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Google Gemini 3.1 Pro Scores 77.1%
on ARC-AGI-2—2.5x Jump Over
Predecessor in Single Generation

Google just doubled AI reasoning capability in 90 days while keeping the price
identical. The assumption that frontier AI improves linearly died on February 19,
2026.

The Hard Numbers
Google released Gemini 3.1 Pro on February 19, 2026, scoring 77.1% on the ARC-
AGI-2 benchmark—the standard test for novel problem-solving in AI systems. Three
months earlier, Gemini 3 Pro scored 31.1% on the same benchmark. That’s a 2.5x
improvement in a single model generation.

For context, the jump from GPT-4 to GPT-4.5 over a similar timeframe yielded
roughly 15-20% relative improvement on comparable reasoning benchmarks.
Google just delivered something qualitatively different.

https://blog.google/innovation-and-ai/models-and-research/gemini-models/gemini-3-1-pro/
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The model now ranks first on 12 of 18 tracked benchmarks across the AI evaluation
landscape. On LiveCodeBench Pro, Gemini 3.1 Pro achieved 2887 Elo—an 18%
improvement over its predecessor’s 2439 Elo and a clear lead over GPT-5.2’s 2393
Elo. On GPQA Diamond, a graduate-level science reasoning benchmark, it scored
94.3%—the highest ever recorded.

The pricing: $2 per million input tokens, $12 per million output tokens. Exactly what
Gemini 3 Pro cost. Same context window (1 million tokens). Same multimodal
capabilities. Same output speed at 106 tokens per second. Just 2.5x more capable
at reasoning through novel problems.

Why ARC-AGI-2 Matters More Than Other
Benchmarks
Most AI benchmarks test pattern matching against problems similar to training
data. ARC-AGI-2 tests something harder: the ability to solve problems the model has
never seen before, using abstract reasoning rather than memorized solutions.

The benchmark presents visual puzzles requiring test-takers to infer underlying
rules from examples, then apply those rules to new inputs. Humans typically score
85-95%. Until recently, frontier AI models clustered between 20-40%. The
benchmark was specifically designed to resist memorization and require genuine
abstraction.

Gemini 3.1 Pro’s 77.1% score places it within striking distance of human
performance on tasks requiring novel reasoning. This isn’t about being better at
coding challenges or answering trivia—it’s about the fundamental capability to
figure out new problems from first principles.

The gap between pattern matching and genuine reasoning has been the
central criticism of large language models since GPT-3. A 2.5x jump on
the benchmark designed to expose that gap suggests something
mechanistic has changed.

Claude Opus 4.6, currently the second-place model, scores 8+ points behind Gemini
3.1 Pro on ARC-AGI-2. That’s not a rounding error. That’s a generational lead
established in a single release.

https://artificialanalysis.ai/models/gemini-3-1-pro-preview
https://www.datacamp.com/blog/gemini-3-1
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The Cost-Performance Equation Just Broke
The strategic implications extend beyond benchmark bragging rights. Consider the
economics:

Gemini 3.1 Pro costs $2 per million input tokens. Claude Opus 4.6 costs $15 per
million input tokens. That’s a 7.5x cost advantage for Google on input processing,
while delivering superior reasoning performance.

For production AI systems processing millions of tokens daily, this isn’t
marginal—it’s the difference between viable and unviable unit economics. A system
that previously cost $15,000 monthly for API calls now costs $2,000 for equal or
better results.

The unchanged pricing also signals Google’s strategic intent. They could have
charged more for a demonstrably superior model. Instead, they’re prioritizing
adoption over margin, betting that reasoning capability at scale matters more than
extracting premium pricing from early adopters.

What This Means for the Market

Anthropic faces pressure. Claude Opus 4.6 was positioned as the premium
reasoning model. It’s now 7.5x more expensive and measurably worse on the
benchmark that matters most for novel problem-solving.
OpenAI’s GPT-5.2 looks mid-tier. At 2393 Elo on LiveCodeBench Pro versus
Gemini’s 2887, the gap is significant enough to influence enterprise
procurement decisions.
Smaller providers are increasingly irrelevant. If frontier capability costs
$2 per million tokens, the value proposition of cheaper but weaker models
evaporates.

The competitive dynamics have shifted from “who has the best model” to “who can
iterate fastest while maintaining economics.” Google just demonstrated they can do
both.

Technical Analysis: What Changed in 90 Days
Google hasn’t published architectural details, but several observations from the

https://www.digitalapplied.com/blog/google-gemini-3-1-pro-benchmarks-pricing-guide
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benchmarks and early testing suggest what’s different.

The model’s performance on MCP Atlas—a benchmark for multi-step tool
coordination—reached 69.2%. This indicates improved planning capabilities, not just
better pattern completion. The model appears to construct and execute multi-step
reasoning chains more reliably than its predecessor.

JetBrains developers reported that Gemini 3.1 Pro produces “more reliable results”
with fewer tokens and eliminates the output truncation issues that plagued Gemini
3 Pro. This suggests architectural improvements in how the model manages long-
form reasoning, possibly through better attention allocation or improved chain-of-
thought mechanisms.

The HLE benchmark score of 44.4% without tools is notable. HLE tests high-level
executive function—planning, abstraction, and goal decomposition. A 44.4% score
without external tool access suggests the model has internalized reasoning patterns
that previously required augmentation.

The .1 Release Cadence

This is Google’s first “.1” increment release. Previous Gemini updates used “.5”
versioning (1.5, 2.5). The shift to smaller version increments with larger capability
jumps suggests Google has moved to continuous integration of improvements
rather than batched major releases.

For engineering teams planning around model capabilities, this changes the
planning calculus. Instead of expecting major capability jumps every 6-12 months
with minor maintenance releases between, expect meaningful improvements on
shorter cycles. Build systems that can absorb new model versions without
architecture changes.

What Most Coverage Gets Wrong
The technology press has focused on the benchmark scores as evidence of “AGI
progress.” This frames the story incorrectly.

The real story is operational: Google has demonstrated the ability to double
reasoning capability in a single quarter while maintaining identical costs. This is a
manufacturing achievement as much as a research achievement. The bottleneck to

https://www.datacamp.com/blog/gemini-3-1
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frontier AI deployment has been cost-performance ratio, not absolute capability.
Google just demonstrated that ratio can improve non-linearly.

What’s underhyped: the reliability improvements. JetBrains’ observation about
fewer tokens and eliminated truncation issues matters more for production systems
than benchmark scores. A model that’s 2.5x better at reasoning but produces
unreliable outputs is useless in production. A model that’s 2.5x better and more
reliable changes what you can build.

What’s overhyped: the AGI implications. ARC-AGI-2 tests a specific type of abstract
reasoning. High scores indicate improved capability in that domain, not general
intelligence. The model still fails on problems requiring physical intuition, long-
horizon planning, or genuine creativity. Those are different benchmarks, and the
scores there haven’t moved as dramatically.

A model that scores 77.1% on ARC-AGI-2 is not 77.1% of the way to
human-level general intelligence. It’s 77.1% of the way to human-level
abstract visual reasoning. Those are different things.

Practical Implications: What to Actually Do
If you’re running production AI systems, here’s the action matrix:

Immediate (This Week)

Re-benchmark your critical paths. If you’re using Claude Opus 4.6 or GPT-5.2
for reasoning-heavy tasks, run Gemini 3.1 Pro against your evaluation suite. The
cost savings alone justify the testing time, and you’re likely to see quality
improvements on tasks requiring multi-step reasoning.

Test with your actual prompts. Benchmark scores are averages across
standardized tests. Your specific use cases will show variance. Some tasks where
Claude excelled may still favor Claude. Others where GPT-5.2 was your choice may
now clearly favor Gemini. Run the tests before making switching decisions.
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Near-Term (This Quarter)

Reconsider tasks previously deemed “not ready for AI.” If you previously
rejected AI automation for tasks requiring novel reasoning—anomaly detection, root
cause analysis, complex code generation from specifications—re-evaluate. The
capability threshold has moved.

Audit your model fallback hierarchies. Many production systems use cheaper
models for simple tasks and route complex tasks to expensive models. With Gemini
3.1 Pro at $2/$12 per million tokens, the economics of multi-model routing change.
You may be able to simplify architectures by using a single high-capability model
throughout.

Review your vendor concentration risk. If you’re heavily invested in one
provider’s ecosystem, this release is a reminder that capability leadership can shift
in 90 days. Build abstractions that allow model switching without architecture
rewrites.

Architecture Considerations

The 1 million token context window with improved reasoning opens specific
architectural patterns:

Full-codebase reasoning: At 1M tokens, you can pass entire repositories (up
to ~750K lines of code) in a single context. Combined with improved
reasoning, this enables architectural analysis and refactoring suggestions that
weren’t reliable before.
Long-document synthesis: Legal contracts, technical specifications,
research paper collections—tasks requiring synthesis across hundreds of pages
become tractable without chunking strategies that lose context.
Multi-step agent loops: The 69.2% MCP Atlas score indicates reliable tool
coordination. Agent architectures that previously required extensive error
handling may now work more consistently.

Vendor Watch: Who to Track
Google: The obvious winner this cycle. Watch for whether they can sustain the
iteration pace. If another 2x jump arrives in Q2 2026, the market structure changes
permanently.
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Anthropic: Their next release matters enormously. Claude Opus 4.6 at $15 per
million input tokens is now hard to justify for most use cases. They need either a
capability leap or a pricing restructure.

OpenAI: GPT-5.2’s LiveCodeBench Pro score of 2393 Elo versus Gemini’s 2887 is a
significant gap. OpenAI has historically competed on capability rather than price.
That strategy requires actually leading on capability.

Amazon (Bedrock): Watch how quickly they integrate Gemini 3.1 Pro. Amazon’s
play has been model-agnostic infrastructure. The faster they can offer the best
model through their platform, the more valuable that neutrality becomes.

Microsoft: Their OpenAI exclusivity looked smart when GPT was the frontier. It
looks constraining when Google leads. Watch for renegotiation signals or expanded
partnerships.

Where This Leads: 6-12 Month Outlook
If Google maintains this iteration pace, we’ll see Gemini 4 before Q4 2026 with
another capability jump. The “.1” versioning suggests they’re holding back the “4”
designation for something significant—possibly breaking 90% on ARC-AGI-2 or
achieving comparable scores on harder benchmarks.

Enterprise adoption will accelerate. The cost-performance ratio is now
favorable enough for AI-native architectures in domains previously considered edge
cases: financial analysis, legal reasoning, medical diagnostics. Expect
announcements from large enterprises deploying Gemini for core business
processes, not just experiments.

The “AI infrastructure” layer will commoditize faster. When frontier
capability costs $2 per million tokens, the value shifts to the application layer.
Companies building model-agnostic infrastructure (LangChain, LlamaIndex, various
RAG providers) become more valuable. Companies betting on specific model
advantages become riskier.

Smaller model providers will consolidate or pivot. If you can’t compete on
capability and can’t compete on price, your only remaining differentiation is
specialization (domain-specific fine-tuning) or deployment flexibility (on-premise,
edge). Expect acquisitions and pivots among the mid-tier model providers.
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The evaluation landscape will shift. ARC-AGI-2 was designed to be hard. At
77.1%, it’s approaching saturation for differentiation purposes. New benchmarks
testing longer-horizon reasoning, physical world modeling, and genuine creativity
will become the new competitive frontier.

The Bottom Line
Three months ago, you could reasonably argue that AI progress had entered a
plateau phase, with incremental improvements requiring disproportionate compute
investments. That argument is now harder to make.

Google demonstrated that a single development cycle can deliver 2.5x capability
improvement on the benchmark specifically designed to test genuine reasoning, not
memorization. They delivered it at identical pricing. And they signaled with their
versioning that this pace is the new normal.

For technical leaders making infrastructure decisions, the planning assumption has
to change. Don’t plan for linear improvement curves—plan for capability step-
functions that can arrive in any quarter. Build architectures that can absorb rapid
model improvements without rewrites. Maintain vendor flexibility.

The companies that will benefit most from this cycle are those that can deploy new
capabilities fastest into production systems. Capability is no longer the
bottleneck—integration velocity is.

The gap between AI evaluation and AI deployment just became the most
important competitive dimension in technology.


