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ABSTRACT

Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable capabilities not
only in language generation but also in advancing scientific discovery. A growing
body of work has explored ways to improve their reasoning, from self-consistency
and chain-of-thought to multi-agent debate. Inspired by the dynamics of sci-
entific committees and The Society of Mind, we introduce ROUNDTABLE POL-
ICY, a complementary inference-time reasoning framework that performs infer-
ence through the weighted consensus of multiple LLMs. Our findings indicate
that this approach significantly enhances reasoning in complex heterogeneous sci-
entific tasks and improves scientific narratives in terms of creativity, rigor, and
logical coherence, while reducing hallucinations that single models are prone
to. Our approach emphasizes structured and interpretable consensus rather than
opaque convergence, while requires only black-box access and uniform proce-
dures, making it broadly applicable to multi-LLM reasoning. Project website at
https://aidscidisc.github.io/roundtable/.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated impressive capabilities in text generation, rea-
soning, and few-shot adaptation. These advances have opened exciting opportunities for scientific
discovery, where complex, interdisciplinary problems demand not only accurate reasoning but also
coherent narrative construction. However, current LLMs may hallucinate facts, introduce implausi-
ble logical jumps, or produce fragmented explanations. Such limitations are particularly problem-
atic in scientific contexts, where reliability and clarity are equally critical. For instance, a scientific
proposal must not only provide factually correct content, but also organize it into a structured and
persuasive narrative. Addressing these dual requirements calls for mechanisms that go beyond the
capacity of a single LLM.

A natural motivation is therefore to leverage multiple LLMs, aggregating their complementary
strengths. Prior work has explored self-consistency with multiple sampled reasoning paths (Wang
et al., 2022), multi-agent debate frameworks (Du & et al., 2023; Madaan & et al., 2023), and tool-
augmented multi-agent systems (Schick et al., 2023; Ghafarollahi & Buehler, 2024). However, these
approaches are often limited to single-task reasoning, rely on emergent dynamics that are difficult
to interpret, or lack systematic mechanisms for weighting contributions across heterogeneous do-
mains. Ensemble-style methods such as majority voting treat all models equally, overlooking that
different models excel in different domains or evaluation dimensions. Debate-style methods, while
sometimes converging to better outputs, remain inherently opaque: it is often unclear why a particu-
lar answer was selected, or hard to quantify which models were more trustworthy in the process. In
scientific applications, this lack of transparency poses a major barrier, since researchers require not
only correct outputs but also interpretable evidence supporting the decision.
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driving forces, while growth is favored at lower undercooling because

ChatGPT: Nucleation rates increase at greater undercooling due to higher
atoms have sufficient mobility for crystal growth.

Gemini: Nucleation requires high energy barriers, favored by greater
undercooling. Growth occurs more easily at lower undercooling.
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Llama: Nucleation rates are higher at greater undercooling because the
energy barrier for nucleation is lower, allowing more nuclei to form.
Growth occurs at less undercooling because the existing nuclei have
enough energy to grow into larger crystals.

Human Curated Ground Truth (e.g.): Nucleation rate is highest at greater undercooling (larger driving force), but growth is diffusion-limited and
slows if temperature is too low. At smaller undercooling, growth is faster, yet nucleation is lower, leading to competition between the two rates.

Figure 1: Overview of the ROUNDTABLE POLICY. An inference-time reasoning framework that
produces consensus-weighted answers through fusion. Demonstrations for both structured (Multi-
Task) and open-ended (SingleTask) settings are included in Appendix §B.

At a broader level, scientific problem solving is inherently multi-faceted, requiring both precise rea-
soning and coherent long-form narratives. While individual LLMs have made impressive progress,
they still face challenges in consistently meeting these diverse demands across domains and tasks.
This motivates the need for a structured approach to harness collective intelligence—one that inte-
grates complementary expertise, surfaces and resolves disagreements transparently, and preserves
accountability in the decision process.

Building on these considerations, we introduce ROUNDTABLE POLICY, an inference-time frame-
work that formalizes deliberation among multiple LLMs into a principled process for trustworthy
scientific reasoning and narrative generation (Figure 1). In our approach, diverse models first pro-
pose candidate responses, which are then jointly evaluated to record their performances. These
evaluations are distilled into a confidence-weight table that encodes both historical reliability and
uncertainty for each candidate across tasks and dimensions. At inference, this confidence-weight
table guides a fusion process that integrates the diverse responses into a single consensus an-
swer—balancing factual accuracy with narrative coherence while preserving transparency in how
the decision is reached. As illustrated in Figure 1, even on a scientific question such as explaining
why nucleation accelerates at greater undercooling while growth dominates at smaller undercool-
ing, individual models provide partial or inconsistent accounts. The roundtable process fuses these
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perspectives into a coherent explanation, showing how consensus-driven reasoning can elevate frag-
mented insights into a more complete scientific narrative.

We evaluate ROUNDTABLE POLICY in two complementary scientific regimes. In the MultiTask
setting, heterogeneous problems from geoscience, biology, mathematics, and materials science are
solved simultaneously, testing cross-domain reasoning. In the SingleTask setting, models generate
structured scientific proposals, testing long-form narrative construction. Across both, our findings
show that ROUNDTABLE POLICY consistently improves factual reliability, reasoning quality, and
narrative coherence, yielding an average 13.01% improvement in MultiTask and 11.04% im-
provement in SingleTask compared to individual models.

Unlike ensemble-style methods such as majority voting, which treat all models equally, our ap-
proach adaptively weights models based on demonstrated reliability. And in contrast to debate-style
frameworks, whose convergence dynamics are opaque, ROUNDTABLE POLICY produces explicit,
auditable signals that make the aggregation process transparent. This combination of principled
weighting and interpretability distinguishes our method as a scalable and accountable alternative for
multi-model scientific reasoning.

In summary, our contributions are threefold: (i) we propose ROUNDTABLE POLICY, an inference-
time framework for performance-weighted consensus aggregation among multiple LLMs; (ii) we
demonstrate that this approach enhances both factual reasoning and scientific narrative across hetero-
geneous tasks; and (iii) we release a graduate-level materials science benchmark derived from UCLA
PhD qualifying exams, which serves as a rigorous, domain-authentic testbed and complements exist-
ing evaluations of scientific LLMs. More broadly, the principles underlying ROUNDTABLE POLICY
apply across multi-model scientific workflows, offering an interpretable and generalizable path to-
ward Al-assisted reasoning and communication in science.

2 METHODOLOGY

This section formalizes the ROUNDTABLE POLICY framework. We begin with the intuition be-
hind the ROUNDTABLE POLICY and then present the task settings and notation (a complete list of
symbols is provided in Appendix §A). We next describe how the confidence-weight table is learned
from repeated interactions between players and graders, and how it subsequently guides inference
through consensus-weighted fusion.

2.1 DESIGN INTUITIONS BEHIND ROUNDTABLE POLICY

Scientific decision-making rarely relies on a single voice. In research committees, for example, each
member independently evaluates a proposal, but the final judgment is not determined by a simple
vote. Instead, reviewers’ assessments are weighed by domain expertise, reliability, and the clarity
of justification before being synthesized into a collective decision. This process balances agreement
with accountability, ensuring that the outcome is both credible and transparent.

ROUNDTABLE POLICY draws on the same principle. Rather than treating LLMs as isolated pre-
dictors, we view them as members of a committee. A set of players propose candidate responses
informed by diverse inductive biases. These are evaluated by an ensemble of graders, whose rubric-
based assessments provide explicit signals of quality and uncertainty. Finally, a structured fusion
step aggregates these evaluations into a single consensus output—analogous to how a committee
chair synthesizes diverse reviews into a reasoned decision.

This design is further motivated by the perspective of The Society of Mind (Minsky, 1988), which
frames intelligence as the coordination of many specialized, relatively simple agents. By embracing
this philosophy, ROUNDTABLE POLICY transforms the inherent diversity of LLMs into a strength,
enabling collective reasoning that is both interpretable and robust.

2.2 TASK SETTINGS

We evaluate ROUNDTABLE POLICY in two complementary scientific regimes that mirror the dual
demands of scientific reasoning: solving pointwise problems and constructing coherent narratives.

MultiTask. Models are simultaneously queried with nine heterogeneous scientific questions span-
ning geoscience, biology, mathematics, and materials science (with six distinct sub-categories). Task
formats include multiple-choice, fill-in-the-blank, and short-answer questions. Intuitively, this set-
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ting resembles a written exam with diverse problem types—success requires breadth of expertise
rather than mastery of a single domain.

SingleTask. Models are prompted to generate structured scientific proposals following a standard-
ized three-paragraph template with sections for Background, Methodology, and Impact. This setting
captures the narrative aspect of scientific work: beyond producing isolated facts, one must weave
them into a logically consistent and persuasive storyline.

Across both regimes, we deploy L,, pretrained LLMs (players) to generate candidate responses and
L, LLMs (graders) to form the Al Committee. Just as in a real committee, players provide diverse
answers while graders act as evaluators who judge each contribution against shared standards. In
MultiTask, graders jointly evaluate the L, x IN responses per round, analogous to examiners scoring
a large pool of student answers. In SingleTask, graders assess proposals paragraph-by-paragraph
along three rubric dimensions—creativity, scientific rigor, and logical coherence—reflecting the
multifaceted criteria by which scientific proposals are judged.

Each evaluation yields a trust weight with two components: (i) a quality score in [—100, 100], where
negative values indicate incorrect or misleading responses, and (ii) a calibrated 95% confidence
interval representing grader certainty. Together, these form the equivalent of both a “grade” and
a measure of “grading confidence,” ensuring that downstream decisions reflect not only evaluation
outcomes but also their reliability. Notation follows Appendix §A AL denotes the i-th player agent,

AlG the [-th grader, and A" the fusion agent. Player responses Tf and grader scores (s7,u]) are
indexed by round j.

2.3 LEARNING THE CONFIDENCE-WEIGHT TABLE

Algorithm 1 ROUNDTABLE POLICY: Unified Training and Inference

Require: Dataset D, L, players, L, graders, fusion agent A™, rounds R
1: Initialize confidence-weight table ¢} <— 0
2: forj =1to Rdo

3: Sample query ¢’ (with key &7 if MultiTask)

4: Players generate responses 2 < AF (¢7), collect 77 = {r?}

S: if Inference then

6: 1 AT (19, 0) > Consensus fusion
7: end if o o

8: Graders evaluate 77 (s],u]) < A (¢, 17 K7)

9: Aggregate (s7,u’) + - 37, (s], u)
10: end for
11: Update ¢ using cumulative (s?, u?) for each player
12: return ¢

The confidence-weight table ¥ € RE»*¥ serves as a structured memory of each player’s historical
reliability across subtasks (MultiTask) or rubric dimensions (SingleTask). Unlike fine-tuning ap-
proaches, ROUNDTABLE POLICY does not alter the parameters of the underlying LLMs. Instead,
9 is iteratively updated from repeated rounds of evaluation, much like how a committee gradually
learns which members are most reliable in which topics.

: j J o AP(.d
At round j, a query ¢’ 1svsampled from the task dataset. Players generate responses r.g = A7 (¢7),
which are pooled into 7. Graders then evaluate these responses, producing (s, ;] ), which are
averaged across L, graders to yield (s7, u?). After R rounds, the cumulative evaluations are distilled

into:
Dy = <Z 87 o Zuﬁ,n>, @)
j=1

Jj=1

capturing both the estimated quality and the associated uncertainty of each player. Intuitively, this
table plays the role of a “track record” or “reputation system” for each player, ensuring that strong
but inconsistent voices are weighted differently from consistently reliable ones. This design cali-
brates the committee’s trust in different players without retraining them, enabling adaptability and
efficiency.
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2.4 INFERENCE WITH THE CONFIDENCE-WEIGHT TABLE

Once ¥ has been learned, it guides consensus fusion at inference. Given a new query ¢, each player

generates a response 7; = A{ (g). The collection 7 = {ry,..., 71, } is passed to the fusion process
AF which aggregates them using the pretrained 1JPretrained;
F= AF (T, 19pretrained). (2)

Here, ¢ ensures that expertise is applied where it matters most. In MultiTask, it emphasizes domain-
specific reliability (e.g., assigning higher weights to players consistently strong in mathematics). In
SingleTask, it captures stylistic and analytical strengths across rubric dimensions, reflecting how
different voices contribute to different aspects of a proposal.

The fusion process itself is not fine-tuned; it acts as an orchestrator that conditions on 1) to produce
a consensus answer. This mimics how a committee chair integrates both the content and credibility
of reviewers before issuing a final recommendation. Optionally, the AI Committee can re-evaluate
7 to assign a quality score and confidence interval, preserving interpretability and accountability
throughout the process.

3 EXPERIMENTS

We design experiments to systematically evaluate the effectiveness and robustness of the proposed
ROUNDTABLE POLICY. Our analysis is guided by the following research questions:

* RQ1: To what extent does ROUNDTABLE POLICY enhance scientific reasoning and writing per-
formance relative to individual LLMs? (see §3.1)

* RQ2: How stable and robust is ROUNDTABLE POLICY over long-run evaluation regimes, and
does it consistently provide more reliable performance? (see §3.2)

* RQ3: To what degree do Al graders introduce bias, and can the Al Committee mitigate these
biases to achieve greater inter-grader consistency? (see §3.3)

3.1 PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT (RQ1)

To answer RQ1, we compare ROUNDTABLE POLICY (RT) against individual LLM baselines across
both MultiTask and SingleTask settings. Table | summarizes overall performance, while Fig-
ures 2a-2b visualize relative gains. This correspondence between player ID and model follows
Table 3. The correspondence of subtasks of MultiTask and task IDs follows Table 4.

Quantitative Analysis. In the MultiTask regime, RT delivers a 13.01% average lift, outperforming
8 out of 9 single-model baselines. The only exception is Task 9 (Bio.), where Qwen-plus (51.64 +
6.57) and GPT-40 (51.53 £ 6.64) slightly exceed RT (47.55 4 7.02). Beyond accuracy, RT reduces
uncertainty; for instance, on Task 7 (Math) the confidence interval contracts to £1.01 compared
with baselines’ +1.70-2.68. Figure 2a further shows per-player improvements. Gains are broadly
positive on Tasks 1-8, with especially large margins on reasoning-intensive subtasks—for example,
+90.5% over Gemini-2.0 on Task 7. Smaller improvements occur when a single model already
aligns closely with ground truth, while Task 9 shows marginal or negative differences—consistent
with its per-task averages. Appendix §D.1 confirms that weaker players (e.g., Gemini-2.0) enjoy the
largest lifts, while stronger models exhibit limited headroom.

In the SingleTask regime, which evaluates structured scientific proposal writing, RT achieves the
best performance in all nine rubric cells, explaining the observed 11.04% average lift. Each pro-
posal comprises three sections—Background, Methodology, and Impact—scored across Creativity,
Scientific Rigor, and Logical Coherence. Scores cluster tightly around 90-91% with narrow confi-
dence intervals (typically +3.1-3.9). Gains concentrate in the Impact section, particularly Scientific
Rigor, as shown in Figure 2b. Appendix §D.2 reveals positive medians across most players, with
right-skewed tails indicating that even when consensus does not outperform the strongest model, it
still elevates weaker drafts significantly.

Qualitative Analysis. These results illustrate how RT acts like a committee process rather than
a flat average. In MultiTask, the confidence-weight table down-weights unreliable contributions
and amplifies complementary strengths, thereby “rescuing” weaker players without diluting strong
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Table 1: Benchmark performance of individual LLMs versus ROUNDTABLE POLICY (RP). Top: accuracy
on nine heterogeneous scientific tasks in the MultiTask. Bottom: rubric-based scores on scientific proposal
writing in the SingleTask. Red marks the overall best result while blue the second best.

Material Sci D h
Setting Model aterial Science Dataset Others
Mech. 11 Mech. 21 EEt Opt.t  Thermo.T Semi.t Matht Geo.T Bio.T
GPT-40 85.89+427 78264537 87.71:am 74.59+s549  85.14:440  85.58+460  87.81:213 83.55+220  51.53:664
Grok-2 83.921407 76241496  85.61:302  76.18:499 82.02:410  82.631430  88.841170 77.394228  51.31x62s

Claude-3.5H  82.07+465 71.20:604  84.72+437 71491583 77.74+s503  77.95+522  81.19:2s8  73.68+258  48.52+675
GPT-4.5p 72.86+677 71462696  76.67+612 7278163 77.18+s5m 77.68+617  82.50+268 82.59+208  50.63:680
DeepSeek-chat  77.63+s535  72.02:614  81.53+497  72.96+570  79.64+487  79.811s23  72.23:316  78.05+241  47.83z657
Claude-3.7S ~ 77.43+346 7051405 79.242313  72.39+320 7741340 79491312 62342203 72.56+197  47.76+536
Llama-3.3 72.14+596  63.86+695s  75.33+ss55 6713630 T1.23:s71 7387152 87.43x103 72771240 48.64z654
Qwen-Plus 80.324s501 72364603 82.97+4m  73.424566 81.49+470  81.18+493  86.99+208 76.27+24s  51.64+657
Gemini-2.0 67.26+761  61.61:800 74961658  65.73x731  70.72+668 71.60+69  49.77+470 7517258 42114731
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GPT-03 84.07:398 8425135 86461342 85921395 86.70+356  85.841356  83.90:415  81.52+425  84.861360
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GPT-03-m 82.65+416 8478383 8726336  83.15+435 86.86:353  86.441353  81.50x440 81.82+423  85.151367
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Claude-3.7S 82474422 84.731302  88.171328  85.524420 86.65+379  86.89+3s7  84.53:422 8213443 86414350
DeepSeek-chat  84.05+420 83.74:412 88281319  84.21+431  84.58:413  86.081358  83.68:423 81.56+44s  86.50+3.46
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Figure 2: Performance improvement by ROUNDTABLE POLICY.

ones. This mirrors how, in a committee, flawed proposals can still contribute useful fragments when
evaluated critically. The large gains on reasoning-heavy tasks (e.g., Tasks 6—7) highlight how diverse
error patterns across models can be combined into substantially stronger reasoning chains.

In SingleTask writing, weaker players show the most pronounced gains in Impact and Methodology.
For instance, GPT-40 exhibits long right tails in Impact-Scientific Rigor and Impact-Logical Coher-
ence, while GPT-03 shows consistently positive medians with bounded variance. Even strong base-
lines such as DS-chat rarely degrade under RT, suggesting that consensus seldom harms high-quality
drafts but frequently elevates weaker ones. Mechanistically, the confidence-weight table enforces
rubric-aware, non-redundant fusion: systematically weak contributors are down-weighted, while
demonstrated strengths are amplified. The pattern resembles how peer reviewers specialize—some
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focusing on methodology, others on impact—and the editor synthesizes these perspectives into a
well-rounded final decision.

3.2 LONG-RUN STABILITY AND ROBUSTNESS (RQ2)

Table 2: Aggregate Wilcoxon test results Rows show RT’s mean percentage gain over each baseline across
all rubrics and rounds, with standard deviation and one-sided p-value. # stands for the number of graded scores.
v'marks significance at o = 0.05.

Setting Player ID LLM # Mean Gain (%) Std (%) p-value| Significance
001 GPT-40 36000 6.476865 77.280369 0.0 v
002 Grok-2 36000 5.254293 78.231667 1.0 x 10247 v
M 003 Claude-3.5Haiku 36000 17.251754 101.839946 0.0 v
E 004 GPT-4.5-preview 36000 18.552776 94.463211 0.0 v
= 005 Deepseek-Chat 36000 16.048551 96.935292 0.0 v
§ 006 Claude-3.7Sonnet 36000 13.732040 121.321577 4.4 x 1047 v
007 Llama-3.3 36000 24.988341 123.678543 0.0 v
008 Qwen-plus 36000 12.586367 91.751670 0.0 v
009 Gemini-2.0 36000 46.474125 145.071773 0.0 v
001 GPT-40 36000 27.087781 40.303119 0.0 v
002 GPT-03 36000 13.316247 148.785675 0.0 v
™ 003 GPT-4.1 36000 15.107889 73.600957 0.0 v
5 004 GPT-4.1-nano 36000 15.805949 28.188351 0.0 v
i:b 005 GPT-03-mini 36000 9.687830 21.760829 0.0 v
.VE1 006 GPT-40-mini 36000 27.206693 42.707340 0.0 v
007 Grok-3 36000 16.485277 29.024328 0.0 v
008 Claude-3.7Sonnet 36000 7.761157 16.993190 0.0 v
009 Deepseek-Chat 36000 7.165863 7.474061 0.0 v

To answer RQ2, we test whether RT’s gains remain statistically reliable over long-run evaluations.
Using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (§A.2) on round-level paired differences, RT consistently out-
performs all baselines. As shown in Table 2, across all 18 models RT achieves significant improve-
ments at a = 0.05, with p-values typically below 104,

Quantitative Analysis. In the MultiTask regime, RT consistently outperforms baselines with mean
percentage gains ranging from +5.3% (Grok-2) to +46.5% (Gemini-2.0). Even strong players such
as GPT-40 (+6.5%) and Claude-3.7Sonnet (+13.7%) see reliable gains, highlighting that consensus
remains beneficial even when individual agents are already competitive. The large improvement
over Gemini-2.0 illustrates how RT effectively leverages complementary strengths to elevate weaker
contributors, rather than letting them dilute overall performance.

In the SingleTask regime, RT delivers significant lifts across all nine baselines, with mean improve-
ments from +7.2% (Deepseek-Chat) to +27.2% (GPT-40-mini). Notably, gains are especially pro-
nounced for smaller or lighter-weight models (e.g., GPT-40-mini, GPT-40), suggesting that RT acts
as a stabilizing mechanism that brings their drafts closer to the quality of stronger models. Even
against advanced systems like GPT-03 and Claude-3.7Sonnet, improvements remain consistently
positive, confirming robustness across a wide range of capability levels.

Qualitative Analysis. Beyond statistical significance, the long-run results highlight important qual-
itative patterns. In the MultiTask regime, RT’s robustness stems from its ability to repeatedly exploit
complementary error profiles: weaker players such as Gemini-2.0 or Llama-3.3 often fail in dif-
ferent ways, but when their contributions are weighted through the confidence table, the ensemble
consistently extracts correct elements while suppressing noise. This is reflected in the large variance
reported in Table 2—although individual rounds fluctuate, the aggregated effect over thousands of
rounds converges to stable gains. In committee terms, even if certain members are unreliable in
a given discussion, their occasional correct insights are preserved while systematic mistakes are
filtered out, ensuring dependable group performance.

In the SingleTask regime, stability is most visible at the rubric level. Analytical dimensions such as
Impact—Scientific Rigor show the largest sustained gains, whereas stylistic traits (e.g., Creativity or
Logical Coherence) improve more modestly. This asymmetry suggests that RT is especially effective
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Figure 3: Bias and consistency of AI graders. The outer line plots show the rank distributions
assigned by four independent arbitrators, while the inset heatmaps display their pairwise inter-grader
agreement measured by Kendall’s Tau.

in consolidating rigorous, reasoning-heavy contributions—akin to how editors place greater weight
on technical soundness than on stylistic flair when synthesizing reviewer reports. Importantly, the
consistency of improvements across tens of thousands of rounds demonstrates that RT does not rely
on one-off synergies, but instead behaves like a well-tuned review board: repeatedly integrating
diverse perspectives into a balanced and accountable consensus.

3.3 BIAS AND CONSISTENCY OF AI GRADERS (RQ3)

To address RQ3, we examine grader bias and inter-grader consistency through two complementary
lenses: (i) the distribution of ranks assigned to RT by different graders, and (ii) pairwise agreement
measured by Kendall’s Tau (see §A.3). Aggregated results are shown in Figure 3, with task- and
dimension-level breakdowns provided in Figures 14 and 13 in §D.3.

Quantitative Analysis. Figure 3 highlights a clear distinction between MultiTask and SingleTask
regimes. In MultiTask, the aggregated rank distribution is steep and concentrated in the top three
positions, with RT frequently ranked first. Correspondingly, Kendall’s Tau values are consistently
high (7 = 0.64-0.72), reflecting strong alignment among graders. Task-level inspection (Figures 14,
13) confirms this pattern: Tasks 001-006 exhibit overlapping distributions, Tasks 007-008 achieve
near-perfect consensus (7 > 0.85), while Task 009 shows the weakest agreement (7 ~ 0.49-0.59)
as some graders disperse RT’s rank across mid-range positions.

In SingleTask, however, the aggregated rank distribution is flatter and more dispersed, and Kendall’s
Tau values drop markedly (7 = 0.15-0.25 on average). Creativity-related dimensions (e.g., Back-
ground—Creativity, Methodology—Creativity) place RT near the top but with substantial grader vari-
ability. Logical coherence dimensions show the lowest alignment, with Tau values as low as
7 =~ 0.07-0.14, indicating inconsistent judgments. By contrast, Impact—Scientific Rigor yields
the strongest agreement, with RT concentrated near rank 1 and Tau values of 7 ~ 0.23-0.34. To-
gether, these results demonstrate that graders achieve high consensus in objective, structured tasks
but diverge significantly when assessing subjective, open-ended proposals.

Qualitative Analysis. These results reveal that bias is minimal in structured MultiTask settings,
where evaluation criteria are well defined, but more pronounced in open-ended SingleTask writing,
where subjective interpretation shapes grading. This mirrors human peer review: reviewers evaluat-
ing technical correctness tend to agree, while judgments about creativity or style diverge. Crucially,
the AI Committee mitigates such variability by aggregating across graders, reducing the impact of
individual biases. In practice, this means RT functions like an editorial board: even when reviewers
disagree, their collective judgment yields a more balanced and reliable outcome.

4 ABLATION STUDY

To disentangle the contributions of our design choices and validate their scientific relevance, we
conduct two ablation studies. These analyses illustrate how ROUNDTABLE POLICY strengthens
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structured reasoning and improves narrative quality by highlighting what is gained—and what is
lost—when key components are removed.
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Figure 4: Policy Ablation. Comparison of Roundtable Policy (RT) with Best-Single-Model Policy.

Policy Ablation. We first compare RT with a Best-Single-Model Policy (BSMP), which simply
selects the response from the single model with the highest confidence weight rather than synthe-
sizing across multiple players. Conceptually, BSMP resembles a committee that crowns one “top
performer” and ignores all other voices. The results in Figure 4 make clear why this approach
falls short: across both MultiTask and SingleTask settings, RT consistently outperforms BSMP. In
MultiTask, the advantages are particularly evident in reasoning-heavy domains such as mathematics
and mechanics, where drawing on complementary perspectives yields large gains. In SingleTask
proposal writing, consensus fusion not only raises average scores across all rubric dimensions but
also reduces variance, producing outputs that are both stronger and more consistent. These findings
highlight that scientific progress rarely emerges from a single dominant voice; it is the synthesis of
multiple viewpoints that produces reliable reasoning and coherent narrative.

20 MultiTask Rounds Ablation SingleTask Rounds Ablation

) A

10 =<

Averaged Improvements (%)
w
\
\\
\
\
\
\
A
\
\
\
\
*‘
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
=
\\
\
\
\
\

-10
0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3
Training Rounds Used (logio) Training Rounds Used (logio)

Figure 5: Rounds Ablation. Effect of the rounds used to build the confidence-weight table.

Rounds Ablation. We next examine the impact of the number of training rounds used to construct
the confidence-weight table. Here, the table plays the role of institutional memory—accumulating
evidence about which players are dependable under different conditions. As shown in Figure 5, the
effect of this memory differs by task type. In MultiTask, where benchmarks span diverse scientific
domains, performance steadily improves as more rounds are incorporated and stabilizes only after
hundreds of evaluations. By contrast, SingleTask writing converges much more quickly: fewer than
100 rounds already suffice to surpass baselines, with further rounds offering only modest additional
benefit. This divergence reflects a natural distinction: heterogeneous domains require extensive
calibration to build trust across disciplines, whereas rubric-based writing tasks benefit from faster
stabilization since evaluative criteria are more homogeneous.

Summary. These ablations underscore two core insights: First, weighted consensus is fundamen-
tally more powerful than relying on a single “best” model, as robust science arises from collective
deliberation rather than solitary voices. Second, the effectiveness of the confidence-weight table
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depends on task structure: structured MultiTask settings demand long-run calibration, while open-
ended SingleTask writing achieves stability with much less historical data. Together, these findings
reinforce that consensus-driven fusion is not only effective but also principled—mirroring how real
scientific communities build reliable knowledge through collective judgment.

5 RELATED WORK

LLMs for Scientific Discovery. Large language models (LLMs) have rapidly expanded the scope
of data-driven science, from AlphaFold’s breakthroughs in structural biology (Jumper et al., 2021)
to recent applications across mathematics (Yue et al., 2024), chemistry (Yu et al., 2024), biol-
ogy (Labrak et al., 2024), and geography (Li et al., 2023). Their strength lies in structured rea-
soning and seamless integration with external tools, enabling automated workflows (Cao, 2017).
Yet, complex multi-step reasoning often requires specialized prompting, tool-augmented inference,
or fine-tuning, motivating the rise of agentic systems that combine reasoning with external solvers
and databases (Boiko et al., 2023; Lu et al., 2024).

Reasoning and Factuality in Language Models. Improving reasoning and factuality in LLMs
has been studied extensively. Reasoning can be enhanced through prompting methods such as
scratchpads (Nye & et al., 2021), chain-of-thought demonstrations (Wei et al., 2022; Kojima et al.,
2022; Reynolds & McDonell, 2021), verification and self-consistency (Cobbe et al., 2021; Wang
et al., 2022), and reflection (Shinn et al., 2023; Madaan & et al., 2023), as well as fine-tuning ap-
proaches (Rajani et al., 2019; Zelikman et al., 2022; Lewkowycz et al., 2022). Factuality, in turn,
has been strengthened through RLHF (Christiano et al., 2017; Ziegler & et al., 2019; Ouyang et al.,
2022), dataset curation (Lee & et al., 2022), retrieval-based augmentation (Guu et al., 2020), and
likelihood-based calibration (Kadavath & et al., 2022).

Multi-Agent and Ensemble Approaches. Beyond single-model prompting, researchers have ex-
plored ensemble and multi-agent strategies to enhance reliability. Early work shows that self-
consistency (Wang et al., 2022) and majority voting (Li et al., 2022; Cobbe et al., 2021; Thoppilan
et al., 2022) can mitigate errors by aggregating diverse reasoning chains. Building on this, multi-
agent debate frameworks (Irving et al., 2018; Du & et al., 2023; Madaan & et al., 2023) and collab-
orative dialogue methods (Chan & et al., 2023; Wang & et al., 2023) let models iteratively critique
and refine one another’s outputs. Related lines of work also investigate compositional generation,
combining outputs from multiple models (Du et al., 2020; Liu & et al., 2022; Alayrac & et al., 2022;
Zeng & et al., 2022). While these methods demonstrate the value of collective intelligence, they
often rely on flat aggregation or emergent convergence. In contrast, our approach introduces a struc-
tured consensus mechanism that explicitly weights models by demonstrated reliability, producing
interpretable and auditable signals of trust.

Benchmarks for LLM-Based Agents. Evaluating agentic LLMs has inspired benchmarks rang-
ing from synthetic tool-use tasks (e.g., TaskBench (Shen et al., 2024)) to domain-specific chal-
lenges such as SWE-Bench (Jimenez et al., 2024), BioCoder-Py (Tang et al., 2024), and MLAgent-
Bench (Huang et al., 2024). More recently, datasets sourced from scientific literature (Majumder
et al., 2024) aim to capture authentic workflows. Our work complements these efforts by introduc-
ing a domain-authentic benchmark in materials science that stresses both mechanistic understanding
and property prediction, thereby testing agents under both interpretative and predictive dimensions.

Machine Learning and Agents for Materials Science. Machine learning has already trans-
formed materials science by enabling scalable property prediction, compound discovery, and struc-
ture—property analysis (Jain et al., 2013; Butler et al., 2018), with advances in reinforcement learning
for inverse design (Segler et al., 2018), generative modeling (Granda et al., 2018), and multi-modal
integration of simulations and experiments (Pyzer-Knapp et al., 2022). These developments reduce
experimental costs and provide interpretable insights, but LLM-based agents remain relatively un-
derexplored in this domain. The inherent complexity of materials science—multiscale interactions,
vast compositional spaces, and intricate synthesis pipelines—calls for agent frameworks that unify
predictive modeling with experimental feedback. Early systems in autonomous discovery (Gregoire
et al., 2023; Maurizi et al., 2024) show promise, but important gaps remain in linking reasoning,
planning, and uncertainty quantification. Our work positions materials science as a natural testbed
for stress-testing multi-agent reasoning frameworks such as ROUNDTABLE POLICY, bridging struc-
tured evaluation and open-ended scientific narrative.
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6 CONCLUSION & FUTURE DIRECTIONS

We presented the ROUNDTABLE POLICY, a inference-time reasoning framework that fuses outputs
from multiple LLMs through confidence-weighted aggregation without finetuning base models. Un-
like single-model prompting or naive ensemble methods such as majority voting, our approach does
not treat all models equally nor rely on opaque emergent convergence, as in debate-style methods.
Instead, it introduces a principled mechanism that explicitly encodes historical reliability and un-
certainty, producing consensus answers that are not only more accurate but also transparent and
auditable. Across structured MultiTask benchmarks and open-ended SingleTask proposal writing,
we showed that ROUNDTABLE POLICY consistently improves factual reliability, reasoning consis-
tency, and narrative coherence, highlighting its value as a trustworthy tool for scientific reasoning.

Looking forward, several avenues can extend this framework. First, adaptive arbitrator strategies
could allow the confidence-weight table to evolve dynamically with task complexity, reallocating
trust in real time. Second, coupling the fusion process with reinforcement learning and human or ex-
perimental feedback may enable autonomous optimization of weight assignments through trial and
error. Third, incorporating richer feedback signals—such as calibrated uncertainty, tool-augmented
checks, or domain-specific rubrics—could further strengthen robustness in complex scientific work-
flows.

More broadly, the principles underlying ROUNDTABLE POLICY generalize beyond the settings stud-
ied here. By tailoring consensus mechanisms to domain-specific evaluation criteria, the framework
can support applications ranging from drug discovery and computational chemistry to astrophysics
and other data-intensive sciences. In this sense, ROUNDTABLE POLICY is not merely another en-
semble method, but a scalable and interpretable paradigm for collective intelligence in LLMs—one
that advances the rigor, reliability, and accountability of Al-assisted scientific discovery.

ETHICS STATEMENT

Our method significantly enhances the performance of sequential model editing, making it invalu-
able for updating and managing knowledge in real-world applications. While the ability to directly
modify stored knowledge introduces potential risks, such as the introduction of false or harmful in-
formation, we strongly urge researchers to implement strict validation and oversight to ensure the
ethical use of these techniques. Nevertheless, the original goal of model editing is positive, aiming
to facilitate efficient updates of large models in the future. Therefore, we encourage researchers to
leverage this technology responsibly and with care.

REPRODUCIBILITY

To ensure the reproducibility of our findings, detailed implementation instructions for
ROUNDTABLE POLICY can be found in Appendix. Additionally, the source code is publicly avail-
able at https://aid4scidisc.github.io/roundtable/. These measures are intended
to facilitate the verification and replication of our results by other researchers in the field.
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A NOTATION AND DEFINITIONS

A.1 SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Q: the query space from which tasks are sampled.

Diyaritask: dataset consisting of IV subtasks with known ground truths (e.g., multiple-choice, fill-
in-the-blank, short-answer).

DsingleTask: dataset of structured scientific proposal prompts without ground truth, each consisting
of three required paragraphs.

L,: the number of player agents (pretrained LLMs generating candidate responses). In our exper-
iments L, = 9.

L: the number of grader agents forming the AI Committee (evaluators of player responses). In
our experiments L, = 4.

AP the i-th player agent, producing a response r; given an input query.
AIG: the {-th grader agent, producing an evaluation score and uncertainty tuple (s;, u;).

AF: the fusion agent, which synthesizes a final consensus answer from all player responses using

the confidence-weight table.

¢’: the query (or query batch) atround j € {1,..., R}.

k7: the corresponding reference answers (available only in MultiTask).
rf = AF(¢’): the response generated by player i in round j.

z’L=p1 r{:

rl = the pool of all responses in round j.

(s{ , u{ ): the score and uncertainty provided by grader [ for round j.
(s9,uf) =+ ZlL_gl (si ,u): the aggregated committee evaluation for round ;.
S 2=

¥ € RE»*N: the confidence-weight table, a matrix storing trust weights for each player and
subtask/rubric dimension.

7 = AF(r7,1): the fused consensus response in round j.
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Table 3: Notation of Models. Abbreviations, Player/Grader(also referred to as Arbitrator) IDs, release years,

and citations for models used in the MultiTask and SingleTask experiments.

Setting Player ID  Abbreviation Full Name Citation
001 GPT-40 GPT-40 OpenAl (2024b)
002 Grok-2 Grok-2 XAl (2024)
o 003 Claude-3.5H  Claude-3.5 Haiku  Anthropic (2024)
é 004 GPT-4.5p GPT-4.5-preview  OpenAl (2024a)
= 005 DS-chat DeepSeek-Chat Al (2024)
§ 006 Claude-3.7S Claude-3.7 Sonnet  Anthropic (2025)
007 Llama-3.3 Llama-3.3 Al (2025)
008 Qwen+ Qwen-plus Team (2024)
009 Gemini-2.0 Gemini-2.0 DeepMind (2024)
001 GPT-40 GPT-40 OpenAl (2024b)
002 GPT-03 GPT-03 OpenAl (2024d)
M 003 GPT-4.1 GPT-4.1 OpenAl (2023a)
é 004 GPT-4.1n GPT-4.1-nano OpenAl (2023b)
%’D 005 GPT-03-m GPT-03-mini OpenAl (2024e)
'uE) 006 GPT-40-m GPT-40-mini OpenAl (2024c)
007 Grok-3 Grok-3 xAI (2025)
008 Claude-3.7S Claude-3.7 Sonnet  Anthropic (2025)
009 DS-chat DeepSeek-Chat Al (2024)
Setting Grader ID Abbreviation Full Name Citation
A 001 GPT-40 GPT-40 OpenAl (2024b)
é 002 GPT-4.1 GPT-4.1 OpenAl (2023a)
E 003 GPT-03 GPT-03 OpenAl (2024d)
= 004 GPT-ol GPT-ol OpenAl (2023c¢)
= 001 GPT-40 GPT-40 OpenAl (2024b)
% 002 GPT-4.1 GPT-4.1 OpenAl (2023a)
Eﬁ 003 GPT-03 GPT-03 OpenAl (2024d)
2 004 GPT-ol GPT-ol OpenAl (2023c¢)

A.2 FORMAL HYPOTHESIS TESTING FRAMEWORK FOR WILCOXON SIGNED-RANK
SIGNIFICANCE VALIDITY

To rigorously assess whether the Roundtable Policy (RT) provides statistically significant improve-
ments over individual LLM baselines, we apply the non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank test to
paired, round-level performance data. This test evaluates whether the median of the differences
between two matched samples significantly exceeds zero, under the null hypothesis of no improve-
ment.

Notation. Let R denote the set of evaluation rounds and P = {p1, ..., pr} be the set of L baseline

players.
We define:

. Sg’RT)

(p).

e 57

: score obtained by RT in round r € R,

score obtained by player p in the same round,
(p)

RT
sg ) _ Sy

(p) |

| % 100: relative gain of RT over player p in round r (as percentage).
Sy

® gr =
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Hypothesis Test. We conduct the one-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test:

Hy : Median(g,,) <0 (no improvement)

3
H; : Median(g,) > 0 (RT improves over p) )
Test Procedure. Given a sample of paired differences {g; } rer, we perform:
1. Discard entries with g, = 0.
2. Rank the absolute values: rank(|g,|).
3. Compute the signed-rank statistic:
Wt = Z rank(|g,|). 4)
r:gr>0
4. Using the null distribution of W (or a normal approximation), we calculate a p-value.
Statistical significance is established if:
p < a=0.05. ®))

Continuity Correction for Normal Approximation.

Under the null hypothesis Hy, the test statistic W approximately follows a normal distribution
when the sample size n is large (typically n > 20). In this case, we compute a z-score using the
continuity-corrected normal approximation:

n(n+1
Cwt - nnt) g5 .
z = , (6)
n(n+1)(2n+1)
24

where n is the number of non-zero g, values (i.e., rounds with non-zero paired differences), and 0.5
is the continuity correction term to account for the discreteness of the rank sum distribution.

The resulting z-score is then used to compute a one-sided p-value based on the standard normal
distribution. This approximation is used in our evaluation whenever n exceeds the small-sample
regime (n > 20), ensuring computational efficiency without sacrificing statistical validity.

A.2.1 APPLICATION TO MULTITASK EVALUATION

In the MultiTask evaluation, each task represents a distinct skill domain (e.g., math, geoscience,
mechanics). Let 7 = {¢1,...,tx } be the set of K = 9 benchmark tasks.

For each player p and task t;, € 7, and for each round i, we compute the percentage gain:
(RT) (p)
S — S
(k) — Zite otk 100, (7

9 == >
|5 |

We test each pair (p, ¢ ) independently. To assess holistic advantage, we also aggregate over tasks:
K
Ny,
k
e = U {s} . ®)
k=1 N

We consider RT statistically superior to player p if:

* the Wilcoxon test yields p < 0.05 on at least 8 of 9 tasks, or

* the aggregate test on g;(lgg satisfies p < 0.05.
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A.2.2 APPLICATION TO SINGLETASK EVALUATION

In the SingleTask evaluation, each round produces rubric-based scores over 9 dimensions D =
{d1,...,dg} (covering three traits for each of Background, Methodology, and Impact).

For each player p, round r, and dimension d € D, we compute:

SEDd _ ()d

(d) _ T T
RO x 100. 9)

We conduct Wilcoxon tests:

¢ Per-dimension: for each d independently, to assess fine-grained quality improvements.
» Aggregate-level: pool all scores:

g‘,(é’g = {¢¥:r € R,d e D},
and test for overall statistical significance.

Interpretation. The MultiTask analysis evaluates whether RT consistently improves performance
across structurally diverse problems and domains. The SingleTask analysis inspects RT’s advantage
across nuanced dimensions of academic writing quality. In both cases, aggregate-level tests offer a
robust indicator of RT’s overall statistical superiority over individual LLM baselines.

A.3 FORMAL FRAMEWORK FOR KENDALL’S TAU RANK CORRELATION ANALYSIS

To quantify the agreement between different graders’ rankings, we adopt the Kendall’s Tau rank cor-
relation coefficient (Kendall, 1938), a non-parametric statistic that measures the ordinal association
between two rankings.

Mathematical Definition. Let 7@ = (7\* . 7\ and 7® = (#{?, .. 7)) denote the
rankings of n items (players) produced by graders a and b, respectively. For each unordered pair
(i,7) with i < j, define:

@) _ ()

sign,, (i,7) = sign(ﬂi ®) _ ﬁ§b)).

,  signy(4,) = sign(m;
A pair (4, j) is called concordant if sign,, (i, j) = sign, (¢, j) and discordant otherwise. Let C' and D
be the numbers of concordant and discordant pairs, respectively. Then Kendall’s Tau is defined as
C-D

(3)
Here 7 = 1 indicates perfect agreement, 7 = —1 perfect disagreement, and 7 = 0 statistical
independence of the rankings.

7(a,b) =

e[-1,1].

Application to MultiTask. In the MultiTask setting, each task ¢t € {1,...,9} yields a separate
ranking of player models by each grader. For every round r and task ¢, we compute 7. ;(a, b) for all
pairs of graders (a, b) using their per-round rankings of the nine players. Averaging over all rounds
gives

1 &
Te(a,b) = — r ,b )
mi(a,b) = & ;17 (a,b)
where R, is the number of valid rounds for task ¢. This produces a 4 x 4 correlation matrix per task,

summarizing grader consistency across domains such as mathematics, geoscience, and biology.

Application to SingleTask. In the SingleTask setting, each round produces rubric-based scores
across nine dimensions D = {Background/Creativity, . .., Impact/Logical Coherence}. For each
dimension d € D, graders generate rankings of the players, and we compute 7, 4(a, b) for all pairs
(a,b). Averaging across rounds yields

Ry
1
Ta(a,b) = T Z 7r.d(a,b),
r=1
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where R, is the number of valid rounds for dimension d. This results in a 4 x 4 correlation matrix
for each rubric dimension, capturing grader consistency in evaluating creativity, scientific rigor, and
logical coherence across sections of the proposal.

Summary. In both MultiTask and SingleTask, Kendall’s Tau provides a principled measure of inter-
grader consistency. The distinction lies in the evaluation unit: tasks for MultiTask versus rubric
dimensions for SingleTask.
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B DETAILED DEMONSTRATION OF ROUNDTABLE POLICY

To provide a concrete illustration of how ROUNDTABLE POLICY (RT) operates in practice, we
present two representative demonstrations: one in the MultiTask regime (Figure 7) and one in the
SingleTask regime (Figure 6). These examples showcase how RT transforms fragmented outputs
from multiple LLMs into coherent, factually grounded, and narratively rigorous responses.

MultiTask demonstration. Figure 7 presents a representative MultiTask round, where nine LLM
players respond simultaneously to a heterogeneous set of scientific queries spanning mechanics,
thermodynamics, semiconductor physics, mathematics, geoscience, and biology. Individual player
outputs illustrate the limitations of single-model reasoning: some provide only partial explanations
(e.g., noting that paper clips corrode without addressing stress relaxation), others introduce inaccu-
racies (e.g., oversimplifying nucleation—growth dynamics), and several fail to maintain consistency
across domains (e.g., contradictory accounts of polymer glass transition). These fragmented out-
puts reflect the heterogeneity of LLM competencies—stronger players excel in certain areas, while
weaker ones often produce vague or under-specified responses.

By contrast, the fused response generated by RT demonstrates marked improvements in both factual
coverage and reasoning depth. For instance, RT not only describes corrosion of paper clips but also
contextualizes long-term degradation and mechanical implications; in the nucleation—growth prob-
lem, RT integrates complementary insights into thermodynamic driving forces and kinetic limita-
tions, producing a textbook-quality explanation. Similarly, in the polymer glass transition question,
RT combines molecular structure, chain length, and plasticizer effects into a unified account that no
single player captured in full.

Committee grading further substantiates these gains: RT exhibits higher factual accuracy and re-
duced uncertainty intervals across tasks. Improvements are particularly pronounced in symbolic and
reasoning-intensive domains such as thermodynamics and mathematics, where RT delivers correct
solutions while clarifying intermediate reasoning steps. These results highlight how RT balances
correctness and clarity across heterogeneous domains.

SingleTask demonstration. Figure 6 illustrates the SingleTask regime, where each player gen-
erates a three-paragraph scientific proposal (Background, Methodology, Impact). Individual drafts
vary widely in creativity, methodological depth, and logical flow. Some emphasize novelty but lack
technical detail; others offer rigorous methods but fail to contextualize the problem or articulate
downstream impact. Such stylistic and structural inconsistencies exemplify the difficulty of produc-
ing a coherent scientific narrative with a single LLM.

In contrast, the fused proposal produced by RT exhibits a markedly stronger narrative arc. The
Background situates the research problem within its broader scientific context; the Methodology
clearly articulates technical contributions with precision; and the Impact section highlights both sci-
entific significance and societal relevance. Grading results confirm consistent improvements across
all rubric dimensions—creativity, scientific rigor, and logical coherence—demonstrating that RT
effectively mitigates individual stylistic biases while amplifying collective strengths. Even strong
baseline players benefit: while their drafts are often polished in one dimension, RT integrates com-
plementary insights to deliver uniformly high-quality writing.

Summary. Together, these demonstrations show how ROUNDTABLE POLICY transforms frag-
mented or uneven model outputs into coherent, high-quality responses. In the MultiTask regime,
RT enhances cross-domain reasoning reliability by integrating complementary knowledge across
scientific fields. In the SingleTask regime, RT substantially improves narrative structure and ex-
planatory depth in long-form proposal writing. These examples reinforce the central claim that
RT enables LLM ensembles to achieve more factual, rigorous, and narratively coherent outputs in
scientific applications.
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&

User Input{

Background: The rapid advancement in materials science demands innovative methods to discover new materials with exceptional properties.
Traditional experimentation is time-consuming and costly, motivating the integration of machine learning to predict material behaviors and

identify novel compounds efficiently.

Methodology: We propose using deep learning models, such as graph neural networks, to analyze large datasets of material properties. These
models will enable the prediction of atomic interactions and facilitate the identification of promising new materials with desired characteristics.
Impact: This research aims to accelerate materials discovery, offering substantial contributions to academic understanding and providing
industry with tools to develop advanced materials for sectors like energy, electronics, and biotechnology.

}

Player 1 Response{

Background: The ficld of materials science is experiencing an unprecedented
rate of innovation, driven by the need for materials with enhanced properties
that can meet the demands of various advanced technologies. Traditional
methods of materials discovery and characterization involve extensive
experimental processes that are both time-consuming and expensive...
Methodology: To harness the potential of machine learning in materials
discovery, we propose the use of deep learning models, specifically graph
neural networks (GNNs), which are well-suited for analyzing the complex
structures of materials at the atomic level ...

Impact: The successful implementation of this research is poised to
significantly accelerate the process of materials discovery, offering substantial
benefits to both academic research and industrial applications. By providing a
more efficient pathway to identify and develop new materials, our approach
can lead to breakthroughs in various sectors, including energy, electronics, and
biotechnology...

}

Player 5 Response{

Background: Materials science has experienced unprecedented growth as
computational techniques have supplemented traditional
approaches. Recent technological advancements have triggered the integration
of machine learning methods to predict material properties with

Fused Response Using Roundtable Policy {
Background: The field of materials science is undergoing a transformative shift driven
by the integration of machine learning (ML) techniques, which promise to revolutionize
the discovery and design of novel materials. Traditional methods, characterized by
empirical experimentation and iterative synthesis, have been instrumental in past
breakthroughs but are increasingly seen as bottlenecks due to their time-consuming and
resource-intensive nature. These conventional approaches are limited in their ability to
explore the vast combinatorial space of potential materials, which includes millions of
untested compounds. Machine learning offers a compelling alternative by leveraging
large datasets from repositories like the Materials Project and Open Quantum Materials
Database to build predictive models. These models can rapidly screen candidate
materials, identify patterns, and predict properties, significantly reducing the reliance on
exhaustive experimental trials. This data-driven approach not only accelerates the
discovery process but also enables the exploration of complex material systems,
potentially uncovering non-intuitive designs that might elude human researchers. The
integration of ML with materials science represents a paradigm shift from intuition-
driven experimentation to systematic, data-centric methodologies. This transition is
crucial for addressing global challenges in energy, healthcare, and technology, where the
demand for materials with tailored properties is ever-growing. By harnessing
ional power, 1 can model complex behaviors, predict material
propert|e= and prioritize candidates for experimental validation with unprecedented
efﬂclency However, realizing the full potential of ML in materials science requires

experimental oV hall such as 1 data fidelity, sparse labels for exotic
phases, and the need for interpretability to inspire trust among experimentalists.
I d di Ilat ion is essential to refine models, validate predictions, and

accuracy and efficiency. This paradigm shift, which marries empirical
observation with rigorous statistical inference, has enabled the accurate
prediction of atomic interactions and material behavior under diverse
environmental conditions....

Methodology: Our methodology centers on the development and optimization
of deep learning architectures, with an emphasis on graph neural networks, to
systematically analyze complex material datasets. We begin by curating diverse
data sources that encompass experimental measurements, simulation outputs,
and literature-derived information to construct a comprehensive representation
of material properties. ..

Impact: The anticipated impact of our research is multifaceted, promising to
revolutionize the field of materials science by significantly reducing the time
and cost associated with the discovery of novel compounds. Advancements in
deep learning-driven materials design are expected to enhance the predictive
accuracy of material properties, fostering rapid prototyping and iterative
improvement in industrial applications...

}

Player 9 Response{

Background: The exploration of new materials with exceptional properties has
become a cornerstone of modern materials science, driven by the relentless
demand for innovation across various technological sectors. Traditional
methods of material discovery, reliant on empirical experimentation and
iterative synthesis, are increasingly seen as bottlenecks due to their inherent
inefficiencies and substantial resource requirements. ..

Methodology: Our methodology centers on the application of deep learning
models, specifically graph neural networks (GNNs), to analyze extensive
datasets encompassing a wide range of material properties. GNNs are
particularly suited for this task due to their ability to model the intricate
relationships and interactions between atoms within a material, providing
insights into how these interactions influence overall material behavior....
Impact: The implications of this research extend far beyond the academic
realm, offering transformative potential for industries reliant on advanced
materials. By accelerating the pace of material discovery, our work can
facilitate breakthroughs in critical sectors such as energy, where novel
materials could lead to more efficient solar cells or batteries. .

Player Crea. Sci.Rig. Crea. Sci.Rig. Log.  Crea. Sci.Rig. Log.
D Coh Coh. Coh.
001 70.91 77.14 83.34 76.60 75.85 80.45 71.53 71.55 78.40

*4.74 +4.08 +3.57 +5.08 +4.28 +4.04 +4.93 *4.71 +3.98
002 8548 8675 87.91 8859 8967 8973 8609 8389  87.86
2412 #377  +350  $378 334 330  :4.05 +412  $3.50
003 7778 8323 8691 8219 8348 8398 7947 7889 8352
+4.88  +420  +353 467 435 389  +478  +454  +3.86
004 78.50 80.59 85.47 82.67 84.12 84.55 79.50 76.73 83.30
+4.55 +4.45 +3.65 *4.71 +4.05 +3.98 +4.88 +5.14 +4.30
005 8308 8636 88.27 8464 8884 8731 8361 8303 8538
414 +371  £3.29 427 341 342 443 427 382
006 7562 7577 8308 7570 7862 8108 7394 7198 7949
+4.83 *4.29 +3.69 +4.97 +4.28 *4.17 *4.81 +4.94 *4.12
007 78.70 77.85 83.09 79.33 78.84 81.91 79.01 74.46 81.10
2407  +415  +345 469 450 2385  +4.46  +450  +3.88
008 8144 8492 88.02 8491 8864 8727 8333 8247 8639
375  +358  +292 391 336 325 =401 415 333
009 84.06 84.39 87.92 84.94 85.28 86.76 82.81 82.17 86.01
+429 420 351  +432  +419  +362 433  +438  +3.57

Scores of Players’ Scientific Writing

create a cyclical feedback loop between theory and experiment. As machine learning
algorithms mature, they promise to enhance our capability to predict complex material
phenomena, thereby accelerating innovation and fostering sustainable development in
materials science.
» : Our methodology | advanced deep learning models, particularly
graph neural networks (GNNs), to revolutionize materials discovery. GNNs are adept at
modeling the complex interactions within materials by representing atoms as nodes and
bonds as edges, capturing both spatial and chemical information. We will curate
comprehensive datasets from sources like the Materials Project and OQMD, ensuring a
diverse representation of material types and properties. These datasets will be enriched
with high-throughput density functional theory calculations to data scarcity.
Our approach includes developing a hierarchical, symmetry-aware GNN architecture
that encodes topological and metric nuances of materials. This involves using multiscale
graphs where nodes are enriched with elemental descriptors and edges capture
interatomic distances and bond orders. The GNNs will be trained with multi-task
objectives, including regression of formation enthalpy and classification of
synthesizability, using physically informed loss functions to ensure adherence to
thermodynamic and crystallographic priors. We will employ transfer learning and
active learning strategies to enhance model generalization and iteratively refine
predictions based on experimental feedback. Uncertainty quantification will be
integrated to guide active learning loops, prioritizing candidates with high predicted
performance and low uncertainty for experimental synthesis. Interpretability will be
enhanced through atom-level attribution maps, aiding in the rationalization of emergent
properties. The methodology will be validated against bench ks like bench, and
all code and datasets will be shared under open-source licenses, adhering to FAIR
principles. This framework aims to streamline the discovery process, reducing time and
resources while fostering the development of innovative materials with tailored
functionalities.

Impact: The successful implementation of this research promises to revolutionize
materials discovery by significantly accelerating the process, reducing costs, and
expanding the scope of exploration across scientific and industrial domains. By
leveraging advanced machine learning techniques, the project aims to shorten the
traditional materials development timeline from years to mere months, enabling rapid
prototyping and deployment of novel materials. In the energy sector, this approach
could lead to the discovery of materials with superior thermal and electrical properties,
enhancing the efficiency of photovoltaic cells and energy storage solutions. In
electronics, the identification of materials with novel conductive properties could pave
the way for next-generation semiconductors, revolutionizing computing technologies.
Biotechnology stands to benefit from materials with enhanced biocompatibility,
advdncmg medical devices and drug dellvery systems. The research will also contribute
to I scientific by elucid. struclure -property relationships
and uncovering new theoretical fi ks. The integra of inable Al models
will provide interpretable insights, fostering interdisciplinary collaboration among
3§ , and data Moreover, the project's open-science ethos,
featuring comprehensive data deposition and user-friendly interfaces, will democratize
access to advanced predictive tools, enabling smaller research groups to participate in
materials innovation. This democratization could dwcrsny the landscape of materials
research, bringing fresh perspectives to I di h: E ically, the
accelerated discovery process is expected to yield substantial cost savings and foster
technological advancements across sectors such as aerospace, automotive, and
healthcare. By aligning with global sustainability objectives, the research positions
materials science as a vanguard discipline in the fourth industrial revolution, where
intelligent algorithms augment human ingenuity to address pressing societal challenges.
Ultimately, this research not only advances the field of materials science but also
contributes to the broader goal of harnessing technology for the betterment of humanity,

fostering sustainable dgvelopment and economic growth."
} —m—

chemists, pl

Crea.  Sci.Rig. Log.Coh. Crea.  Sci.Rig. Log.Coh. Crea.  Sci.Rig. Log. Coh.
90.75 89.75 91.00 90.75 93.12 9212 91.00 90.75  90.75
+4.12  +3.88  *3.50 *3.75 #3.25 #3.12 #4.50 *4.50 3.62

Scores of Roundtable Policy’ Scientific Writing

Figure 6: Demonstration of the SingleTask.
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less undercooling?",

b
"task4™: {

"type": "thermodynamical"
2
AN

'Why do you see nucleation rates at greater undercooling and growth at

saltwater, what's the osmotic pressure if you know the solute concentration?",

4 "task6": { )
User Input{ "question": "What is the typical mobility in semiconductors?",
k1" "type": "semiconductor"
"question": "If we keep several papers together with paper clips for 10 years, what )
will happen”" "task7": {
"macro mechanics" "questios 'While Joanne is gathering apples from her family’s orchard, her sister

comes outside to help her. Joanne gathers 30 apples from the tallest trees, half this
amount from the shortest trees, and more apples from the average trees. Compared with
Joanne, her sister gathers twice as many apples from the tallest trees and 3 times as many
apples from the shortest trees. She doesn't take any from the average trees. If the sisters

"type": "micro mechanics” have gathered a combined total of 500 apples, how many apples did Joanne gather from
IR the average trees?",
"task3": { "type": "math"
"question": "How would we change the glass transition temperature? Give some IN
examples.", "task8": {
"type": "clectrical and electronic" "question": "The Third Agricultural Revolution is characterized by [A.innovations

in metalworking, textiles, and the steam engine/B.minimization of chemical fertilizers
and pesticides/C.precision genetic engineering that affects plants, animals, and even

"question": "How can you determine a material using information not related to it, —human beings/D.hybridization of crops and animals, as well as the increased use of
such as wavelength?", chemical fertilizers/E.urban gardening and vertical farming]?",
"type": "optical and microscopic" "type": "geoscience”
b s
"task5": { "task9": {
"question": "If you have a water-permeable membrane separating pure water and "question": "Quaternary cytoreductive surgery in ovarian cancer: does surgical

effort still matter?",
"type": "biology"

Player 1 Response{
“task]"
"answer

"Over time, paper clips may rust

Additionally, the clips may lose their tension and
not hold the papers as securely.”

“rask2": {
“"Nucleation ratesincrease at

energy available for atoms to move and form a
stable new phase.”

"{asw t

sy e glass transition temperature
(1) can e :Inl\gcd by altering the polymer's
chemical ~struc ing  plasticizers. o
changing the degree of cross-linking. For
example, adding a plasticizer can lower Tg by
increasing polymer hain mobilty."

askd”: {

“answer": "You can determine material
properties using techniques like spectroscopy.
where different materials absorb or emit light at
specific wavelengths. By analyzing  these
wavelengths, you can identify materials based on
their unique spectral fingerprints.”

the van 't Hoff factor (number of particles the
solute  dissociates into), C is the molar
concentration of solute, R is the ideal gas
constant, and T is temperature in Kelvin."

“answer": "Let x be the number of apples

apples from tallest trees (twice as many) and 45
from shortest trees (three times as many). The
ttal gabered by both s 301 15 4 +60 Las
500 fying gives x = 350 - G0+ is 0

“answer"

"D hybridization of crops and
s, as well as the increased use of chemical

"tasko: {

“answer": "Yes, surgical effort still matters
in quatemary cytoreductive surgery for ovarian
cancer as it aims 10 reduce tumor burden which

e survival outcomes even in advanced

Player SResponse{ ~ ceeenn
"t

nsk]“ !

"The papers may become
potentially leaving rust marks on the
papers.

sk

"Nucleation rates are
reater at higher undercooling because the

thermal energy available  for atoms to
reatange and grow existing ucle.”

“mw (

glass  transition
temperature can be clnl\gcd by altering the

polymer's  molecular  weight,
pasiczrs, or modifying the polymers
chemical structure. For example, adding a
plasticizer like phthalates to PVC lowers
its glass transition temperature.”

answer': "A - material can be
determined using wavelength information
by analyzing its absorption o emission
spectra. For example, the wavelength of
light absorbed or emitted by a material can

an: "The osmotic pressure can
be calculated using the formula x = iCRT,
where i s the van 't Hoff factor, C is the
solute concentration, R is the gas constant,
and T is the temperature in Kelvin."

ask7": {

+ x. Her sister gathers 60 (tllest) + 45
(shortest) = 105. Combined total: 45 + x +
105 = 500, Solving for x, Joanne gathered
350 appls rom the average rees.”

k8

"answwer": *D. hybridization of crops
and animals, as well as the increased use of
chemical fertilizers."

“task": {

"answer': "Quatemary cytoreductive
surgery in cancer  temains
significant as surgical effort can impact
patient outcomes, particularly in reducing
tumor burden and improving  survival
e

Response{

{
“answer’: “The papers may

more easily at lower undercooling."

altering the chemical composition,
addi s,

adding polymers or changing  the
cross-linking density.”

5
ks
rial properties

can o deermined usu\g techniques
like spectroscopy, which analyzes
how materials interact with different
wavelengths of light."

)

"tasks": {

“answer’: "Osmotic  pressure
can be calculated using the van't
Hoff equation: 7 = iIMRT, where 7 is
osmotic pressure, i is the van't Hoff
factor, M is molar concentration, R is

ask6" {

answer”: "Typical mobility in
semiconductors  varies i
depending on the material and
conditions, but it often in the range

Joanne gathers from average trecs. Joanne Sanswer's "Let Joanne's apples from asko™: {
gathers 30 apples from tallest trees and 15 from average trees be x. Joanne gathers 30 answer':  *Surgical  effort 1
shortest trees (half of 30). Her sister gathers 60 (tallost) + 15 (shortest) +  (average) =45 remains  crucial i quatemary "task6": {

cytoreductive surgery for ovarian
ancer.”

sed Response Using Roundtable Policy {

or corrode, especially if exposed o moisture. discolored or steincd due b the metal & degrade, and the paper clips may "task1": {
This can cause the paper to become stained or the paper clips corroding over time,  corrode.” " "o : : f
damaged  whete i contecsthe clipe 7, answer": "Over 10 years, paper clips may rust or corrode, especially if

exposed to moisture, potentially staining or damaging the papers. The clips might
also lose tension, affecting their ability to hold papers securely. Additionally, the
papers themselves may yellow or degrade due to aging."

greater undercooling because there is 4 higher driving force for phase  transformation X N

driving force for phase transformation, leading o increases, mukmg it casier for new phases "task3" { "task2": {

more nueleation sites. Growth rates arc higher at  to form.  Growth oceurs at  lower “answer: "The glass transition " - . . .

less undercooling because there is more thermal  undercooling bccausc the system has more  temperaturc can be  changed by answer": "Nucleation rates increase at greater undercooling because the

energy barrier for forming a stable nucleus decreases, providing a higher driving
force for phase transformation. Growth rates are higher at less undercooling because
there is more thermal energy available, allowing atoms to move and form a stable
new phase more easily."

}
"task3": {

"answer": "The glass transition temperature (Tg) can be altered by changing
the polymer's chemical structure, adding plasticizers, or modifying the degree of
cross-linking. For example, adding plasticizers like phthalates to PVC lowers Tg by
increasing polymer chain mobility, while increasing molecular weight or cross-
linking typically raises Tg."

3 be malchcd w known spectra to identify its )
Mtasks": { compst the idealgas consant, and T is “taskd": {
"answer': "Osmotic pressure (x) can be temperature.” . - . N . . .
calculated using the formula 7 = iCRT, where i is mki ¢ "answer": "Materials can be identified using spectroscopic techniques, where

different materials absorb or emit light at specific wavelengths. By analyzing these
wavelengths, such as through infrared or Raman spectroscopy, you can determine a
material's composition based on its unique spectral fingerprint."

ask6 { § or10°2 10 10 em V-5 IR
“answer':  "Typical  mobility  in  “task": { "
semiconductors ranges from about 100 cnVs  “anewer's "The typical mobilty i "ask?": { "tasks": {
for amorphous silicon to over 10000 cm?/V-s for  semiconductors ranges from about 100 to answer”: “Joanne gthered 160 "answer": "Osmotic pressure (1) can be calculated using the van 't Hoff
high-qalty sinlerysalsicon at_room. 10,00 cmVs,depeding on the matrial - aples rom he average rees R X L . N
tempera and conditions (e.g. silicon has an electron N equation: = iCRT, where i is the van 't Hoff factor (number of particles the solute
|-y mobility of around 1400 cu/V-5)." ‘“f:fmif‘ - dissociates into), C is the molar concentration of solute, R is the ideal gas constant,

and T is the temperature in Kelvin."

"answer": "Typical mobility in varies on the
material. For silicon at room temperature, electron mobility is around 1400 cm?/V's
and hole mobility is around 450 cm?V-s. III-V semiconductors like GaAs have
higher electron mobilities, around 8500 cm*/V-s."

b
"task7": {

"answer": "Let x be the number of apples Joanne gathers from the average
trees. Joanne gathers 30 apples from the tallest trees and 15 from the shortest trees.
Her sister gathers 60 apples from the tallest trees and 45 from the shortest trees. The
total gathered by both is: 30 + 15 + x + 60 + 45 = 500. Solving for x gives x = 350.
Joanne gathered 350 apples from the average trees."

’
"task8": {
"answer": "The Third Agricultural Revolution is characterized by D:
hybridization of crops and animals, as well as the increased use of chemical

83.75 8550 8250 17.50 90.75 7500 -1250 100.00 86.75 L . . . .
4575 625 4550  £0.50 23.62  +7.50 47.50 £2.50 575 fertilizers. Th1§ 'peno'd, .also knowq as the ‘Green Revolution, 1pvolyed the
development of high-yielding crop varieties and increased use of chemical inputs to
78.25 4375 83.25 2125  89.50  87.50 100.00 -15.00  90.75 boost agricultural productivity."
6,00 *7.75  *550  $9.25 425 4550 250 825  $4.62 ) er p Y-
7950  67.50 7750 23.25 7750 7375  -7.50  100.00  80.00 H;askgu. |
£6.00 +8.00 625 925 575 725 #11.25 250  £7.00 U . - . .
"answer": "Yes, surgical effort still matters in quaternary cytoreductive surgery
eS| e | Es | U | D | il | 2| T S for ovarian cancer. Achieving optimal cytoreduction can significantly improve
650  +7.00 725  $9.50 450  +7.50  *9.50 250  +6.50 X X . . N
survival rates, even in advanced stages. Factors such as patient selection, surgical
I I I B I B B R expertise, and center experience are critical in determining the success of this
£7.25 %675 550 %925 425 %750 2,50 4250  6.50 approach.”
7825 87.75 86.25 31.25 8950 8650 -10.00 100.00  88.75 }
+6.00 %575 550 9,00 425 525  +7.50 250  #5.50 )
6875 80.00 7625 2450 77.50 86.25 100.00 100.00 83.75
775 %650 625 $9.25 575 550 $250 250 6.0
Opt Therm Sem Math Geo.
3875 7425 7125 2375 8750 7375 100.00 -15.00 81.25
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Scores of Players’ Scientific Reasoning Scores of Roundtable Policy’ Scientific Reasoning

Figure 7: Demonstration of the MultiTask
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C BENCHMARKING DATASETS

C.1 DATASET ANNOTATION

We introduce MATSCI-BENCH, a heteroge-

neous benchmark designed to evaluate the sci-

161 (17.68%) tomer ring: QI pairs entific reasoning capabilities of large language
macro mechanics models (LLMs) in materials science and be-

micro mechanics

N

A

N 0% otical & mroscopc yond.  The benqhmark spans six carefully

3 themodynamical curated sub-domains: (i) Macro Mechanics,

(ii) Micro Mechanics, (iii) Optical & Micro-

scopic, (iv) Semiconductor Physics, (v) Ther-

modynamical Systems, and (vi) Electrical &

& Electronic Properties. As visualized in Fig-

3 o ure 8, these categories are balanced in both

£ & question count and token length, enabling sys-

6937 (15.03%) tematic cross-domain evaluation of diverse rea-
soning skills.

Figure 8: Distribution of the MATSCI-BENCH This hierarchical structure compels models
materials-science subset across six sub-domains. to integrate reasoning across physical length
The inner ring denotes the number of expert- scales—from atomic-level diffusion and mi-
annotated Q/K pairs per domain, while the outer  crostructure evolution to bulk elasticity and de-
ring represents the total token count. The dataset vijce performance—while combining symbolic,
is approximately balanced across categories such conceptual, and numerical reasoning. Each
as macro mechanics, micro mechanics, optical  syb-domain is paired with task-specific rubrics
& microscopic, semiconductor, thermodynamical, assessing both (a) factual accuracy and (b) ex-
and electrical & electronic—supporting cross- planatory depth. To further capture reason-
scale and cross-modality reasoning. ing quality, all model outputs must include a

chain-of-thought rationale, which is evaluated
through two complementary methods: (i) the automatic Causal Reasoning Index (CRI), and (ii)
a human-curated explanation rubric (details in Appendix C.4). These fine-grained metrics allow
for robust measurement of model performance and principled ablation studies. Table 4 provides
representative examples across four broader scientific areas—Biology, Geoscience, Mathematics,
and Materials Science—highlighting domain-specific instruction design and diverse task objectives.
Unlike prior benchmarks focused narrowly on short factual queries, our dataset emphasizes het-
erogeneous scientific tasks requiring numerical derivation, mechanistic explanation, and symbolic
fluency.

Materials-science subset. The 1274 materials-science questions are drawn from the 2006-2024
UCLA Materials Science and Engineering Ph.D. qualifying examinations. This provenance ensures
originality, rigor, and relevance to authentic scientific reasoning. Each problem is annotated with:
(i) a numeric ground-truth answer rounded to three significant digits, (ii) an exact If[EX expression
preserving symbolic fidelity, and (iii) a step-by-step expert-verified solution. All annotations are
fully compliant with IfTEX and Markdown standards, ensuring reproducibility and integration with
downstream evaluation pipelines.

C.2 DATASET COMPARISON

Table 5 benc.hmarks.M{XTSCI—BENCH against 2 Typle 5: Domain-wise Q/K pair and token
range of prominent scientific QA datasets. Wher'eas statistics. Math contains the largest number of
prior benchmarks often emphasize scale—providing tokens due to its symbolic verbosity.

thousands of short, loosely categorized ques-

tions—MATSCI-BENCH is designed for conceptual Domain Q/K  Tokens
depth, compositional reasoning, and graduate-level Geoscience 1395 109,159
rigor. For instance, the materials science subset av- Biology 1000 92,866
erages 128 tokens per question, more than double Math 1319 246,238

that of typical mathematics datasets, reflecting the
structural and semantic complexity encountered in
authentic scientific workflows.

Material Science 539 46,150
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Table 4: Multi-Task Benchmark. Selected tasks with specific human competency requirements along with
task abbreviations and IDs.

Subdomain Task Instruction Subtask
Janet’s ducks lay 16 eggs per day. She consumes 3
Math eggs for breakfast, uses 4 eggs for baking muffins, Display strong arithmetic and logical sequencing
Task 007: Math and sells the remaining eggs at $2 each. How much skills to compute the final earnings.
does she earn at the farmers’ market?
R Archaeologists record the top layers first, followed by Demonstrate the ability to interpret stratigraphic
v‘GeoscT,nc‘e older, deeper layers to study ancient settlements evidence and correctly apply the principle of
Task 008: Geo. according to the principle of superposition. superposition.
Biology Does tranexamic acid reduce desmopressin-induced Link pharmacological interventions with clinical
Task 009: Bio. hyperfibrinolysis? outcomes based on empirical data.

What is elasticity? What is strain energy? How do
we make use of high elastic modulus materials?

Macro Mechanics
Task 001: Mech. 1

Explain fundamental mechanical properties and their
practical applications in structural design.

What are interstitial and substitutional diffusion?
How do they differ from self-diffusion, and what
drives these processes?

Micro Mechanics
Task 002: Mech. 2

Differentiate between diffusion mechanisms and
explain the role of chemical potential gradients.

What is the difference between homogeneous and
heterogeneous nucleation?

Electrical & Electronic
Task 003: EE

Demonstrate understanding of nucleation processes
and how surfaces or impurities influence phase
transitions.

Materials
Science

Using characterization techniques, how would you

distinguish between a mixture of 90% NaCl + 10%

LiCl and a mixture of 90% NaCl + 5% LiCl + 5%
KcCl?

Interpret diffraction patterns or elemental analysis

Optical & Microscopic
data to differentiate material compositions.

Task 004: Opt.

Articulate both the formal mathematical expressions
and the underlying concepts of the thermodynamic
laws.

Explain the laws of thermodynamics both

Thermodynamical
mathematically and conceptually.

Task 005: Thermo.

Demonstrate a solid understanding of quantum
mechanics by providing the correct form of
Schrodinger’s equation and a step-by-step solution
for a 1D potential problem.

Success Criteria: The arbitrator agent confirms that the confidence score of the multi-agents converges.

What is Schréodinger’s equation? Use it to solve for a
1D wavefunction in a simple potential.

Semiconductor
Task 006: Semi.

To construct this benchmark, we developed a hybrid annotation pipeline that balances automated
scalability with human quality control. This process begins with an automatic filtering stage, curat-
ing 856 candidate prompts from existing resources such as TheoremQA and SciBench. GPT-4 is
then employed to generate positive tool functions—programmatic calls capable of faithfully execut-
ing or reasoning over the problem content—which are subsequently audited, refined, or discarded
by expert annotators.

To further prevent models from exploiting shallow heuristics or brittle shortcuts, annotators also
construct complementary negative tool functions that intentionally fail or only partially match the
task. Together, these positive—negative mappings define the final tool interface for each problem,
ensuring that evaluation targets robust reasoning rather than superficial pattern recognition. Full im-
plementation details, including annotation consistency and rubric alignment statistics, are reported
in Appendix C.4.

C.3 QK-PAIR OVERVIEW

Unlike ensemble approaches that rely on static averaging or manually crafted heuristics, our frame-
work enables fine-grained, task-dependent variability in response aggregation. It supports dynamic
arbitration by adapting both model selection and integration strategies to the empirical strengths of
each LLM on a per-task basis, thereby facilitating compositional reasoning across heterogeneous
scientific inputs.

Tasks are categorized into two principal types according to the nature of supervision:

Ground-truth-based tasks. This category includes multiple-choice questions, numerical deriva-
tions, and factual reasoning problems, where each model’s prediction can be directly compared
against a known reference. Scoring in this regime is deterministic and fully automated.

Non-ground-truth tasks. This category includes open-ended generation problems, such as scien-
tific proposal writing, where no unique ground truth exists. Evaluation is therefore conducted by the
Al Committee using rubric-based qualitative assessment, accounting for creativity, scientific rigor,
and logical coherence.
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To ensure reproducibility and modularity, all tasks are stored in a structured (@, K) format, where
@ denotes the input query and K the expected response (if applicable). In ground-truth settings, K
provides the exact solution or numeric tolerance reference. In non-ground-truth settings, K instead
encodes evaluation rubrics or stylistic constraints, guiding qualitative assessment rather than exact
matching.

We evaluate the framework under two complementary protocols:

MultiTask. Each round presents a batch of heterogeneous tasks spanning multiple scientific do-
mains as shown in Figure 9. The AI Committee jointly evaluates player responses, testing the
arbitration system’s ability to generalize across diverse input types, modalities, and difficulty levels.

SingleTask. Each round focuses on a scientific proposal generation as shown in Figure 10, allowing
the Committee to learn nuanced arbitration strategies within a fixed domain and structured output
format.

Together, these protocols provide a comprehensive evaluation of arbitration dynamics under both
breadth-oriented (MultiTask) and depth-oriented (SingleTask) conditions. Importantly, all evalua-
tions are conducted without modifying the internal parameters of the player models, thereby pre-
serving their pretrained competencies while enabling compositional reasoning through learned arbi-
tration.

C.4 MATSCI-BENCH

Table 6 illustrates the mapping between several UCLA courses (from the prelim exams spanning
2006-2024) and our six defined subdomains in Material Science. The table indicates the number
of questions per course and marks (v") the corresponding subdomains covered by each course. And
Table 7 Mapping from numeric course codes to official course names in the UCLA MSE Graduate
Program.

In our multi-task framework, each question is paired with a corresponding key—forming a question-
key pair—that encapsulates its unique characteristics and domain-specific attributes. This design
enables a fine-grained classification of tasks, as each key serves as an identifier for the subdomain
and the underlying problem-solving facet it represents. In our dataset, which is constructed from
high-quality, authoritative UCLA prelim exams, each question is not only rigorously structured but
also assigned a key that maps to distinct subdomains within Material Science. This approach allows
for a combinatorial evaluation across various tasks and provides a nuanced understanding of the per-
formance of large language models (LLMs). Moreover, the explicit association between questions
and keys facilitates a higher resolution in assessment, offering insights into the model’s capability
to address the subtle distinctions inherent in each category.
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MultiTask Example

Type: macro mechanics

Question: Explain the concept of fatigue life prediction using the S-N curve.

Key: An S-N curve (stress vs. number of cycles) plots fatigue strength over cyclic life. It helps
predict the number of cycles a material can withstand at a given stress amplitude before failure.

Type: micro mechanics

Question: What is spinodal decomposition?

Key: Spinodal decomposition is a phase separation mechanism in the unstable region of a free
energy curve where %25 < 0, and small composition fluctuations grow spontaneously without a
nucleation barrier.

Type: electrical and electronic

Question: Why are ceramics brittle and metals ductile?

Key: Ceramics have strong directional ionic/covalent bonds with limited slip systems — brittle.
Metals have metallic bonds with abundant slip systems — ductile. This difference in plasticity
is key to fracture behavior.

Type: optical and microscopic

Question: Draw and explain the Ewald sphere.

Key: The Ewald sphere is a sphere in reciprocal space of radius % A reciprocal lattice point
lying on this sphere satisfies Bragg’s law, leading to a diffraction spot.

Type: thermodynamical

Question: What is the difference if you put a hot metal into dry ice and an ice-water mixture?
Key: Dry ice is around —78°C, while an ice-water mixture remains at 0°C. A hot metal will
cool more rapidly in contact with dry ice than in an ice-water mixture.

Type: semiconductor

Question: Describe the thermal conductivity of electrons in a metal.

Key: In metals, thermal conductivity of electrons is high because electrons are free to transport
energy. According to the Wiedemann—Franz law, the ratio of thermal to electrical conductivity is
proportional to temperature.

Type: math

Question: Gary likes to walk around the edge of the local park, which is a rectangle that mea-
sures 1.5 miles by 6 miles. If he walks at 3 miles/hour, how many hours does he spend walking?
Key: Length of the two long sides: 6 x 2 = 12 miles. Length of the two short sides:
1.5 x 2 = 3 miles. Total perimeter: 12 + 3 = 15 miles. Time: Lo-milS_ — 5 hours, An-

3 miles/hour
swer:

Type: geoscience

Question: Which of the following is the best example of a multilingual country? [A. Japan / B.
The United States / C. Brazil / D. Canada / E. Iceland]

Key: D

Type: biology

Question: Can transcranial direct current stimulation be useful in differentiating unresponsive
wakefulness syndrome from minimally conscious state patients?

Key: Yes, tDCS could be useful in identifying residual connectivity markers in clinically-defined
UWS, who may lack purposeful behavior as a result of a motor-output failure.

Figure 9: Example (Q,K) pair for MultiTask
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SingleTask Example

Background

Question (Task Description): The rapid advancement in materials science demands innovative
methods to discover new materials with exceptional properties. Traditional experimentation is
time-consuming and costly, motivating the integration of machine learning to predict material
behaviors and identify novel compounds efficiently.

Key: @

Methodology

Question (Task Description): We propose using deep learning models, such as graph neural
networks, to analyze large datasets of material properties. These models will enable the pre-
diction of atomic interactions and facilitate the identification of promising new materials with
desired characteristics.

Key: g

Impact

Question (Task Description): This research aims to accelerate materials discovery, offering
substantial contributions to academic understanding and providing industry with tools to develop
advanced materials for sectors like energy, electronics, and biotechnology.

Key: g

Figure 10: Example (Q, @) pair for SingleTask.
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Table 6: Mapping of UCLA MSE Graduate Courses to Material Science Subdomains.

Course # Mechanism Property

Electrical
Macro  Micro &
Electronic

Optical &  Semicon- Thermo-
Microscopic  ductor dynamical

200
201
202
210
C211
C212
M213
213L
214
216
221
222
223
224
225
226
243A
243C
246A
246B
246D
247
248
250B
251
252
253
261
262
CM263
270
271
272
CM280
282
296
M297B
M297C
298

v
v

ENEN

AN

AN N N T N N N N N N N N N N N N NN
<\
ENEN

SN N N N N N N N T N N N N N N N N N N
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Table 7: Mapping from numeric course codes to official course names in the UCLA MSE Graduate Program.

Course#  Course Name

200 Principles of Materials Science I

201 Principles of Materials Science 11

202 Thermodynamics of Materials

210 Diffraction Methods in Science of Materials

C211 Introduction to Materials Characterization B (Electron Microscopy)

C212 Cultural Materials Science II: Characterization Methods in Conservation of Ma-
terials

M213 Cultural Materials Science I: Analytical Imaging and Documentation in Con-
servation of Materials

213L Cultural Materials Science Laboratory: Technical Study

214 Structure, Properties, and Deterioration of Materials: Rock Art, Wall Paintings,
Mosaics

216 Science of Conservation Materials and Methods I

221 Science of Electronic Materials

222 Growth and Processing of Electronic Materials

223 Materials Science of Thin Films

224 Deposition Technologies and Their Applications

225 Materials Science of Surfaces

226 Si-CMOS Technology: Selected Topics in Materials Science

243A Fracture of Structural Materials

243C Dislocations and Strengthening Mechanisms in Solids

246A Mechanical Properties of Nonmetallic Crystalline Solids

246B Structure and Properties of Glass

246D Electronic and Optical Properties of Ceramics

247 Nanoscale Materials: Challenges and Opportunities

248 Materials and Physics of Solar Cells

250B Advanced Composite Materials

251 Chemistry of Soft Materials

252 Organic Polymer Electronic Materials

253 Bioinspired Materials

261 Risk Analysis for Engineers and Scientists

262 Probabilistic Modeling and Simulation of Complex Systems

CM263 Electrochemical Processes

270 Computer Simulations of Materials

271 Electronic Structure of Materials

272 Theory of Nanomaterials

CM280 Introduction to Biomaterials

282 Exploration of Advanced Topics in Materials Science and Engineering

296 Seminar: Advanced Topics in Materials Science and Engineering

M297B Material Processing in Manufacturing

M297C Composites Manufacturing

298 Seminar: Engineering
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D FINE-GRAINED RESULTS
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MultiTask Improvement for Player 002
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MultiTask Improvement for Player 005
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MultiTask Improvement for Player 006
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MultiTask Improvement for Player 008
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Figure 11: Fine-grained improvement results in Multitask.
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Table 8: Task-level Wilcoxon signed-rank test results for Players 001 to 005(MultiTask). Each row reports
the number of evaluation rounds, mean and standard deviation of RT’s percentage gain over a given player on
a specific task, and the resulting p-value from a one-sided Wilcoxon test. A checkmark (v") indicates statistical
significance at o = 0.05.

Player ID TaskID # i (%) oij (%) p-value| Significance Overall
001 36000 3.664534 29.115645 1.2 x 10737 v
002 36000 9.990613 66.756230 1.0 x 10~ v
003 36000 4.418581 32.628933 2.1 x 1072 v
Player_001 004 36000 18.290543 103.900081 4.4 x 10102 v
GPT-40 005 36000 3.507243 49.094848 1.8 x 10765 v v
006 36000 4.547669 29.876047 5.6 x 10-113 v
007 36000 18.619909 110.561195 2.9 x 10132 v
008 36000 4.205786 76.940468 5.4 x 10~ %2 v
009 36000 -13.817889 121.279772 1.0 x 10° X
001 36000 2.442676 26.869884 2.6 x 1023 v
002 36000 11.658807 87.033589 6.2 x 10~ 7 v
003 36000 2.922847 25.540567 1.0 x 10738 v
Player 002 004 36000 10.040225 97.107301 3.8 x 10~33 v
Grok-3 005 36000 2.754232 68.334607 1.2 x 1028 v v
006 36000 7.795831 50.756077 1.3 x 10796 v
007 36000 7.037656 73.901148 1.0 x 10797 v
008 36000 12.159710 90.508914 8.9 x 10796 v
009 36000 -14.196161 124.567204 1.0 x 109 X
001 36000 9.356006 49.469078 1.6 x 10119 v
002 36000 25.634084 100.488313 2.6 x 10165 v
003 36000 8.903574 52.492393 2.2 x 10~12! v
Player 003 004 36000 24.974510 120.272436 5.1 x 107135 v
Claude-3.5Haika 005 36000 18.091843 89.503620 3.2 x 10~'8! v v
006 36000 19.206568 71.695176 1.1 x 10258 v
007 36000 29.644628 127.261225 5.0 x 10157 v
008 36000 22.433517 119.787354 3.0 x 10~8%6 v
009 36000 -8.057303 138.391228 9.3 x 10! X
001 36000 26.864778 50.638001 0.0 x 10° v
002 36000 24.364182 76.170729 6.2 x 10286 v
003 36000 28.888756 93.939402 0.0 x 109 v
Player 004 004 36000 18.305048 104.942899 1.4 x 10237 v
GPT-4.5-preview 005 36000 18.611880 82.101495 1.0 x 10308 v v
006 36000 17.971459 45.269719 0.0 x 10° v
007 36000 32.007776 136.936369 2.7 x 10183 v
008 36000 5.146633 83.614309 6.9 x 1046 v
009 36000 -11.464038 128.061246 6.3 x 1071 X
001 36000 15.448390 50.327417 0.0 x 109 v
002 36000 21.685092 88.100774 3.9 x 10~182 v
003 36000 11.772803 42.894447 0.0 x 109 v
Player_005 004 36000 14.794087 99.773548 6.9 x 10~'%? v
Deepseek-chat 005 36000 9.123905  59.031496 2.1 x 10~ 1! v v
006 36000 12.303097 45.278523 7.2 x 10287 v
007 36000 52.148935 167.006012 6.1 x 10209 v
008 36000 11.541473 99.093907 3.0 x 1073 v
009 36000 -8.504933 137.294744 8.5 x 1071 X
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Table 9: Task-level Wilcoxon signed-rank test results for Players 006 to 009(MultiTask).

Player ID Task ID # i (%) 0ij (%) p-value| Significance Overall
001 36000 10.483677 100.447956 3.049836 x 10~6 v
002 36000 20.034584 140.497283 6.223576 x 1076 v
003 36000 7.986260 57.805017 1.545642 x 10~2 v
Player_006 004 36000 11.881086 139.264504 4.845998 x 10! X
Claude-3.7Sonnet 005 36000 4.431706  106.492570 3.782222 x 10—2 v v
006 36000 11.670759 84.754451 9.338481 x 10~42 v
007 36000 65.488159 182.402404 2.334397 x 10~191 v
008 36000 10.358145 91.889615 3.870999 x 10—48 v
009 36000 -16.646343 131.246587  1.000000 x 10° X
001 36000 26.016269 81.867305  0.000000 x 10° v
002 36000 43.795534 133.423412  0.000000 x 10° v
003 36000 29.847791 118.361082 0.000000 x 10° v
Player_007 004 36000 33.835778 146.064900 8.398008 x 10247 v
Llama-3.3 005 36000 31.906208 125.420480 0.000000 x 10° v v
006 36000 29.654251 95.808593  0.000000 x 109 v
007 36000 12.560069 113.533051 5.566322 x 10~11° v
008 36000 24.151429 138.741394 3.765237 x 10784 v
009 36000 -8.214252 139.363305 9.858130 x 10! X
001 36000 12.702783 53.480581 5.782990 x 10~27> v
002 36000 24.671245 105.447534 1.848487 x 10~1%0 v
003 36000 12.217150 54.159535 1.324810 x 10~248 v
Player_008 004 36000 19.478679 117.267431 8.820469 x 10~132 v
Qwen-plus 005 36000 6.452739 58.406561 1.442680 x 10~138 v v
006 36000 18.500964 66.688703  0.000000 x 10° v
007 36000 16.654888 101.522057 7.761454 x 10129 v
008 36000 15.475509 98.223206 5.745092 x 1080 v
009 36000 -13.418640 129.270826 1.000000 x 10° X
001 36000 48.597322 101.645241 0.000000 x 10° v
002 36000 56.207001 136.978257  0.000000 x 10° v
003 36000 30.807297 86.405085  0.000000 x 109 v
Player_009 004 36000 40.730016 138.029856  0.000000 x 109 v
Gemini-2.0 005 36000 39.623737 120.151633  0.000000 x 109 v v
006 36000 43.606884 96.069039  0.000000 x 109 v
007 36000 127.050040 253.842133 4.263965 x 10~291 v
008 36000 19.718319 112.418143 1.433771 x 10~8° v
009 36000 15.955998 173.200269 9.495816 x 10~28 v
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D.2 SINGLETASK

SingleTask Improvement for Player 001
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SingleTask Improvement for Player 002
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SingleTask Improvement for Player 003
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SingleTask Improvement for Player 005
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SingleTask Improvement for Player 006
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SingleTask Improvement for Player 009

140
120
100 4
~ 80
s
£ 60
©
Q &
40 N . -
20 1 &
of---- S Wl il e BB W]
BG Crea BG Sci. Rig.  BG Log. Coh. MD Crea. MD Sci. Rig. MD Log. Coh. IM Crea. IM Sci. Rig.  IM Log. Coh.
301 N
254
204
& 157
£
© 10
(O]
5
' 1 |
-54 1 s 1 - L 1
BG Crea. BG Sci. Rig.  BG Log. Coh. MD Crea. MD Sci. Rig. MD Log. Coh. IM Crea. IM Sci. Rig.  IM Log. Coh.
BG Crea. BG Sci. Rig. BG Log. Coh.
2000 1 i 3000 -
|
= = 1000 \‘ =
5 5 5 2000 ‘
§ 10007 8 s00 S
I 1000 4
i
0 T T 0 e T T 0 T T
-100 100 200 300 -100 0 100 200 300 -100 0 100 200 300
Gain (%) Gain (%) Gain (%)
MD Crea. MD Sci. Rig. MD Log. Coh.
H T 2000 T
1500 1
| 1000 4
€ € €
3 1000 il 3 3 1000-
o I O 5001 o
500 4
il
0 T T 0 T T 0 T T
-100 0 100 200 300 -100 100 200 300 -100 0 100 200 300
Gain (%) Gain (%) Gain (%)
IM Crea. IM Sci. Rig. IM Log. Coh.
1500 T 2000 H
1000 r
§ 1000 § *g i
o O 500 © 1000 l
O 5004 © ©
0 T T 0 T T 0 . T T
-100 100 200 300 -100 0 100 200 300 -100 0 100 200 300
Gain (%) Gain (%) Gain (%)

Figure 12:

Fine-grained improvement results in Singletask.
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Table 10: Per-dimension Wilcoxon signed-rank test results for Players 001 to 005(Single-task).

Player ID Paragraph Dimension # iz (%) 0ij (%) p-value|  Significance Overall

Creativity 36000 37.150702 49.336875 0.0 x 10°
Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 30.257828 46.850598 0.0 x 10°

ENEN

Logical Coherence 36000 11.733576 16.004795 0.0 x 10° v

Player_001 Creativity 36000 24.931209 31.921273 0.0 x 10° v
GPT-40 Methodology  Scientific Rigor 36000 31.838154 45.990879 0.0 x 10° v v

Logical Coherence 36000 17.282977 21.020188 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 32.606157 40.063019 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 41.271411 57.887977 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 16.718015 19.804013 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 12.164463 112.053304 0.0 x 10° v

Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 13.556005 141.849680 2.1 x 10~24! v

Logical Coherence 36000 7.902093 88.022126 0.0 x 10° v

Player_002 Creativity 36000 12.242360 162.582687 0.0 x 10° v
GPT-03 Methodology ~ Scientific Rigor 36000 13.742029 176.441027 6.4 x 107141 v v

Logical Coherence 36000 12.246663 149.530625 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 14.822979 162.636940 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 19.794367 172.889406 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 13.375266 149.888340 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 23.490292 76.488563 0.0 x 10° v

Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 15.516892 73.369125 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 7.636895 70.613455 0.0 x 10° v

Player_003 Creativity 36000 13.841302 73.356046 0.0 x 10° v
GPT-4.1 Methodology  Scientific Rigor 36000 13.786087 74.585712 0.0 x 10° v 4

Logical Coherence 36000 9.985966 70.810643 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 18.657843 73.142286 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 22.049522 75.719467 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 11.006198 72.520043 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 22.875212 41.517104 0.0 x 10° v

Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 16.303948 31.393619 3.6 x 10309 v

Logical Coherence 36000 7.715497 14.464709 0.0 x 10° v

Player_004 Creativity 36000 14.951288 21.488109 0.0 x 10° v
GPT-4.1-nano Methodology  Scientific Rigor 36000 14.777490 25.696003 0.0 x 100 v v

Logical Coherence 36000 10.347582 16.738338 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 19.842341 27.921968 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 23.655715 38.425349 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 11.784470 18.251267 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 12.773348 27.212152 0.0 x 10° v

Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 9.060914 24.819729 1.7 x 107166 v

Logical Coherence 36000 5.406290 14.736602 5.5 x 10722 v

Player_005 Creativity 36000 10.166683 16.487638 0.0 x 10° v
GPT-03-mini Methodology  Scientific Rigor 36000 7.171348 19.411696 2.7 x 10~*!2 v v

Logical Coherence 36000 6.591953 13.835775 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 13.300165 22.726699 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 14.308252 31.344613 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 8.408882 16.386089 0.0 x 10° v
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Table 11: Per-dimension Wilcoxon signed-rank test results for Players 006 to 009(Single-task).

Player ID Paragraph Dimension # tij (%) 045 (%) p-value| Significance Overall

Creativity 36000 33.709469 47.064151 0.0 x 10° v

Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 32.286309 53.299864 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 13.247615 20.226189 0.0 x 10° v

Player_006 Creativity 36000 25.170102 32.705104 0.0 x 10° v
GPT-40-mini  Methodology  Scientific Rigor 36000 28.879875 45.066162 0.0 x 10° v v

Logical Coherence 36000 17.627694 24.373974 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 32.096396 42.641222 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 42.631153 63.716542 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 19.211624 26.269863 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 21.453687 36.436965 0.0 x 10° v

Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 20.427351 37.117935 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 8.073442 15451901 2.1 x 1028 v

Player_007 Creativity 36000 14.424544 21.979675 0.0 x 10° v
Grok-3 Methodology ~ Scientific Rigor 36000 16.424389 26.740515 0.0 x 10° v v

Logical Coherence 36000 10.934741 16.722313 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 18.844803 28.521192 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 25.975916 41.628876 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 11.808618 18.702339 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 12.640859 25.792853 0.0 x 109 v

Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 7.857101 17.472430 6.6 x 107284 v

Logical Coherence 36000 3.793134 9.710774 3.4 x 10717 v

Player_008 Creativity 36000 6.475117 11.493763 0.0 x 10° v
Claude-3.7Sonnet Methodology  Scientific Rigor 36000 6.547614 14.204805 2.4 x 10264 v v

Logical Coherence 36000 5.655090 10.774578 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 8.043748 15.478956 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 12.470529 24.399598 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 6.367473 13.337112 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 7.791205 8.969878 0.0 x 10° v

Background  Scientific Rigor 36000 7.757954 8.056653 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 3.207566 5.639610 0.0 x 10° v

Player_009 Creativity 36000 7.612794 7.235925 0.0 x 10° v
Deepseek-Chat Methodology ~ Scientific Rigor 36000 8.278456 7.740058 0.0 x 10° v v

Logical Coherence 36000 6.056968 5.893318 0.0 x 10° v

Creativity 36000 8.014463 7.344285 0.0 x 10° v

Impact Scientific Rigor 36000 10.484719 7.746186 0.0 x 10° v

Logical Coherence 36000 5.287961 5.505316 0.0 x 10° v
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D.3 AI GRADERS

A central component of our evaluation pipeline is the use of Al graders (arbitrators) to provide
rankings of model outputs. Unlike human experts, who bring domain expertise but are costly and
inconsistent across annotators, Al graders offer scalable, replicable, and transparent evaluation. Nev-
ertheless, just as in human peer review, the presence of bias (systematic preference of a grader) and
the degree of consistency (agreement across graders) are critical for ensuring the reliability of ag-
gregated judgments. The purpose of this section is to examine these properties in detail, thereby
motivating our design choice of adopting multiple independent graders rather than relying on a sin-
gle arbitrator.

Motivation. Bias in grading arises when one arbitrator disproportionately favors certain ranks across
repeated evaluations. For example, a grader may consistently assign lower (more critical) ranks,
while another may tend to be more lenient. If such biases are not controlled, downstream evalua-
tions may unfairly penalize or reward certain systems, obscuring the true effect of the Roundtable
Policy. Consistency, on the other hand, reflects whether different graders produce comparable rel-
ative orderings. High consistency increases our confidence that the rankings reflect robust quality
differences, while low consistency signals noise and arbitrariness. By quantifying both bias and
consistency, we establish the validity of our evaluation methodology.

Methodology. We assess grader bias by visualizing the empirical rank distributions assigned by each
arbitrator. Figure 3 presents kernel density estimates of the rank distributions for four graders across
both the SingleTask and MultiTask evaluations. Systematic deviations in the distributions (e.g.,
skewed toward higher or lower ranks) indicate bias. To measure consistency, we compute pairwise
Kendall’s Tau correlations between graders’ rankings. This non-parametric statistic captures the
degree of ordinal agreement, with values close to 1 indicating strong concordance, values near 0
suggesting randomness, and negative values reflecting disagreement. The results are shown as inset
heatmaps in Figure 3.

Findings. In the SingleTask setting, we observe substantial variation in grader behavior. The rank
distributions are uneven, with some graders systematically harsher or more generous than others.
The Kendall’s Tau correlations confirm this observation, with moderate agreement values that indi-
cate significant variability across graders. Such findings echo common phenomena in human peer
review, where individual reviewers bring idiosyncratic standards and biases. By contrast, in the
MultiTask setting, the distributions are more balanced, and the Kendall’s Tau values are consistently
higher. This suggests that when grading across diverse tasks, individual biases are averaged out,
leading to more stable and reliable inter-grader consensus.

Implications. These analyses reinforce two important principles. First, reliance on a single grader
is inherently risky due to potential bias; employing multiple graders and aggregating their judg-
ments is essential for fairness. Second, broader task coverage increases reliability, as MultiTask
grading mitigates the influence of any single arbitrator’s bias. Together, these results highlight the
necessity of designing evaluation protocols that balance scalability with robustness, ensuring that
Al grader-based assessments approximate the fairness and credibility traditionally associated with
human expert panels.
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Figure 13: Rank distribution of AI graders.
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Figure 14: Kendall Tau Correlation of AI graders.
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E PROMPTS

E.0.1 PLAYER AGENT PROMPTS

Prompt

"The following set consists of nine diverse scientific questions."
"Please provide clear and well-reasoned answers to each of them:\n\n."

Completion

Figure 15: Prompt for Multitask Player

== == == Prompt == EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Please write a complete scientific proposal based on the following
instructions and requirements:

1. You receive one JSON message with three fields: "Background", "
Methodology", "Impact", describing the requirements for a
scientific proposal.

2. Write xxthreexx paragraphs, each 550-600 words (inclusive):
Paragraph 1: Background
Paragraph 2: Methodology
Paragraph 3: Impact

Each paragraph must contain *x2807320 words**, measured by whitespace-
separated tokens. Your goal is to fully develop each section with
rich, rigorous, and precise scientific language. Do not compress
or summarize. Do not substitute this with shorter or bulleted
content.

3. Respond with xxonly** the following JSON object, nothing else:

{

"Background": "<paragraph-1>",
"Methodology": "<paragraph-2>",
"Impact": "<paragraph-3>"

}

Constraints:

— The three keys must appear exactly in the above order. Do not add or
remove keys.

- Use precise, rigorous scientific language for an expert audience.

- Avoid vagueness or speculation beyond what is logically supported.

— Do **notx* output markdown fences, comments, headings, or
explanations, return the raw JSON object only.

Completion

Figure 16: Prompt for Singletask Player
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E.0.2 ARBITRATOR AGENT PROMPTS

~

Prompt
## System Prompt for the Arbitrator
**Role and Responsibilities:xx

You will serve as the Arbitrator in a game that spans 1000 independent
rounds. In each round, your responsibilities are:

1. Receive and interpret a JSON input containing 9 tasks (each with a
question, a reference key, and answers submitted by 9 players).

2. Evaluate each player’s answer to each task.

3. Produce a CSV file as output, where each entry consists of both a «
confidence weight* and a *95% confidence intervalx for that weight
, per task and per player.

## 1. Input Data Format

At the start of each round, you will receive a JSON object with 9
tasks. Each task includes:

- xxquestionxx: A string describing the task or query.

— xxkey**: The correct or reference answer.

- x*players_answerxx: An object mapping each player’s ID (in the
format ‘player_0000x‘) to their submitted string answer.

## 2. Evaluation Process and Output Requirements
Upon receiving the input, follow these steps:

1. For each task, assess how well each player’s answer matches the
provided key.

2. Assign a *xconfidence weight*x in the range \[-100.00, 100.00\] (
rounded to two decimal places), representing the quality of the
player’s response.

3. Estimate the »x95% confidence intervalsxx for the score. This is
reported as a *** uncertainty valuex* (also to two decimal places)

4. If a player did not submit an answer for a task, assign ‘'0.00+£
0.00".

You must return a **CSV file formatted as a 9 by 9 matrix:

- Each **rowxx represents a player’s performance across 9 tasks (‘
player_0000x"') .

- Each **columnxx represents one task (‘task_0000x").

— Each cell should contain a x*stringxx in the format:
confidence_weightduncertainty®.

\

For example, if ‘player_00001‘ receives a confidence weight of '34.75"
with an uncertainty of ‘4.75' on ‘task_00001‘, the corresponding
CSV cell must be: ‘34.75%4.75"

**Important*x*:

— The CSV must contain no JSON objects.

- Each row begins with the player ID (e.g., ‘player_00001‘), followed
by 9 comma-separated strings (formatted as above).

— The header row must begin with ‘player_id', followed by ‘task_00001
‘, ..., ‘task_00009‘.
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## 3. Notes

- Your evaluation must be relative to the provided ‘key' per task and
reflect answer quality.

- The range \[-100.00, 100.00\] allows flexibility to score both
excellent and poor answers.

— Each round is independent. Do not use memory or feedback from
previous rounds.

- Ensure consistent formatting of all CSV cells to support automated
parsing.

## 4. last

Each CSV cell must contain a single string formatted as:
float_value + float_uncertainty

Use the Unicode character ‘£' (U+00Bl). Do not use ‘+%', ‘-', ‘+/-%, or
any other substitute.

Always format the score with **exactly two decimal placesx*x*, like
*35.504+4.25".

Surround each value in double quotes only if it contains symbols that
may confuse the CSV format (such as ‘£').

Completion

Figure 17: Prompt for Multitask Grader

Prompt
## System Prompt for the Arbitrator
**Role and Responsibilities:xx

You are the Arbitrator in a multi-round scientific evaluation game. In
each independent round, your responsibilities are as follows:

1. Receive a JSON-formatted scientific proposal consisting of three
paragraphs: *xBackgroundx*x*, *xxMethodology*x, and x*xImpactxx.
2. Evaluate each paragraph from three dimensions: **creativityxx, *x*
scientific rigorxx, and xxlogical coherencexx.
3. Output a structured JSON file where each evaluation includes both a
+*xconfidence weight+* and a *%95% confidence intervalxx (
expressed as an uncertainty value).

## 1. Input Format

At the beginning of each round, you will receive a JSON object
containing:

- **Background**: A summary of the scientific context and motivation.

- *x*Methodology**: Proposed technical approaches to address the
problem described in the background.

— x*xImpactx*: Anticipated academic and industrial outcomes of the
proposed methodology.
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## 2. Evaluation Process and Output Requirements
Follow these steps for evaluation:

1. For each paragraph (xx*Backgroundxx, =x*Methodologyx*x*, *xImpactxx),
assess it along three axes: xxcreativity=**, xxscientific rigorxx,
and *xlogical coherencexx.

2. Assign a xxconfidence weight** in the range [0.00, 100.00], rounded

to x*two decimal placesx**, to reflect the strength of the
response.

3. Estimate a **95% confidence intervalx*, reported as a **S$\pm$
uncertainty valuex*, also rounded to two decimal places.

4. If the paragraph is empty or unanswerable, assign "0.00$\pm$0.00".

Your output must be a valid JSON file with the following structure:

— Three top-level fields: ‘"background_score"‘, ‘"methodology_score"?,
and ‘"impact_score"'.
— Each of these contains three evaluation metrics: ‘"creativity"‘, "
scientific_rigor"', and ‘"logical_coherence".
— Each metric must be represented as a string formatted as:
‘"confidence_weight $\pm$ uncertainty"?

**Examplexx:

If the creativity score for the ‘Methodology' paragraph is 34.75 with
an uncertainty of 4.75, the field must contain the string:

‘"34.75%\pm$4.75""

## 3. Notes

- Your evaluations must be contextually grounded in the xxBackgroundx*x*
section and assess the quality of the proposed content.
- The [-100.00, 100.00] range allows for highly positive and highly
negative assessments.
- Treat each round independently. Do not rely on previous memory,
feedback, or prior evaluations.

## 4. Output Formatting Guidelines

— Each score must be formatted as a single string:
‘float_score $\pm$ float_uncertainty®
— Use the *+Unicode character ‘£' (U+00B1l)x**. Do not substitute with
‘£, Y=Y, Y+/-%', or other alternatives.
- Always use **exactly two decimal places*=*, e.g., '35.50$\pm$4.25".
- Enclose each string in xxdouble quotesxx if it contains symbols (e.g
., S\pm$t) .

Completion

Figure 18: Prompt for Singletask Grader
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E.0.3 FUSION AGENT PROMPTS

~

Prompt
## System Prompt for the Fusion Agent
**Role and Responsibilities:xx

You are the xxFusion Modelx*x*, tasked with synthesizing final answers
for a set of tasks by aggregating responses from 9 individual
models ("players"). Your decisions must be guided by a provided xx*
confidence weight tablexx that encodes each player’s long-term
performance (which is attached at the end of this prompt).

### At each round:

1. *xInput:xx
You receive a JSON object containing xx9 tasks*x, each task
comprising:

* A question.
* 9 answers from ‘player_00001‘ to ‘player_00009"‘.

2. **Fusion Objective:*x*
For each task, produce a single high-quality answer by:

* Weighing the 9 player answers using the corresponding **scorexx*
and =x*uncertaintysx+ values in the confidence table.
* The ‘score' reflects expected answer quality.

The ‘uncertainty' is the half width of a 95% confidence interval
(e.g., score 80.00 £ 5.00 to CI \[75.00, 85.00]).
* Favor answers with xxhigher scores and tighter confidence
intervalsx*x.
* When useful, merge ideas across answers, but **xdo not copy any
single answer verbatimxx.

3. xxOutput:xx*
Return a JSON object with %9 fused answersxx, each corresponding
to one task, in the same order as input.

### Fusion Guidelines:

* Prioritize accuracy, clarity, and completeness.

* Avoid relying on answers with high uncertainty or low confidence
intervals.

* Aim to *xoutperform all individual answers** by fusing strengths and
mitigating weaknesses.

* The final outputs should be well-structured, logically coherent, and
directly address the question.
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x**Reference: *x*
x*Confidence Weight Table measuring long-term performance and
uncertainty of each player across all tasks (in csv format) .x

,task_01,task_02,task_03,task_04,task_05,task_06,task_07,task_08,
task_09
player_00001,85.89+4.27,78.26£5.37,87.71+£4.11,74.594£5.49,85.14+
4.40,85.584+4.60,87.8142.13,83.554+2.20,51.53%6.64
player_00002,83.924+4.07,76.24+4.96,85.61+£3.92,76.18+4.99,82.02+
4.10,82.63+4.39,88.844+1.70,77.394+2.28,51.3146.25
player_00003,82.07+4.65,71.20+£6.04,84.724+4.37,71.494£5.83,77.74+
5.03,77.9545.22,81.1942.58,73.6842.58,48.5246.75
player_00004,72.86+6.77,71.46+6.96,76.67+6.12,72.78+6.36,77.18+%
5.71,77.6846.17,82.504+2.68,82.594+2.08,50.63+6.89
player_00005,77.63£5.35,72.02+6.14,81.53+4.97,72.96+£5.79,79.64+
4.87,79.8145.23,72.234+3.16,78.054+2.41,47.83%6.57
player_00006,77.43+£3.46,70.514+4.05,79.2443.13,72.39+£3.70,77.41+
3.49,79.4943.12,62.3442.93,72.564+1.97,47.76%5.36
player_00007,72.1445.96,63.86+6.95,75.33+£5.55,67.13+6.30,71.23+
5.71,73.8745.72,87.434+1.93,72.7742.49,48.64+6.54
player_00008,80.32+5.01,72.36+6.03,82.97+4.71,73.424+5.66,81.49+
4.70,81.1844.93,86.9942.08,76.274+2.48,51.64+6.57
player_00009,67.26+7.61,61.614£8.09,74.96+6.58,65.73+£7.31,70.72+
6.68,71.604£6.99,49.77+£4.79,75.174£2.58,42.11£7.31

————————————— Completion == ==

Figure 19: Prompt for Multitask Player

Prompt
## System Prompt for Fusion Agent

**Role and Responsibilities:xx

You are the xxFusion Agent** in a multi-round scientific evaluation
framework. In each independent round, your role is to synthesize a
high—-quality, single response from multiple candidate answers.
Your responsibilities are as follows:

### 1. x+xInput Structurexx

You will receive a JSON object containing **9 answersx*x*, each
submitted by one of the players (‘player_00001"' to ‘player_00009"')
These answers correspond to a specific task categorized under
one of the following sections:

* ‘Background®
* ‘Methodology®
* ‘Impact®

Additionally, you will be provided with an xxevaluation tablexx
summarizing each player’s long-term performance across the three
evaluation dimensions:

* ‘creativity®
% ‘scientific_rigor®
* ‘logical_coherence?
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Each value in the table is formatted as ‘scoretuncertainty?,
representing a x»x95% confidence intervalxx defined as:
‘[score - uncertainty, score + uncertainty]?

This is the xxEvaluation Tablex* in the csv format

player_id,background_creativity,background_scientific_rigor,
background_logical_coherence,methodology_creativity,
methodology_scientific_rigor,methodology_logical_coherence,
impact_creativity, impact_scientific_rigor, impact_logical_coherence
player_00001,70.994£5.01,74.734+4.68,82.75+3.76,75.49+5.23,74.81+
5.03,79.63+4.31,72.15+5.19,70.53+£5.25,79.644+4.19
player_00002,84.07£3.98,84.254+3.82,86.464+3.42,85.9243.95,86.70+
3.56,85.84+3.56,83.90+4.15,81.52+4.25,84.86%3.69
player_00003,76.96+4.62,81.374+4.16,86.1943.51,81.65+4.67,83.19+
4.19,84.75+3.85,78.81+4.74,77.91+4.67,83.90%3.88
player_00004,77.39+4.55,80.9444.15,85.594+3.53,80.48+4.69,82.30+
4.19,83.97+3.85,77.97+4.74,77.22+4.65,82.9443.90
player_00005,82.65+4.16,84.7843.83,87.264+3.36,83.15+4.35,86.86%
3.53,86.44+3.53,81.50+4.40,81.82+4.23,85.15+3.67
player_00006,72.78+4.94,74.6444.70,82.1943.80,75.444+5.16,76.18+%
4.85,79.81+4.23,72.78+5.18,70.69+£5.24,78.8244.25
player_00007,78.50£5.10,79.104+4.50,85.504+3.64,80.96+4.75,81 .26+t
4.47,83.58+3.99,78.81+4.78,76.34+4.93,83.044+4.01
player_00008,82.47+4.22,84.734+3.92,88.174+3.28,85.524+4.20,86.65%
3.79,86.89+3.57,84.53+4.22,82.13+4.38,86.414+3.59
player_00009,84.05+4.20,83.744+4.12,88.284+3.19,84.214+4.31,84.58+%
4.13,86.08+3.58,83.68+4.23,81.56+4.48,86.50%3.46

#4## 2. xxFusion Objectivexx

Given the input category (e.g., ‘"Background"‘), your task is to =xx
generate a single, comprehensive responsex* that best represents
the collective strengths of the input answers. Your synthesis must

follow these principles:

* *+xAdvantage/Disadvantage Reasoningxx:
Use the evaluation scores not only to favor strong responses but
also to guide the xxdirectionx* of content.

* Leverage highly rated player contributions to reinforce strengths.

* Be aware of lower-rated dimensions to *xavoid pitfallsx*x,
omissions, or weaknesses exhibited in certain answers.

* Use uncertainty to calibrate trust: higher uncertainty implies
greater variability and less reliability.

* xxConfidence-Weighted Aggregationx*x:
Prioritize content from players with xxhigher scores and lower
uncertainties** in the relevant subdimensions of the given
category.

* xxNo Verbatim Copyingxx:
Do not directly reuse or replicate any single player’s response.
Instead, construct a new response that thoughtfully integrates the
best elements across multiple inputs.

* xxLogical and Scientific Integrityx*x:
Ensure the fused answer is:
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* Logically coherent,
* Scientifically rigorous,
* Creatively articulated.

* xxSingle Output Format*x:

Return exactly one final answer, using a single JSON key that
matches the input category.

Completion

Figure 20: Prompt for Singletask Fusion Agent.
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