30% in the setting with
10 people. This indicates that there is still sig-
nificant room for improvement in existing LLMs’
ability to understand and infer relationships within
complex social networks.

Moreover, Table 1 shows the average number of
iterations required for LLMs to successfully justify
their reasoning. It can be observed that the aver-
age number of iterations is very low when LLMs
address simple social networks. For example, the
average number of iterations for Claude-3-5 and
Qwen2.5 is 1 and 2, respectively. As the number of
people increases, the average number of iterations
increases as well. The primary reason for this is
that, when the number of people is high, LLMs may
need more iterations to extract key information and



infer relationships. These experiments reveal that
the problem-solving capabilities of existing LLMs
in complex social networks are inefficient, leaving
significant room for improvement.

Based on the above analysis, future LLMs may
focus on improving LLMs’ ability to efficiently ex-
tract key information and infer relationships within
complex social networks. This could involve en-
hancing the models’ understanding of network
structures, improving their ability to handle large-
scale relational data, and optimizing their reasoning
algorithms. Additionally, even when information
extraction and inference are accurate, the speed of
inferring relationships decreases as the complexity
of the social network increases. Future advance-
ments should aim to address this limitation, ensur-
ing faster and more accurate reasoning in extended
interactions or more complex scenarios.
Chemistry Unlike the experiments on the Social
Network, which focus on undirected causal graphs,
the Chemistry experiments assess the capability of
LLMs to address directed causal graphs. The ex-
perimental results are shown in Table 1. It can be
observed that Gemini-1.5, GPT-40, and Qwen2.5
demonstrate superior understanding and reason-
ing capabilities in the Chemistry setting. For ex-
ample, the success rates of Gemini-1.5, GPT-4o,
and Qwen2.5 are (95%, 85%), (100%, 100%), and
(100%, 100%) in the settings of (3 nodes, 3 states)
and (3 nodes, 5 states). In contrast, the success
rates of Claude-3-5 and Llama-3.1 are lower than
50% in both settings.

It is surprising that with the increase in the num-
ber of states, the powerful LLMs, GPT-40 and
Qwen?2.5, can maintain the success rates and do
not require additional iterations for analysis. For
instance, the average iterations and success rates of
GPT-40 and Qwen2.5 are (4, 100%) and (4, 100%)
in the settings of (3 nodes, 3 states) and (3 nodes,
5 states), respectively. This indicates that these
two LLMs can handle complex state changes in
directed causal graph settings.

As expected, as the number of nodes increases,
success rate of all LLMs decreases and average it-
erations increases. For example, the success rate of
Gemini-1.5 is 85% in the (3 nodes, 5 states) setting
and decreases to 15% in the (10 nodes, 5 states) set-
ting. The success rate of Gpt-4o0 is 100% in the (3
nodes, 5 states) setting and decreases to 15% in the
(10 nodes, 5 states) setting. Most of LLMs, includ-
ing Claude-3.5-haiku, Llama-3.1-70b-instruct, and
Qwen?2.5-72b-instruct, fail to win in every round

of the task. This indicates that understanding and
reasoning in complex directed causal graph set-
tings still leaves a large room for improvement for
existing LLMs.

As for average iterations, we can find that LLMs
need more iterations to address more complex di-
rectional causal graphs. Although GPT-40 and
Qwen?2.5 can quickly find the relations when the
number of nodes is low, they struggle to handle
many nodes.

Based on the above analysis, future LLMs

should focus on improving performance in multi-
object interactions, as their performance drops sig-
nificantly. Additionally, as the number of nodes
increases, the analysis speed decreases substan-
tially. Future advancements should aim to address
this limitation.
Chemistry vs Social Network Although the over-
all success rate of LLMs in the Chemistry setting
(directional causal graphs) is slightly higher than
that in the Social Network setting (non-directional
causal graphs), the average number of iterations is
similar. Surprisingly, although Gemini-1.5 strug-
gles with non-directional causal graphs (with a suc-
cess rate of around 50%-60% in simple cases), it
can effectively handle simple directional causal
graph cases (with a success rate greater than 85%).
In conclusion, existing LLMs still leave significant
room for improvement in understanding and rea-
soning in complex Social Network and Chemistry
settings.

S Evaluation on Long-Term Trajectory
Tracking

As mentioned above, we observe that existing
LLMs often fail to provide useful feedback due
to their limited ability to capture long trajectory in-
formation. Consequently, experiments solely based
on causal graphs may not fully reflect the true rea-
soning capabilities of these models. To address this
issue, we conduct additional experiments aimed
at evaluating the capability of LLMs in capturing
long trajectory information. In the following sub-
sections, we first introduce our long-term trajectory
measurement, then summarize key findings, and
discuss their implications in detail.

5.1 Task Definition

In each round, a matrix with shape M x N is given
to the LLM, where M represents the trajectory
length and NV denotes the number of nodes. Each



element in the matrix is an integer value varies
from O to P, where P represents different color
states. Formally, let X € {0, ..., P}M>*¥ denote
the given observation matrix. The task requires

an LLM to infer the color trajectory matrix ¥ &€
{0, 1} (M=DxN "where:

L if Xij # Xiy1j
ij = . )
0, otherwise
foralli € {0,...,M —2}and j € {0,.... N — 1}.
To reduce the impact of outliers, this process will
be conducted for R rounds.

5.2 Prompting and Model Evaluation

To assess LLLMs’ ability to comprehend and rea-
son over structured information with long trajec-
tory, we employ a structured zero-shot prompting
strategy. The prompt explicitly describes the task,
including matrix interpretation and expected out-
put format. We evaluate multiple LLMs, including
GPT-40, Gemini, and Qwen, under identical con-
ditions. Models are queried with the prompt and
required to generate structured JSON outputs con-
taining only the color trajectory matrix Y.

We conduct systematic evaluations across vari-
ous trajectory lengths (M € {3,5,10,15,20}) to
measure the robustness of each model. To evalu-
ate the performance of each LLM, we develop two
types of metrics, noted as Average Trajectory Ac-
curacy (AT-Acc) and Overall Accuracy (OA-Acc).

Overall Accuracy is computed as the fraction of
correctly predicted color trajectory matrix:

R

1 ~
OA-Acc = =Y 1(Y; = Y; 2
cc R;l ( ) (2)

where Y represents the model-generated color tra-
jectory matrix, Y represents the ground-truth color
trajectory matrix, I? represents number of rounds,
and 1 is the indicator function. In our experiment,
we use i = 100.

Average Trajectory Accuracy aims to measure
the average accuracy of the color change between
each pair of rows. For example, the color change
between row 0 and row 1 is noted as the first trajec-
tory. To achieve that, a matrix T’ € {0, 1} > (M~1)
is further constructed, where:

Tri:

)

1, ifY;, =Y,
{ ’ ’ 3)

0, otherwise

forall € {0,...,R — 1} and i € {0,...,M —
2}. Y, represents row ¢ of matrix Y in round r.
The Average Trajectory Accuracy is computed as
following:

R
1
AT—ACCj = E E E,j,
=1

Vied{l,....,.M -1}

“

5.3 Chain-of-Thought Prompting

Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting has been
proven effective in enhancing the reasoning ability
of large language models (LLMs). To further ex-
plore its effectiveness in long-term trajectory trac-
ing, we incorporate CoT prompting before com-
puting the final matrix. In our experiment, we use
a simple prompt: "Please also include the reason
for your answer." We compare zero-shot and CoT-
augmented responses, analyzing accuracy improve-
ments across sequences.

5.4 Experiment Results

In this section, we present and analyze the results
of our long trajectory measurement. These results
offer insights into the understanding and reason-
ing capabilities of LLMs across different settings,
particularly their ability to capture long trajectory
information. In the following subsections, we sum-
marize key findings and discuss their implications
in detail.

5.4.1 Analysis of Trajectory Measurement

The experimental results are presented in Table 2
and Figure 4. We analyze these results from two
perspectives:

Overall Accuracy vs Trajectory Length Table 2
shows the Overall Accuracy of various large lan-
guage models (LLMs) with respect to the trajectory
length. The models are evaluated both with and
without Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting. It can
be observed that the accuracy of LLM:s significantly
degrades as the trajectory length increases. For ex-
ample, Claude achieves an accuracy of 69% with 3
observations but drops to 0% when the trajectory
length exceeds 20.

Additionally, we can observe that for GPT-40
and Qwen2.5, CoT prompting generally improves
the models’ performance, particularly with shorter
observation sequences. However, performance de-
clines as the sequence length increases. For exam-
ple, with trajectory length of 5, GPT-40 achieves



Table 2: Overall accuracy comparison of multiple LLMs. We report performance across various trajectory lengths,

both with and without CoT prompting.

Model used for evaluation (W/O CoT, With CoT)

Trajectory Length —~1 0 435 haiku

Gemini-1.5-pro  Llama-3.1-70b-instruct

Gpt-4o Qwen2.5-72b-instruct

(6%,8%) (41%,99 %) (6%,30%)
(0%,1%) (13%,100%) (1%,31%)
(0%,0%) (0%,91%) (0%,30%)
(0%,0%) (0% ,28%) (0%,5%)
(0%,0%) (0%,0%) (0%,3%)
(0%,0%) (0%,1%) (0%,0%)
(0%,0%) (0%,0%) (0%,0%)

3 (69%,52%) (42%,51%)
5 (26%,29%) (18%,18%)
10 (0%,0%) (0%,2%)
15 (1%,0%) (0%,0%)
20 (0%,0%) (0%,0%)
25 (0%,0%) (0%,0%)
30 (0%,0%) (0%,0%)
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Figure 4: Average Trajectory Accuracy vs. Trajectory

an accuracy of 13% without using CoT, but this
increases to 100% when CoT is applied. How-
ever, CoT prompting does not improve the per-
formance of models with longer observation se-
quences, meaning that its benefits are limited to
shorter input lengths. In future work, exploring
more robust methods for handling longer observa-
tion sequences may help mitigate the performance
degradation observed as input lengths increase.
Average Trajectory Accuracy vs Trajectory
Given trajectory length of 20, Figure 4 shows the
Average Trajectory Accuracy of various large lan-
guage models (LLMs) with respect to the trajecto-
ries. The results in this figure are averaged from
100 trials. It can be observed that as the trajectory
increases, the accuracy of the models gradually de-
creases. This suggests that existing large language
models struggle to handle long-term trajectory in-
formation, a phenomenon we refer to as temporal
attention decay. Additionally, we find that certain
models, such as GPT-40 and Qwen2.5, benefit from
CoT prompting, which significantly improves their
ability to capture long-term temporal dependencies.
However, the accuracy of Qwen2.5 with CoT in the
19th trajectory remains below 70%. This indicates
that future work should focus on further improv-
ing the models’ ability to manage long temporal
sequences, potentially by exploring more advanced
techniques for enhancing temporal attention mech-
anisms.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we present Auto-Bench, a novel
benchmark designed to evaluate the scientific dis-
covery capabilities of LLMs, which challenges
models to uncover hidden structures and make opti-
mal decisions through iterative interactions with
an oracle. Specifically, our benchmark is built
around two core settings: Chemistry and Social
Networks. The Chemistry setting simulates chemi-
cal reactions to assess LLMs’ ability to understand
and reason about directed graphs, while the So-
cial Network setting evaluates their performance in
undirected graphs by modeling real-world social in-
teractions. By gradually increasing the complexity
of the causal graphs, we conduct a comprehensive
analysis of LLMs’ capacity for iterative knowledge
refinement. Our experiments with state-of-the-art
models such as GPT-4, Gemini, Qwen, Claude, and
Llama reveal a significant performance drop as the
problem complexity increases. Notably, the per-
formance of LLMs is constrained by their ability
to capture and maintain long trajectory informa-
tion. This study not only highlights current lim-
itations but also provides a foundation for future
work aimed at enhancing LLMs’ iterative reasoning
and knowledge updating capabilities in scientific
research.



7 Limitations

While our benchmark provides a novel framework
for evaluating LLMs in scientific discovery through
causal reasoning, it has several limitations. First,
the framework assumes that causal relationships
can be inferred purely from structured matrix ob-
servations and predefined interventions, which may
not fully capture the complexities of real-world sci-
entific reasoning that often involves unstructured
data, domain-specific knowledge, and hypothesis
generation beyond direct observations. Second,
the benchmark currently focuses on discrete state
changes and predefined causal structures, limiting
its applicability to more dynamic, continuous, or
probabilistic causal systems. Additionally, the eval-
uation primarily relies on adjacency matrix recon-
struction, which may not comprehensively measure
an LLM’s ability to reason about causality in more
abstract or interdisciplinary contexts. Lastly, the
benchmark does not account for external knowl-
edge retrieval, a critical component of human sci-
entific discovery, which could lead to underestimat-
ing an LLM’s full potential. Future work should
address these challenges by incorporating more
diverse data modalities, probabilistic causal rea-
soning, and interactive learning environments that
better simulate the iterative nature of real-world
scientific discovery.
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of all objects.”

s

"Exampl e": [

"G ven three obejcts: object 0, object 1, and object 2.",

"I'f intervening on object O causes only object 1 to change color, then object 1
is the only downstream of object 0 and we can infer the first row of adjacency matrix is
[0,1,0]",

"If intervening on object O causes no color change in object 1 and object 2,
then object 0 has no causal relationship with object 1 and object 2. Thus we can infer
the first row of adjacency matrix is [0,0,0]"

]

Here are all observations that you have already obtained, where the first row is the
initial observation and the following are the observations corresponding to the actions
you nade:

{prev_obs}

Here are the previous actions that you have al ready conducted:
{prev_actions}

Pl ease respond in the follow ng format:

Response JSON:

j son

<JSON>

In <JSON>, provide your response in JSON fornmat with the follow ng fields:

- "Trans_Matrix": A matrix wht shape (M1,N showing the color change of each
transition. Each row neans the observation trainsition (0 to 1, 1to 2,...).
Each col umm neans different objects (0, 1, 2, ...).

There are two elenments: 0 or 1, where O neans no color changes and 1 neans color
changes.
Having correct observation is very inportant, be cautious when you generate
Trans_Matri x.
- "Reason for Trans_Matrix": The reason of your answer in Trans_MatriXx.
- "Reasoning": Gve a detailed analysis on each intervention and their correspondi ng
observation transition. Al so provide the reason of your proposed Ad_Matri x.
"Ad_Matrix": This is the adjacency matrix with shape NxMKM where N is the nunber of
val id hypothesis and Mis the nunber of objects.
The element in the Ad_Matrix should be integer. The order in the adjacency matrix

follows the nunbering of the object.



A Appendix

"task_description": {

"Matrix": {
"Rows": "Represent observations (observation O, observation 1, ...)",
"Col ums": "Represent objects (object 0, object 1, ...)",

"El ements": {
"Range": "0 to 9",

" Mapping": {
"0": "red",
"1": "blue",
"2": "green",
"3": "yellow',
"4": "purple",
"5": "cyan",
"6": "orange",
"7": "pink",
"8": "brown",
"9": "gray"
B
"Exanpl e": "Matrix(1,2)=0 neans that in observation 1, the color of object 2 is
red."
}
Bs
" Causal _Graph": {
"Definition": "A hidden adjacency matrix indicating causal relationships between
obj ects. ",
"Rows": "Represent parent objects (causal sources).",
"Col ums": "Represent child objects (causal effects)."
b
"Intervention": {
"Definition": "You can intervene on a specific object.",
"Effect": "The intervention wll cause downstream objects (determned by the

hi dden adj acency matrix) to change color.",

"Constraint": "The object you intervene on will not change color."
¥
"Ganepl ay": {
"Obj ective": "Infer causal relationships using color changes frominterventions

and construct the adjacency matrix.",
"Process": [
"In each round, firstly indentify color change in each transition",
"Submit as nany correct adjacency matrices as possible, each representing a
possi bl e causal graph.",
"Suggest the optinmal object index for intervention to gather new causal
information.",

"After the intervention, receive a new observation reflecting the updated state
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