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Abstract

Autoformalization translates informal mathe-
matical theorems into code for proof assistants
such as Lean. A central challenge is that current
evaluation metrics can accept type-correct but
misaligned statements or reject correct state-
ments written in a different formulation. In-
spired by Pass@Fk, we propose SA-PASS (Se-
mantic Alignment Pass), which tests formal
statements using auxiliary statements called
shadows that characterize the intended state-
ment. A generated statement receives full credit
only when it compiles, implies each shadow
(forward check), and is implied by their con-
junction (backward check). We instantiate SA-
PASS in SHADOWBENCH, a Lean 4 full auto-
formalization benchmark of 178 postgraduate-
to research-level problems spanning eight math-
ematical areas. Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with
Numina-Lean-Agent reaches 61.8% compile
rate and 11.2% SA-PASS. Across outputs gen-
erated by six agentic configurations, SA-PASS
achieves 98.8% binary agreement with expert
judgments. An early version of SHADOW-
BENCH served as the benchmark for Track 4
of the ICML 2026 Al4Math Challenge.!

1 Introduction

Autoformalization translates informal mathematics
written in natural language into code for proof as-
sistants such as Lean.? In the full autoformalization
setting, the input is an informal theorem statement
and proof, and the output is code containing the cor-
responding formal statement and proof. The proof
assistant can then mechanically check whether the
formal proof proves the formal statement.
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The core challenge for evaluation is to as-
sess whether the generated formal statement ex-
presses the same mathematics as the informal state-
ment (Ospanov et al., 2025; Ammanamanchi et al.,
2026). Existing automatic metrics either rely on
compile rate signals that can accept misaligned
statements, assign scores without formally check-
ing the intended meaning, or require equivalence
to a fixed reference formulation that can reject cor-
rect statements expressed differently (§2.2). An
alternative is manual judgment by mathematicians
familiar with Lean, which is reliable yet too costly
to scale for repeated evaluations (Wu et al., 2022;
Fang et al., 2025; Ying et al., 2024).

In this paper, we propose SA-PASS (Semantic
Alignment Pass), an automatic metric that scores
semantic alignment through forward and backward
implication checks. SA-PASS follows the Pass@k
idea from code generation, where an output is ac-
cepted only if it passes all tests for the task (Chen
et al., 2021). For formal statements, we define
these checks using a complete set of shadow the-
orems: auxiliary theorems selected such that each
shadow is implied by the intended theorem and the
shadows together characterize it (Figure 1a). Dur-
ing evaluation, a generated formalization receives
the maximum S A-PASS score only if it compiles,
its statement implies every shadow in the forward
checks (Figure 1b), and its statement is implied by
the shadows’ conjunction in the backward check
(Figure 1c).

This design makes expert supervision reusable:
a shadow set is constructed once for each intended
theorem rather than separately for every generated
formalization. Experts construct the set by revising
LLM-generated drafts (§4.1), and Lean mechani-
cally verifies the set completeness (§3.2). The same
shadow checkers can then be reused to evaluate any
number of generated formalizations automatically.

Alongside SA-PASS, we introduce SHADOW-
BENCH, a Lean 4 full-autoformalization bench-
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(c) Backward check failure.

Figure 1: Illustrative example of shadow theorem checks. Here A, B, By, B are predicates and B < Bj A Bs. The
intended theorem statement 7" implies both shadows (51, S2), and the two shadows jointly imply 7". The shadow
theorem statement checks reject both generated theorems. The forward check finds that 77 does not imply Sz, and

the backward check finds that S; A S does not imply 7.

mark comprising 178 postgraduate- to research-
level problems across eight mathematical areas
and three difficulty levels. Each problem is anno-
tated with a complete set of shadow theorems, en-
abling automatic evaluation with SA-PASS. Exist-
ing benchmarks such as ProofNet (Azerbayev et al.,
2023) primarily contain short formalizations with
a single conclusion. In contrast, SHADOWBENCH
targets multi-conclusion problems whose reference
formalizations are about 1.6 times longer lines on
average (Table 9). An early version of SHADOW-
BENCH, comprising 126 problems, served as the
benchmark for Track 4 of the ICML 2026 Al4Math
Challenge, with analyses of the results provided in
§G.

Empirically, Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with
Numina-Lean-Agent (Liu et al., 2026a) achieves a
61.8% compile rate on SHADOWBENCH, yet only
11.2% of its outputs pass SA-PASS (Table 3). SA-
PASS achieves 98.8% binary agreement with ex-
pert judgments for generated outputs across six
agentic configurations, whereas compile rate and
BEqg+ (Liu et al., 2025a; Poiroux et al., 2025b)
achieve 17.8% and 80.6%, respectively (Table 4).

We summarize our contributions as follows.

* We introduce SA-PASS, an automated met-
ric that evaluates semantic alignment between
formal and informal statements through Lean-
checkable shadow theorems.

¢ We construct SHADOWBENCH, a Lean 4 full
autoformalization benchmark that uses SA-
PASS as its main evaluation metric across
178 postgraduate- to research-level problems.
Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with Numina-Lean-
Agent reaches 61.8% compile rate and 11.2%
SA-PASS.

* SA-PASS achieves 98.8% binary agreement
with expert judgments.

2 Related Work

2.1 Autoformalization Tasks and Benchmarks

Autoformalization is a task that translates an in-
formal theorem into a formal theorem in a proof
assistant such as Lean, for either the statement or
the proof. For statement autoformalization, various
methods have been proposed (Wu et al., 2022; Liu
et al., 2025b; Lu et al., 2025b; Fang et al., 2025;
Chen et al., 2026) and evaluated on benchmarks
spanning difficulty levels from high school to un-
dergraduate (Gao et al., 2025; Ying et al., 2024;
Murphy et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2025). Lu et al.
(2024); Jana et al. (2026) have studied full auto-
formalization, which produces both the statement
and its proof from natural language. At the proof
level, this task is mostly discussed as theorem prov-
ing, where various methods (Yang et al., 2023; Xin
et al., 2024; Lin et al., 2025a; Wang et al., 2025;
Liu et al., 2026a) generate a formal proof given the
formal statement, evaluated on benchmarks such as
miniF2F and ProofNet (Zheng et al., 2022; Azer-
bayev et al., 2023), and on research-level Lean
projects (Poiroux et al., 2025a). While these bench-
marks establish the task setting, our focus is the
complementary problem of evaluating whether gen-
erated formal statements are semantically aligned
with the intended theorem.

2.2 Semantic Alignment Evaluation

Compile rate. Compile rate runs the generated
Lean code through the Lean compiler and counts it
as correct when the generated theorem statement
and proof type-check (Azerbayev et al., 2023). It
rejects ill-formed or unproved Lean code, but it
can produce false positives when a generated proof
type-checks for a statement that differs from the in-
formal theorem (Liu et al., 2025a; Ammanamanchi
et al., 2026).



Reference-based metrics. Several metrics evalu-
ate generated statements against a reference formal-
ization. BLEU (Azerbayev et al., 2023; Papineni
et al., 2002) measures lexical overlap with the ref-
erence theorem, TransTED (Liu et al., 2026b) com-
pares structural similarity to the reference theorem,
and FormalAlign (Lu et al., 2025a) and LLM-as-
judge (Guo et al., 2025b) score the generated state-
ment against the informal statement. Because these
lexical, structural, and model-based scores are not
implication checks, they can produce both false
positives and false negatives. BEq and BEq+ (Liu
et al., 2025a; Poiroux et al., 2025b) use Lean tactics
to prove equivalence with the reference statement,
but they create false negatives by rejecting correct
statements whose formulations differ from the fixed
reference (Table 4).

Expert judgments. Manual judgment by mathe-
maticians familiar with Lean remains reliable, but it
does not scale to large or repeated evaluations (Wu
et al., 2022; Fang et al., 2025; Ying et al., 2024).

Test-based metrics. Testing Accuracy (Kim
et al., 2026) treats the dependent successor the-
orems as test cases, accepting a generated theorem
when all of them compile. This approach can pro-
duce false positives, since passing all successor
theorem tests does not guarantee semantic align-
ment with the intended informal statement.

Our distinction. SA-PASS addresses both false
positives and false negatives in semantic alignment
by evaluating generated statements against a com-
plete set of auxiliary theorems. SA-PASS verifies
generated statement with a complete set of both
forward and backward implication checks, obtain-
ing 98.8% binary agreement with expert judgments
(Table 4).

3 SA-PASS: Semantic Alignment Pass
3.1 Task and Shadow Theorems

Definition 1 (Full autoformalization task). Given
an informal theorem statement and its proof, the
full autoformalization task is to generate a formal
statement T together with a machine-checkable
proof of T. Let T denote the intended formal state-
ment. The semantic alignment objective is TeT.

Definition 2 (Shadow theorem). For an intended
formal statement T, a shadow theorem consists of
an auxiliary formal statement S and a machine-
checkable proof of S. Its forward checker theorem

Figure 2: A complete shadow set. Each shadow state-
ment S; follows from the intended formal statement 7.
The set is complete when the shadows jointly imply 7'.

states that T implies S':
T=2S5.

3.2 Complete Shadow Sets

Definition 3 (Complete shadow set). Let T' be
the intended formal statement, and let § =
{S1,...,Sn} be a finite set of shadow statements.
The set S is complete if the shadows jointly charac-
terize T, i.e., the backward checker theorem states

SiN-- NS, =>T.

Together with the forward checker theorems T’ =
S;, this gives Sy N --- NS, < T.

The completeness of a shadow set is verified
in Lean by compiling checker theorems in both
directions. For each shadow S;, we compile a for-
ward checker theorem establishing 7" = S;. A
candidate shadow is accepted only if its forward
checker compiles. We then compile the backward
checker theorem S1 A---AS,, = T. The backward
checker theorem compiles only when the shadow
statements jointly imply 7', which is precisely the
completeness condition illustrated in Figure 2.

The annotation process of complete shadow sets
and corresponding checker theorems can be mostly
automated (§4.1).

The following example shows common ways to
build complete shadow sets. Additional checker
patterns appear in §K.

Example 1 (Bundled conclusions). Suppose
A, By,..., B, are predicates and the intended for-
mal statement has the form

A= BN AB,.
For each 7, define a shadow theorem

Then S is complete, because the individual com-
ponents can be assembled back into the bundled
conclusion.

Sections K.1 and K.2 show the corresponding
Lean checkers.
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Figure 3: Evaluation procedure for SA-PASS and SA-PASSs.¢ on one SHADOWBENCH problem.

3.3 SA-PASS Scoring

Definition 4 (Passing condition). For a problem
whose intended formal statement is T, a generated
formal theorem with statement T passes if and only
if its declaration and proof type-check in Lean and
it passes the forward checks

T =S,

T\=>51, j—\':>52, RN

and the backward check
SiA- NS, =T,

where S = {51, ..
forT.

., Sn} is a complete shadow set

During evaluation, we append the forward and
backward checkers to the generated Lean code, and
compile the resulting file.

Because S is complete, passing all forward
checks establishes 7' = S1A---AS, = T. Pass-
ing the backward check certifies 7' = S A --- A
Sp = T, and it rejects generated formal statements
that add constraints not required by the intended
formal statement. For example, if the generated
formal statement has the form 7' = T A R for
an arbitrary extra requirement R, then T =T
but T = T. Together, the forward and backward
checks establish 7' < T.

The passing condition in Definition 4 induces
the following binary semantic-alignment metric.

Definition 5 (SA-PASS). For a generated formal
theorem with statement I' and a complete shadow

set S = {S1,...,5Sn}, define

iff compiles,
1, T= S; for all i,
and N\!_, Si = T,

0, otherwise.

SA-PAss(f, S) =

Since S is complete for the intended formal state-
ment 7', SA-PASS(T', S)=1 certifies T' < T.

Definition 6 (SA-PASSoi). Let T be the state-
ment of a generated formal theorem, and let S =
{S1,...,Sn} be a complete shadow set. If the
generated theorem does not type-check in Lean,
set SA-PASSqo (T, 8)=0. Otherwise, its SA-
PASSqoft Score is
SA-PAssSOft(f,S) = % . HZT’STS’}'

forward checks
1 n
+§~1{/\S¢:>T}.
=1

L —
backward check

Here 1{¢} equals 1 if the corresponding checker
theorem type-checks in Lean, and 0 otherwise.

A generated statement may become weaker
than the intended theorem by adding assumptions,
or stronger by omitting them. SA-PASSg g as-
signs partial credit in such cases by averaging
the fraction of successful forward checks and
the backward check indicator. By construction,
SA-PASSeoit (T, S) = 1 < SA-PASS(T,S) = 1.

Figure 3 summarizes the evaluation procedure.

4 SHADOWBENCH

To evaluate full autoformalization systems with
SA-PASS, we construct SHADOWBENCH, a Lean 4
benchmark equipped with checker theorems for se-
mantic alignment evaluation. Its checker construc-
tion is LL.M-assisted and compiler-verified, while
the resulting benchmark offers broad mathemati-
cal coverage and remains challenging for current
systems.

LLM-assisted checker construction. Qwen3-
235B proposes candidate shadow sets and their
checker theorems, Lean verifies shadow set com-
pleteness, and experts review the results and guide
revisions when needed. The checker construc-
tion takes about 10 minutes per problem on av-
erage, where for 85% of problems the initial LLM-
generated shadow set is already complete (§4.1).



Area L1 L2 L3 Total
geometry (Geo) 18 6 0 24
topology (Top) 16 9 0 25
algebra (Alg) 19 4 3 26
analysis (Anl) 14 10 4 28
algebraic—-geometry (AG) 2 16 4 22
combinatorics (Cmb) 8 6 0 14
number-theory (NT) 17 0 2 19
probability (Prob) 19 1 0 20
Total 113 52 13 178

Table 1: Number of problems per area and difficulty
level in SHADOWBENCH. One topology problem was
withdrawn after an error was found in its reference state-
ment.

Coverage. SHADOWBENCH contains 178 prob-
lems ranging from postgraduate- to research-level
across eight mathematical areas and three difficulty
levels (Table 1). L1 and L2 contain postgraduate-
level problems, separated by reference Lean length
as a proxy for formalization complexity, with L2
containing longer formalizations. L3 contains
research-level problems.

Difficulty. SHADOWBENCH remains challenging
for current systems. Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with
Numina-Lean-Agent, the strongest system we eval-
uate under SA-PASS, achieves a 61.8% compile
rate but scores only 18.3% on SA-PASS..¢ and
11.2% on SA-PAss (Table 3).

4.1 Benchmark Construction

The curation interface for entering informal state-
ments, reference Lean code, metadata, and checker
blocks is shown in Appendix (Figures 8—10). Five
mathematicians, spanning graduate students, post-
doctoral researchers, and faculty, performed se-
mantic review and guided revisions throughout the
construction process.

Informal theorem. Annotators first collect
source problems from textbooks, lecture notes,
and research repositories, summarized in Table 8.
When only a Lean formalization is available,
Qwen3-235B drafts the informal theorem. We
exclude problems whose solutions are dominated
by theorem retrieval, since such cases test library
search more than full autoformalization.

Reference formalization. For each informal the-
orem, we construct a reference Lean formalization,
with Qwen3-235B providing a draft when only the
informal theorem is available. Annotators edit the
code until the theorem type-checks in Lean, verify

Type Count Mean Min Max

Forward 513 2.88 1 13
Backward 193 1.08 1 12
Total 706  3.97 1 25

Table 2: Statistics of forward and backward checker the-
orems in SHADOWBENCH, counted over its 178 prob-
lems.

that its formal statement matches the informal the-
orem, and use LeanSearch? to correct minor errors
such as hallucinated theorem names.

Checker theorems. Given the reference formal-
ization, Qwen3-235B proposes a candidate shadow
set and its checker theorems (Figure 15), and Lean
verifies the set’s completeness by compiling all for-
ward and backward checkers (§3.2). The initial
draft is complete for 85% of problems. For the
remaining 15%, an expert guides the model to re-
vise or add shadows until all checkers compile. For
77.1% of checker proofs, exact alone suffices
because the goal follows directly from existing li-
brary facts or the statement structure. Including
LLM drafting, checker construction averages about
10 minutes per problem. Table 2 summarizes the
number of forward and backward checker theorems
per problem.

While each checker is constructed using the ref-
erence formalization, valid solver outputs may use
different binder styles, declaration names, or field
notation. To reduce false negatives, we diversify
the checkers during benchmark construction to
cover common differences in binder style and field
notation. At evaluation time, rule-based rewrit-
ing first addresses any remaining declaration-name
mismatches. If rule-based rewriting fails, Qwen3-
235B attempts to generate an adapter proof that
establishes equivalence between the solver decla-
ration and the corresponding reference declaration,
allowing the checker to run in Lean.

4.2 Benchmark Release

We provide the informal theorems and their formal-
ization rules through a hosted portal such as Cod-
aBench,* while keeping the shadow and checker
theorems hidden to prevent direct optimization for
the checks. A version-pinned evaluator runs the
hidden checkers and reports the SA-PASS and SA-
PASSgof: scores.

Shttps://leansearch.net/
*https://www.codabench.org/
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S Experiment

5.1 Experimental Setup

Evaluation metrics. The main results in Ta-
ble 3 use three metrics. Compile rate (Azerbayev
et al., 2023) is the fraction of outputs whose fi-
nal theorem block type-checks in the pinned
Lean 4 and Mathlib environment.” SA-PASS (Def-
inition 5) is 1 if the generated theorem type-checks
and all forward and backward checks pass, and 0
otherwise. SA-PASSs (Definition 6) averages the
forward-check pass rate and the backward-check
indicator.

To analyze agreement with expert judgments
(Tables 4 and 6), we include three additional met-
rics. BLEU (Azerbayev et al., 2023; Papineni
et al., 2002) measures lexical n-gram overlap be-
tween the generated theorem block and the refer-
ence Lean theorem. BEq+ (Poiroux et al., 2025b)
uses Lean tactics to prove both directions of impli-
cation between the generated and reference state-
ments. LLM-as-judge (Guo et al., 2025b) uses
Gemini Pro 3.1, Claude Opus 4.7, and GPT-5.4.
We queried each judge three times and took the
majority over all nine votes, where the total API
cost was approximately $480.

Methods. The main experimental results in Ta-
ble 3 cover four method groups. For agentic
methods, we run Claude Code with Claude Opus
4.8 (Anthropic, 2026b), Claude Opus 4.6 (An-
thropic, 2026a), or Qwen3-235B (Yang et al.,
2025), and Codex with GPT-5.4 (OpenAl, 2026a).
Each configuration is evaluated with and without
Numina-Lean-Agent (Liu et al., 2026a), which pro-
vides search and compilation tools during proof
construction (Table 10). For closed-source LLMs,
we use Claude Haiku 4.5, Claude Sonnet 4.6,
and Claude Opus 4.6 (Anthropic, 2025, 2026c¢,a),
Gemini Flash 2.5 and Gemini Pro 3.1 (Google
DeepMind, 2025, 2026), and GPT-5.4 nano, GPT-
5.4 mini, and GPT-5.4 (OpenAl, 2026a,b). For
open-source LLMs, we run GPT-OSS-20B and
GPT-OSS-120B (Agarwal et al., 2025), DeepSeek
V3.2 and DeepSeek R1 0528 (DeepSeek-Al, 2025;
Guo et al., 2025a), gqwen3-coder and Qwen3-
235B (Yang et al., 2025), and Llama 3.1 8B and
70B (Grattafiori et al., 2024). For the Lean-
specialized methods, we use two-stage formalizer-
to-prover configurations: Kimina 7B—8B (Wang
et al.,, 2025; Numina and Kimi Team, 2025),
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Goedel 8B—8B, and Goedel 8B—32B (Lin et al.,
2025b). Further model and configuration details
are provided in §B.2.

Method Configurations. Agentic methods
use the default configuration of each agent,
with prompts shown in §I. Closed-source and
open-source LLMs use zero-shot prompting
with max_tokens=8192, temperature 0.6, and
top_p=0.95. Lean-specialized methods use
max_tokens=2048 for the formalizer and
max_tokens=16384 for the prover, both with
temperature 0.6 and top_p=0.95.

5.2 Results on SHADOWBENCH

Table 3 reports compile rate, SA-PASSg.s;, and SA-
PASS across all evaluated methods and difficulty
levels.

Compilation substantially overestimates se-
mantic alignment on SHADOWBENCH. The
strongest system under SA-PASS, Claude Code
(Opus 4.8) with Numina-Lean-Agent, reaches a
61.8% compile rate but only 18.3% SA-PASSg
and 11.2% SA-PASS. Thus, even the relaxed score
remains 43.5 points below compile rate, while the
gap to full semantic alignment is 50.6 points. This
discrepancy primarily reflects false positives from
compile rate, which achieves a precision of only
0.178 in our expert analysis (§6.1), compared with
1.000 for SA-PASS.

Numina-Lean-Agent improves compilability
more than semantic alignment. Employing a
concurrent agentic method Numina-Lean-Agent
raises the compile rate of Claude Code (Opus 4.8)
from 20.2% to 61.8%, a gain of 41.6 points. Over
the same comparison, SA-PASSy.s increases from
5.1% to 18.3% and SA-PASS from 2.8% to 11.2%,
gains of 13.2 and 8.4 points, respectively. For
Codex, the corresponding gains are 38.7 points in
compile rate, 13.5 points in SA-PASSgg, and 7.9
points in SA-PASS. The same qualitative pattern
holds for the other agentic configurations. These re-
sults indicate that search and compiler feedback are
substantially more effective at helping agents pro-
duce type-correct Lean theorem—proof pairs than
at ensuring that the generated statements express
the intended mathematics.

Semantic alignment on SHADOWBENCH re-
mains largely unsolved. Closed-source LLMs,
open-source LLMs, and Lean-specialized methods
all score 0.0% on SA-PASS, and none exceeds



L1 L2 L3 Average
(n=113) (n=52) (n=13) (n=178)
Method Compile SA-PASSgoer SA-PASS Compile SA-PASSgory SA-PASS Compile SA-PASSgoee SA-PASS ‘ Compile SA-PASSgoc SA-PASS
Agentic methods
Claude Code (Opus 4.6) 6.2 1.8 0.0 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 45 14 0.0
+ Numina 55.8 16.8 8.8 36.5 17.3 115 15.4 0.0 0.0 472 15.7 9.0
Claude Code (Opus 4.8) 24.8 49 2.7 13.5 6.7 3.8 7.7 0.0 0.0 20.2 5.1 2.8
+ Numina 61.1 13.3 6.2 71.2 31.7 23.1 30.8 7.7 7.7 61.8 18.3 11.2
Claude Code (Qwen3 235B) 44 1.3 0.9 5.8 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 5.1 0.8 0.6
+ Numina 8.8 1.3 0.9 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.8 0.6
Codex (GPT-5.4) 20.4 4.4 2.7 11.5 1.9 1.9 7.7 0.0 0.0 16.9 34 22
+ Numina 61.9 15.9 8.8 48.1 212 13.5 30.8 7.7 7.7 55.6 16.9 10.1
Closed-source LLMs
Claude Opus 4.6 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0
Claude Sonnet 4.6 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0
Claude Haiku 4.5 0.9 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.0
GPT-5.4 1.8 0.4 0.0 58 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 34 0.3 0.0
GPT-5.4 mini 8.8 0.4 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 30.8 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.3 0.0
GPT-5.4 nano 6.1 0.0 0.0 5.8 0.0 0.0 154 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0
Gemini 3.1 Pro 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 154 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0
Gemini 2.5 Flash 0.9 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.0
Open-source LLMs
GPT-0SS-120B 0.9 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.0
GPT-0SS-20B 44 0.4 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.3 0.0
DeepSeek R1 0528 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0
DeepSeek V3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Qwen3 235B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Qwen3-coder 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Llama3.1 70b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Llama3.1 8b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lean-specialized methods
Kimina 7B—8B 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0
Goedel 8B—32B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Goedel 8B—8B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table 3: Per-difficulty pass rates (%) on SHADOWBENCH. Compile is the standalone Lean compile rate. SA-
PASSsof; measures the fraction of forward and backward checkers that pass. SA-PASS requires all forward and

backward checkers to pass.

Metric Precision Recall F1  Agreement
Compile 0.178 1.000 0.302 0.178
BLEU 0.234 0.674 0.347 0.550
LLM-as-judge  0.235 0.093 0.133 0.785
BEq+ 0.400 0.186 0.254 0.806
SA-PASSsoft 0414 0.953 0.577 0.752
SA-PASS 1.000 0.930 0.964 0.988

Table 4: Binary agreement of automatic metrics
with expert judgment, averaged measurement over all
six agentic configurations on SHADOWBENCH. Per-
configuration results are in §D. The best value per col-
umn is bold, and the second best is underlined.

0.3% on SA-PASS..f. Even among agentic meth-
ods, the best scores are only 11.2% on SA-PASS
and 18.3% on SA-PASS. Performance is par-
ticularly limited on L3, where the best SA-PASS
scores 7.7%. For comparison, §6.2 finds that com-
pile rate and SA-PASS differ by only 2.1 points
on average and at most 7.8 points across the 16
non-agentic models evaluated on ProofNet. This
contrast suggests that the longer and more compo-
sitional targets in SHADOWBENCH expose seman-
tic failures that are less visible on shorter, mostly

single-conclusion formalizations.

6 Analysis

6.1 Agreement with Expert Judgment

The large gap between compile rate and SA-PASS
in Table 3 admits two possible explanations: compi-
lation may accept semantically misaligned formal-
izations, or SA-PASS may reject valid alternative
formulations. We distinguish these explanations
by comparing each automatic metric with expert
judgments.

We collect expert judgments for compile-passed
generations on SHADOWBENCH, where compila-
tion and semantic alignment can disagree. Two
mathematics experts independently assess whether
each generated theorem is semantically aligned
with the source problem and resolve disagreements
through discussion. We analyze six configurations
with sufficient compile-passed outputs: Claude
Code (Opus 4.6), Claude Code (Qwen3-235B), and
Codex (GPT-5.4), each with and without Numina-
Lean-Agent. Against the resulting binary judg-
ments, we measure precision, recall, F1, and agree-



Model Compile SA-PASSgort SA-PASS Metric Precision Recall F1 Agreement
Closed-source LLMs Compile 0.800 1.000 0.889 0.800
BLEU 0.800 1.000 0.889 0.800
Clande Qpus 4.6 96.5 92.9 90.6 LLM-as-judge  0.865 0.889 0.877  0.800
Claude Sonnet 4.6 85.9 85.1 85.1
. BEqg+ 0.887 0.653 0.752 0.656
Claude Haiku 4.5 96.5 95.3 95.3
SA-PASSsoft 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
GPT 5.4 94.9 93.7 937 SA-Pass 1.000 1000 1.000  1.000
GPT 5.4 Mini 95.3 94.1 94.1
GPT 5.4 Nano 77.6 76.5 76.5 , _ o
Gemini 3.1 Pro 35.7 34.9 34.9 Table 6: Binary agreement of automatic metrics with
Gemini 2.5 Flash 82.4 76.1 76.1 expert judgment for Llama 3.1 8B outputs on ProofNet.
Open-source LLMs The best value per column is bold, and the second best
is underlined.
GPT-0OSS-120B 60.8 60.8 60.8
GPT-OSS-20B 60.4 60.4 60.4
DeepSeek R1 0528 25.5 25.5 25.5 .
DeepSeek V3.2 64.3 64.3 64.3 undergraduate-level benchmark with shorter for-
Qwen3 235B 91.0 91.0 91.0 malizations.® We construct a complete shadow
Qwen3-coder 89.8 89.8 89.8 .
Llama 3.1 70B 129 251 251 set and checker the.orems'for 'each problem using
Llama 3.1 8B 353 28.2 28.2 the same LLM-assisted pipeline as for SHADOW-

Table 5: Non-agentic pass rates (%) on the Lean 4 ver-
sion of ProofNet, using automatically generated shadow
sets.

ment for compile rate, BLEU, BEq+, LLM-as-
judge, SA-PASSg.f, and SA-PASS. For the non-
binary metrics, we use thresholds of 0 for SA-
PASS.ot and 0.1 for BLEU, as determined in §E.
Agreement measures the proportion of an auto-
matic metric’s binary decisions that match expert
judgments.

Table 4 shows that SA-PASS achieves the high-
est F1 (0.964) and agreement (0.988). Compile rate
treats compilation success as semantically aligned,
yielding 1.000 recall but only 0.178 precision due
to false positives. BEq+ applies Lean’s built-in
equivalence check, achieving higher precision than
Compile rate (0.400 vs. 0.178) but substantially
lower recall (0.186). Its precision remains limited
because the check covers only the final theorem
statement, ignoring the auxiliary declarations re-
quired for a complete formalization of the informal
theorem. In contrast, SA-PASS achieves 1.000 pre-
cision and 0.930 recall. Its few false negatives stem
from namespace mismatches that the LLM fallback
fails to resolve (§D).

Taken together, these results indicate that the
large gap between Compile rate and SA-PASS in
Table 3 primarily reflects false positives from com-
pilation rather than false negatives from SA-PASS.

6.2 SA-PASS on ProofNet

To test whether SA-PASS transfers beyond SHAD-
OWBENCH, we apply it to the Lean 4 ver-
sion of ProofNet (Azerbayev et al., 2023), an

BENCH (§4.1). All initial drafts pass the Lean
completeness checks, so no expert revision is re-
quired.

We first compare the resulting metrics with ex-
pert judgments on Llama 3.1 8B outputs, which
include both positive and negative expert labels.
As shown in Table 6, SA-PASS and SA-PASSst
both match every expert judgment, while compile
rate reaches an F1 of 0.889. This result provides
evidence that the shadow checks remain reliable
when applied to ProofNet.

Table 5 shows that compile rate and SA-PASS
are much closer on ProofNet than on SHADOW-
BENCH. Across the 16 models, the gap is 2.1
points on average and at most 7.8 points. The
smaller gap is consistent with the shorter and less
compositional targets in ProofNet. Reference state-
ments in SHADOWBENCH are about 1.6 x longer
by line count, and its reference solutions contain
4.5 auxiliary declarations per problem on aver-
age, compared with none in ProofNet (Table 9).
Most ProofNet targets also have a single conclu-
sion, so their shadow sets typically require only
one or two short checks. Compile rate is therefore
a closer proxy for semantic alignment on ProofNet,
whereas SHADOWBENCH exposes failures that are
less visible in shorter formalizations.

6.3 Forward and Backward Checker Analysis

The forward and backward checks used by SA-
PAss detect different forms of semantic mismatch.
A successful forward check certifies that the gener-
ated statement implies a required consequence of
the intended theorem, while a successful backward

®We exclude the 31% of problems with known faulty refer-
ence formalizations (Poiroux et al., 2025b).



L1 (n=113)

L2 (n=52)

L3 (n=13) \ Average (n=178)

Method Fwd Fwdy;; Bwd SA-PAss Fwd Fwdyr Bwd SA-PAss Fwd Fwdy Bwd SA-PAss ‘ Fwd Fwdy,; Bwd SA-PAss
Claude Code (Opus 4.6) 09 09 2.7 0.0 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 ‘ 1.1 1.1 1.7 0.0

+ Numina 150 150 18.6 8.8 173 173 17.3 11.5 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 ‘ 146 146 169 9.0
Claude Code (Opus 4.8) 44 44 53 2.7 5.8 5.8 7.7 3.8 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 4.5 5.6 2.8

+ Numina 9.7 9.7 168 6.2 250 25.0 385 23.1 77 1.7 7.7 7.7 140 140 225 11.2
Claude Code (Qwen3235B) 0.9 0.9 1.8 0.9 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 06 06 1.1 0.6

+ Numina 09 09 1.8 0.9 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 06 06 1.1 0.6
Codex (GPT-5.4) 3.5 3.5 53 2.7 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 2.8 39 22

+ Numina 177 177 142 8.8 192 192 231 13.5 77 1.7 7.7 7.7 174 174 163 10.1

Table 7: Per-difficulty checker metrics (%) for agentic systems on SHADOWBENCH. Fwd and Bwd average the
per-problem fractions of passed forward and backward checkers, Fwd, is the fraction of problems passing every

forward checker.

check certifies that the intended theorem implies
the generated statement. Passing the backward
checks but not all forward checks can arise from
omitted conclusions or added assumptions (§J.4).
Conversely, passing all forward checks but failing
the backward checks can arise from added conclu-
sions or omitted assumptions. When both direc-
tions fail, neither implication is certified (§J.5).

Table 7 shows that the two implication directions
can differ substantially even when SA-PASS is low.
Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with Numina-Lean-Agent
reaches a SA-PASS score of 11.2%, with a 14.0%
all forward pass rate but 22.5% average backward
pass rate. Among its 110 compile-passed outputs,
20 pass both directions, 20 pass only the backward
direction, 5 pass only the forward direction, and 65
pass neither.

7 Conclusion

We introduced SA-PASS, an automatic metric that
evaluates semantic alignment between generated
formal statements and informal theorem statements.
For each problem, SA-PASS uses a set of auxiliary
formal statements, called shadows, whose conjunc-
tion is equivalent to the intended theorem state-
ment, and checks in Lean whether the generated
statement implies each shadow and is implied by
their conjunction. We instantiated SA-PASS in
SHADOWBENCH, a Lean 4 full autoformalization
benchmark of 178 postgraduate- to research-level
problems spanning eight mathematical areas. On
SHADOWBENCH, Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with
Numina-Lean-Agent reaches 61.8% compile rate,
18.3% SA-PASSeof, and 11.2% SA-PASS, show-
ing that compile success alone can overstate seman-
tic alignment. Across six agentic configurations,
SA-PASS achieves 98.8% binary agreement with
expert judgments.

Limitations

SHADOWBENCH covers 178 postgraduate- to
research-level problems across eight mathematical
areas, and future versions can extend this coverage
to more domains and proof styles. SA-PASS re-
quires one-time construction of shadow statements
and checker proofs for each benchmark problem.

Potential Risks

The main risk is benchmark leakage. If checker
artifacts are exposed, systems can optimize for the
checks rather than the informal theorem. To reduce
this risk, public problem inputs are separated from
the checking artifacts used for evaluation. We give
the full release and evaluation protocol in §4.2.
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A Dataset Details

Dataset SHADOWBENCH ProofNet
n 178 371
Target Lines 5.1 32
statement Chars 226 149
Reference Lines 71.6 34
proof Chars 3242 157

Aux. decl. 4.5 0.0

Table 9: Statistics of the reference statement and proof
for both SHADOWBENCH and ProofNet (Lean 4).

A.1 Problem Sources

Table 8 lists the sources used to construct SHAD-
OWBENCH. Annotators collect problems from text-
books, lecture notes, research papers, and Lean 4
library material. The Informal and Formal columns
mark the statement type available in each source be-
fore annotation. When a source provides only one
side, Qwen3-235B drafts the other, as described in
§4.1.

A.2 Dataset Statistics

Table 9 compares reference Lean statistics of
SHADOWBENCH with the Lean 4 version of
ProofNet. Target statements in SHADOWBENCH
are about 1.6 x longer by line count than those in
ProofNet. The larger difference lies in the reference
proofs. A reference proof in SHADOWBENCH aver-
ages 72 lines and 4.5 auxiliary declarations, while
ProofNet averages about 3.4 lines and none of aux-
iliary declarations. Table 2 reports the number of
checker theorems per problem.

B Experiment Details

B.1 Generation Setup

Closed-source models and general-purpose open-
source models are accessed through OpenRouter.
Lean-specialized models are self-hosted with
vLLM (Kwon et al., 2023). These models are ex-
ecuted on two NVIDIA Titan RTX (24GB) for
model sizes up to 8B, on two NVIDIA RTX 6000
PRO Ada Generation (48GB) for the 32B model,
and on eight NVIDIA RTX 6000 PRO Black Edi-
tion (96GB) for the 235B model. All non-agentic
runs use zero-shot prompting with temperature 0.6.
For each non-agentic problem run, we generate a
single completion. For the agentic setting, each har-
ness is evaluated with and without Numina-Lean-
Agent (Liu et al., 2026a).

B.2 Model Details

Base system Backbone Thinking

Claude Code Claude Opus 4.6 (Anthropic, 2026a) Medium
Claude Code Claude Opus 4.8 (Anthropic, 2026b) Medium
Claude Code Qwen3 235B (Yang et al., 2025) -

Codex GPT-5.4 (OpenAl, 2026a) Medium

Table 10: Configuration for agentic harnesses.

We evaluate 19 non-agentic model configura-
tions across 9 model families, as listed in Ta-
ble 11. Parameter counts for closed-source models
are not publicly available. General-purpose open-
source models are evaluated directly, while Lean-
specialized rows use the two-stage formalization-
to-proving setup shown in Table 11. The four
agentic settings are Claude Code with Claude
Opus 4.6, or Claude Opus 4.8, Claude Code with
Qwen3 235B, and Codex with GPT-5.4. Each set-
ting is evaluated both with and without Numina-
Lean-Agent, as listed in Table 10.

Source

Reference

Informal Formal

Analysis problem

Complex Variables with Applications
Convex Optimization

Elements de geometrie algebrique (EGA)
Ideals, Varieties, and Algorithms (4th ed.)
Introduction to Smooth Manifolds
Mathlib 4

Missing theorems from Wiedijk 1000+
PRIMES is in P

Proofs from THE BOOK

Real Analysis: Measure Theory, Integration, and Hilbert Spaces
The Stacks Project

(Shapiro, 2024)

(Wunsch, 2005)

(Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004)
(Dieudonne and Grothendieck, 1971)
(Cox et al., 2008)

(Lee, 2003)

(The mathlib Community, 2020)
(1000+ Theorems contributors, 2026)
(Agrawal et al., 2004)

(Aigner and Ziegler, 1999)

(Stein and Shakarchi, 2009)

(Stacks project authors, 2026)

DOO0OO0OOXOOOOOO0
D N e I R

Table 8: List of reference sources used to construct SHADOWBENCH. Informal and Formal mark the statement type
available before annotation. A triangle denotes mixed availability across problems.



Setting Family

Models

Claude (Anthropic, 2025, 2026¢,a)
Gemini (Google DeepMind, 2025, 2026)

Closed-source
GPT (OpenAl, 2026a)

Claude Haiku 4.5, Claude Sonnet 4.6, Claude Opus 4.6
Gemini Flash 2.5, Gemini Pro 3.1
GPT-5.4 nano, GPT-5.4 mini, GPT-5.4

GPT-OSS (Agarwal et al., 2025)
DeepSeek (Guo et al., 2025a)
Qwen (Yang et al., 2025)

Llama (Grattafiori et al., 2024)

Open-source general

GPT-0SS-20B, GPT-OSS-120B
DeepSeek V3.2, DeepSeek R1 0528
qwen3-coder, Qwen3 235B

Llama 3.1 8B, Llama 3.1 70B

Kimina (Wang et al., 2025)

Open-source Lean-specialized .
Goedel (Lin et al., 2025b)

Kimina 7B—8B
Goedel 8B—8B, Goedel 8B—32B

Table 11: Non-agentic model configurations evaluated in our experiments.

B.3 Per-Metric Rates

This section expands §6.1. Table 12 reports BEq+,
BLEU, and LLM-as-judge by difficulty. The judge
prompt is in §1.1 and the cost profile in §C.3.

C Cost and Compute

This section reports the compute and API
budget used for the experiments. Measured
costs come from per-call sidecar logs with
prompt_tokens, completion_tokens,
and OpenRouter-quoted cost_usd. Estimated
costs use observed prompt and completion lengths
with provider pricing. Self-hosted Lean-specialized
models and Qwen3 235B were served on local
GPUs, so we report wall-clock time rather than
cost.

C.1 Non-Agentic Generation

Table 13 aggregates per-call sidecar logs across
the 33 non-agentic runs. Closed-source rows are
billed by the model provider. Open-source API
rows are billed through OpenRouter. Open-source
self-hosted rows are local vLLM deployments and
have zero API cost.

C.2 Agentic Generation

The agentic runs use Claude Code and Codex, each
with and without Numina-Lean-Agent. Early ex-
periments used subscription access, while later
runs incurred paid API charges. For consistent
accounting, Table 14 reports the estimated cost if
all API-capable agentic runs were billed through
API. We estimate cost from per-task wall-clock
time and provider token throughput. The table re-
ports wall-clock time and estimated API cost for
the 178-problem run. Claude Code with Numina-
Lean-Agent is the most costly API-billed setting
at 34.1 minutes per problem. Claude Code with

Qwen3 235B uses the local vLLM server, so it has
no API charge in this table.

C.3 LLM-as-Judge

We score every cached generation with a
three-judge majority vote (3 samples per
judge, temperature 0.5). The three judges
are anthropic/claude-opus-4.7,
google/gemini-3.1-pro-preview,

and openai/gpt-5.4, accessed via Open-
Router. At three samples per judge, each candidate
triggers nine completions.

C.4 Total

Adding the three components above, the API spend
for the experiments reported in the main body is
approximately $3,970 ($62 NA + $3,430 agentic
+ $480 judge). Self-hosted local GPU runs are not
included in this API total.

D Per-Configuration Agreement with
Expert Judgment

For expert judgment, two mathematics experts inde-
pendently evaluate whether each generated theorem
is semantically aligned with the source problem.
The evaluation is finalized once both annotators
reach consensus. The disagreements are resolved
through discussion.

Table 4 in the main text pools all six agentic con-
figurations. Tables 16-21 report them individually.
Across every configuration, SA-PASS achieves a
Precision of 1.0 against expert judgment, with Re-
call of 1.0 except on two of the three Numina con-
figurations, where it is 0.889 and 0.947. Claude
Code (Opus 4.6) without Numina-Lean-Agent pro-
duced only incorrect outputs, so Recall and F1 are
undefined for it and Agreement is reported instead.

False Negatives of SA-PASS. SA-PASS misses
three of the outputs the experts judged aligned.



L1 L2 L3 | Average
(n=113) (n=52) (n=13) | (n=178)
Model BEq+ BLEU Judge BEq+ BLEU Judge BEq+ BLEU Judge | BEq+ BLEU Judge
Agentic methods

Claude Code (Opus 4.6) 1.8 6.6 4.4 0.0 1.6 1.9 0.0 0.8 0.0 1.1 4.7 34

+ Numina 124 189 8.0 154 138 1.9 7.7 4.5 0.0 129 164 5.6
Claude Code (Qwen3 235B) 0.0 11.6 0.0 0.0 7.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 9.6 0.0

+ Numina 0.0 9.6 0.0 0.0 7.4 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 8.5 0.0
Codex (GPT-5.4) 1.8 124 5.3 0.0 102 1.9 7.7 3.8 0.0 1.7  11.1 39

+ Numina 9.7 156 5.3 77 118 1.9 7.7 2.7 0.0 9.0 135 3.9

Closed-source LLMs
GPT-5.4 27 151 1.8 00 127 0.0 77 128 0.0 22 142 1.1
GPT-5.4 mini 27 118 0.0 00 115 1.9 77 125 0.0 22 118 0.6
GPT-5.4 nano 09 105 0.9 0.0 83 0.0 0.0 6.6 0.0 0.6 9.6 0.6
Gemini 3.1 Pro 44  13.8 5.3 3.8 117 0.0 77 144 0.0 45 132 34
Gemini 2.5 Flash 35 177 1.8 5.8 138 0.0 154 134 0.0 5.1 16.2 1.1
Claude Opus 4.6 6.2 19.8 1.8 1.9 18.0 1.9 77 147 0.0 5.1 18.9 1.7
Claude Sonnet 4.6 53 168 2.7 38 13.8 0.0 154 127 0.0 5.6 156 1.7
Claude Haiku 4.5 27 16.1 0.0 1.9 140 0.0 154 126 0.0 34 152 0.0
Open-source LLMs
GPT-0OSS-120B 1.8 139 2.7 1.9 13.1 0.0 77 142 0.0 22 137 1.7
GPT-OSS-20B 0.9 5.7 2.7 1.9 6.7 0.0 0.0 8.2 0.0 1.1 6.2 1.7
DeepSeek R1 0528 0.0 3.8 0.9 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.6
DeepSeek V3.2 35 162 0.0 00 119 0.0 154 116 0.0 34 146 0.0
Qwen3 235B — 15.3 — — 8.7 — — 2.4 — — 12.4 —
gwen3-coder 09 164 0.0 1.9 108 0.0 15.4 7.0 0.0 22 141 0.0
Ilama3.1 70b 0.0 102 0.0 1.9 8.4 0.0 7.7 6.6 0.0 1.1 9.4 0.0
llama3.1 8b 0.0 7.6 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.0 7.7 4.9 0.0 0.6 7.0 0.0
Lean-specialized methods

Kimina 7B—8B 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 54 0.0 0.0 9.6 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0
Goedel 8B—32B 0.0 6.6 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.0
Goedel 8B— 8B 0.0 6.1 0.0 1.9 8.9 0.0 77 146 0.0 1.1 7.5 0.0

Table 12: Per-difficulty automatic metric results (%) on SHADOWBENCH. BEq+ and Judge are pass rates. BLEU is
a token-level similarity score. The Average columns are task-weighted over 178 problems.

max_tokens

Bucket 8192 16384  Subtotal
Closed (API) $23.10 $30.46 $53.56
Open (via OpenRouter)  $3.79  $4.70 $8.49
Open (self-hosted) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $26.89 $35.16 $62.05

Table 13: Non-agentic generation cost across 33 runs
and 178 prompts per run, taken from per-call sidecar
logs.

All three state the intended theorem correctly but
name their auxiliary declarations differently from
the reference. Two rename or omit them, and the
other one declares the expected name as a theo-
rem where the reference declares a definition. The

LLM matching step of checker adaptation (§4.1)
did not resolve these cases, so every forward check
for those problems fails.

E Threshold Sensitivity

The relaxed score SA-PASSg.s: is the fraction of
passing shadow checks, and is thus non-binary. To
test whether the choice of threshold affects agree-
ment with expert judgment, we sweep a thresh-
old ¢ and count a statement as positive when its
passing fraction exceeds ¢ (Figure 4). F1 is flat
below t = 0.5, at 0.552 for Claude Code (Opus
4.6) with Numina-Lean-Agent and 0.623 for Codex
with Numina-Lean-Agent, and rises to 0.941 and
0.973 att = 0.5. A passing fraction above one half
requires both directions to pass, so SA-PASSgf
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Figure 4: F1 of SA-PASS.g against expert judgment
across the binarization threshold ¢.

coincides with SA-PASS from that point on. We
therefore report SA-PASSgos with £ = 0, the set-
ting most distinct from SA-PASS.

For BLEU, F1 peaks at a low cutoff and then falls
(Figure 5). Claude Code (Opus 4.6) with Numina-
Lean-Agent peaks at 0.436 with a cutoff of 0.05,
and Codex with Numina-Lean-Agent at 0.427 with
a cutoff of 0.1. We report BLEU at a cutoff of
0.1, which maximizes the mean F1 over the two
configurations that have expert-labelled positives,
so BLEU is scored at its most favorable setting. No
cutoff brings BLEU near the agreement SA-PASS
reaches.

F Rank Correlation with Expert
Judgment

We measure whether each automatic metric ranks
whole systems in the same order as a human ex-
pert. Two human experts label every candidate
Lean statement as ok or re ject. We evaluate six
agentic systems: Claude Code and Codex, each run
directly and with Numina-Lean-Agent, and Qwen3
235B run directly and with Numina-Lean-Agent.
For each system, we aggregate every score over all
178 tasks and rank the systems by the expert pass

1.0
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—e— Codex + Numina
0.8 A

0.6

F1

0.4

0.2

0.0 - T T T T T T
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BLEU cutoff t

Figure 5: F1 of BLEU against expert judgment across
the cutoff ¢.

rate. Table 22 reports Spearman p and Kendall 7
between the ranking of the six systems induced by
each metric and the expert ranking.

SA-PASS recovers the expert ranking exactly
(p = 7 = 1.00), and compile rate is next at p =
0.99, ahead of BLEU (0.90), SA-PASSgy (0.82),
BEq+ (0.76), and LLM-as-judge (0.72). With six
systems whose compile rates range from 4.5% to
55.6%, the system-level ranking is a coarse test,
and the per-task agreement in Table 4 separates the
metrics further.

G Public Challenge Track

We released an early 126-problem version of
SHADOWBENCH as Track 4 of the ICML 2026
Al4Math Challenge. Figure 6 shows the Cod-
aBench competition page that hosted the 126-
problem snapshot of SHADOWBENCH as Track
4 of the ICML 2026 Al4Math Challenge. As we
described in §4.2, informal theorems and formal-
ization rules are accessible to the public, while
the checker theorems for evaluation remain hidden.
About 117 teams registered, but only twenty-seven
teams actually participated.

Experiment N tasks  Wall-clock (h)  Avg/task (min)  Est. cost (USD)
Claude Code (Opus 4.6) 178 20.5 6.9 $310
+ Numina 178 101.2 34.1 $1,500
Claude Code (Opus 4.8) 178 20.4 6.9 $310
+ Numina 178 51.8 17.5 $780
Codex (GPT-5.4) 178 2.8 0.9 $200
+ Numina 178 21.1 7.1 $330
Claude Code (Qwen3 235B) 178 - - local GPU
+ Numina 178 - - local GPU
Total 217.8 $3,430

Table 14: Estimated API cost of agentic methods over the 178 problems of SHADOWBENCH.
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Welcome to the 3rd Al4dMath @ ICML 2026 Challenge!

Mathematical reasoning is one of the most demanding frontiers in Al research. The rapid advance of large language models
has opened new ground at the intersection of Al and mathematics, formal verification, automated theorem proving, and
scientific problem solving. This challenge, co-located with the 3rd Al4Math Workshop at ICML 2026, asks how Al systems
can rigorously understand and advance mathematical knowledge. A central question motivating this track is:

How well can a model take an informal mathematical argument and turn it into a fully verified Lean 4 proof —
choosing the right statement, the right namespace, and a proof that actually compiles against the same library a
human would use?

For details about the workshop and the other tracks, see the Al4Math @ ICML 2026 website.

Track 4: End-to-End Autoformalization and Theorem Proving

Autoformalization translates an informal mathematical argument into a machine-checkable Lean 4 proof. Most existing
benchmarks stop at either the statement (autoformalization) or the proof (proving over a fixed library). A few measure the
Joint task of producing a single Lean snippet that both states the right theorem and proves it on a real library. Unlike existing

benchmark, this track challenges the autoformalizer to generate formal proof including the statement given the informal

proof.

This track is built on ShadowBench, a curated benchmark of mathematics problems in the level of graduate school to

research paper.

For each problem you are given:

« an informal proof (the problem statement and a natural-language argument),
« alist of allowed imports that your proof may rely on,
« a set of formalization rules that fix the canonical declaration name, any open scoped ... notations to assume, and

other constraints on the formalization.

Figure 6: CodaBench page of SHADOWBENCH as Track 4 of the ICML 2026 Al4Math Challenge.

Model Calls  Cost Metric Precision Recall F1  Agreement
anthropic/claude-opus-4.7 9,207 $324 Compile 0.214 1.000 0.353 0.214
google/gemini-3.1-pro-preview 9,207 $58 BLEU 0.265 0.722  0.388 0.512
openai/gpt-5.4 9,207 $98 LLM-as-judge  0.375  0.167 0.231 0.762
- BEq+ 0364 0222 0.276 0.750
Total judge spend 27,621  $480 SAPASSwr 0400 0889 0552 0690
SA-PASS 1.000  0.889 0.941 0.976

Table 15: Cost of LLM-as-judge.

The participants’ results show similar trends to
our experiments. The SA-PASSy.s distribution is
skewed, where the median is 8.1%, and the av-
erage is 11.1%, while the compile rate averages
61.6%. That is, there is about a 5.5x gap between
the compile rate and S A-PASSg.f, underlining that
the compile rate causes false positives in formal-
izations. In many of these low-scoring cases, the

Table 16: Binary agreement of automatic metrics with
expert judgment for outputs from Claude Code (Opus
4.6) with Numina-Lean-Agent on SHADOWBENCH.
The best value per column is bold, and the second best
is underlined.

submission replaces the target with a trivial state-
ment closed by trivial, which compiles but
cannot be used by another theorem or declaration.



Metric Precision Recall F1 Agreement Metric Precision Recall F1  Agreement
Compile 0.000 - - 0.000 Compile 0.111 1.000 0.200 0.111
BLEU 0.000 - - 0.250 BLEU - 0.000 - 0.889
LLM-as-judge  0.000 - - 0.750 LLM-as-judge 0.000 - 0.889
BEq+ - - - 1.000 BEq+ - 0.000 - 0.889
SA-PASSsoft 0.000 - - 0.375 SA-PASSsoft 0.500 1.000 0.667 0.889
SA-PASS - - - 1.000 SA-PASsS 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Table 17: Binary agreement of automatic metrics with
expert judgment for outputs from Claude Code (Opus
4.6) on SHADOWBENCH. The best value per column is
bold, and the second best is underlined.

Metric Precision Recall F1  Agreement
Compile 0.192  1.000 0.322 0.192
BLEU 0286  0.842 0.427 0.566
LLM-as-judge  0.143  0.053 0.077 0.758
BEq+ 0.444  0.211 0.286 0.798
SA-PASSsoft 0452  1.000 0.623 0.768
SA-PASS 1.000 0.947 0.973 0.990

Table 18: Binary agreement of automatic metrics with
expert judgment for outputs from Codex (GPT-5.4) with
Numina-Lean-Agent on SHADOWBENCH. The best
value per column is bold, and the second best is under-
lined.

Metric Precision Recall F1  Agreement
Compile 0.133  1.000 0.235 0.133
BLEU 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.567
LLM-as-judge - 0.000 - 0.867
BEq+ - 0.000 - 0.867
SA-PASSsoft 0.500  1.000 0.667 0.867
SA-PASS 1.000  1.000 1.000 1.000

Table 19: Binary agreement of automatic metrics with
expert judgment for outputs from Codex (GPT-5.4) on
SHADOWBENCH. The best value per column is bold,
and the second best is underlined.

Metric Precision Recall F1  Agreement
Compile 0.083 1.000 0.154 0.083
BLEU 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.583
LLM-as-judge - 0.000 - 0.917
BEqg+ - 0.000 - 0.917
SA-PASSsoft 0.500  1.000 0.667 0.917
SA-PASS 1.000  1.000 1.000 1.000

Table 20: Binary agreement of automatic metrics with
expert judgment for outputs from Claude Code (Qwen3
235B) with Numina-Lean-Agent on SHADOWBENCH.
The best value per column is bold, and the second best
is underlined.

Such submissions give the compile rate many false
positives. They can even induce a ranking error,
where the top five by compile rate share no member
with the top five by SA-PASSg.. Compilation and

Table 21: Binary agreement of automatic metrics with
expert judgment for outputs from Claude Code (Qwen3
235B) on SHADOWBENCH. The best value per column
is bold, and the second best is underlined.

Metric p(M 7
Compile 0.99 097
BLEU 0.90 0.79
LLM-as-judge 0.72 0.52
BEq+ 0.76  0.57
SA-PASSsoft 0.82 0.71
SA-PASS 1.00 1.00

Table 22: Spearman p and Kendall 7 between the rank-
ing of the six agentic systems by each automatic metric
and by expert judgment, over the 178 problems. The
best value per column is in bold.

BEq+ produce rankings that differ substantially
from SA-PASSg.g (Figure 7), with the compile
rate agreeing at only p = 0.41 and BEq+ passing
12.4%. This result over many independent partici-
pants is consistent with the metric-validity gap we
measure against expert judgment in §6.1.

The best submissions use agentic pipelines that
decompose each goal into auxiliary lemmas, and
we observe the same trend in our experiments,
where Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with Numina-Lean-
Agent achieves the best result. We examine two
factors, agentic behavior and decomposition. We
label a submission as agentic when it runs more
than three turns, and we measure decomposition
by the number of declarations, such as lemma, def,
or theorem. The verified score correlates with the
number of declarations at Spearman’s p of 0.59
and with the number of turns at 0.56, emphasizing
that SHADOWBENCH requires multi-turn solving
through decomposition. 59.7% of submissions add
at least one auxiliary lemma or definition (3.6 on
average), which is close to the 4.5 in the reference
proofs (Table 9). Table 23 lists the top ten partici-
pants and their submission profiles.

H Annotation Interface

The 178 problems were annotated through a cus-
tom browser-based tool. The tool exposes three



Rank SA-PASSeort % Compile % No Sorry % Length (Char) Auxiliary Multiple declaration %
1 30.9 68.8 99.2 3,045 5.38 92.0
2 30.1 75.2 99.2 2,952 542 90.4
3 27.9 52.0 96.8 5,133 9.58 58.2
4 27.8 80.0 99.2 2,365 4.40 75.2
5 274 77.6 99.2 2,899 5.71 88.0
6 24.7 63.2 95.2 4,113 6.56 70.8
7 20.9 75.2 94.4 969 243 68.9
8 12.5 79.2 100.0 2,567 2.69 47.6
9 11.4 69.6 100.0 2,434 353 452
10 10.8 66.4 91.1 8,052 6.89 78.8

Table 23: Top ten teams on the SHADOWBENCH public challenge track, anonymized and ranked by SA-PASSst .
Compile is the fraction of the 126 problems whose submitted solution compiles standalone. No Sorry counts the
number of problems solved without sorry. Length indicates the average length of submission in characters. Auxiliary
is the average number of auxiliary declaration per each problem solution beyond single canonical solution. Multiple
declaration counts the number of solutions that used more than one declaration. The median SA-PASSg.¢ across all

27 participants is 8.1%.

views, each captured below. Figure 8 is the main
page, which shows the number of problems anno-
tated for each area and level. Selecting a problem
opens the detail page in Figure 9. The detail view
renders the natural language statement and proof,
and exposes metadata such as area, level, paper
of origin, subfields, and type tags. This page also
shows whether the problem is valid by compiling
with the reference Lean code through the same
Docker image used at evaluation time. To submit
the new problem, curators fill out the form in Fig-
ure 10. This page accepts paired natural language
text and Lean code, optional auxiliary imports, ref-
erence code that the examinee must complete, and
hidden shadow checks used to evaluate semantic
correctness.

I Prompt Templates

Every prompt used in this paper is reproduced
below verbatim, one per figure. Placehold-
ers of the form {{ ... }} are filled
per problem by the serving pipeline. Raw
text sources live under prompts/ and
scripts/judge_prompt.py in the code
repository. The structured environments here
mirror the system, user, and model roles in
the API call.

Non-agentic prompt. We use the prompt shown
in Figure 11 for non-agentic models.

Agentic baseline. Figure 12 shows the direct
agentic prompt used without Numina-Lean-Agent.
The Claude Code rows invoke this prompt through
the standard Claude Code CLI on the target Lean
file. Codex uses the same task instruction in its

Own wrapper.

Agentic setting (Numina-Lean-Agent). Fig-
ure 13 is used for the + Numina rows of Table 3.
Numina-Lean-Agent runs the coordinator prompt
below, which instructs the agent to select one tar-
get sorry per session, sketch incrementally, and
verify via lean_diagnostic_messages.

I.1 LLM-as-Judge Prompt

The judge prompt drives the Judge column in Ta-
ble 12. For each candidate the builder fills { {
informal_block }} with the problem’s NL
statement (and NL proof, when the ablation con-
dition provides one), { { formal_ref }} with
the reference Lean 4 statement with sorry, and
{{ candidate }} with the model’s generated
Lean 4 theorem plus its proof.

The response parser accepts bare JSON, fenced
JSON, and a permissive regex fallback. Ver-
dicts are normalised to {correct, incorrect,
uncertain}. All three are recorded per vote,
then reduced by majority.
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compile rate with a low SA-PASSs.s score, which indi-
cates over-acceptance.



Autoformalization Benchmark Curator

Connected. |"EN Browse Korean Log out

TBA = TBA = to be approved; formalization rules exist but are not approved.
Prablems selected in

Filter problems by id / area / level / status / author... [ Failed compile only [ Hidden checker only [J Approved/non-auto hidden checkers [ Problems wjo hidden checkers = Reload | Lean ver:
default v
Re-gen failed HCCs Compile gold (| ) Compile HCC ( 2

ENrepo - ICML2026 - selected=145 missing=9 TBA=5 - count=136 hidden=114 (fwd=114 bwd=113) eligibleHidden=92 withoutHidden=22 generated=2026-05-26T11:41:30+00:00

53X 0? HCC fwd: 114 bwd: 113

Areas 8 areas - 136 problems - 114 hidden checker problems - 209 hidden checker items - 22 without Top contributors (by problem count)
Area Total L L2 L3 Contributor # Problems
Analysis 28 14 10 4 57
Algebra 26 19 s 3 34

25
Topology 26 17 9 0
17
Geometry 25 19 13 0
2
Algebraic Geometry 22 2 16 a4
Combinatorics 6 0 6 0
Number Theory 2 0 0 2
Probability 1 ° 4 0

click a row to open a rendered view (MathJax + Lean). Use "meta/lean” links to open raw views.

Analysis showing 3 of 28
analysis/L2/ana_comp_L2_001 L2 backward mathlib:0 owned:0 custom:0 v gold v4.27.0-rc1 5453ms | v target v4.27.0-rc1 4488ms Fermalization rule approved
meta - lean

Hidden checker approved = verified by & Hidden checker | (e Hidden checker auto-generated ) = 2026-05-25T13:32:58.972463+00:00 [ Make a copy ] [ Generate formalization rule ]

[ Generate hidden checker |

paper_id: mathlib4
Author:

theorem_stmt | | def | proof

Theorem (integral_boundary_rect_of_hasFDerivAt_real_off_countable)
Let f : C — E be a function with values in a real normed vector space E.
Letz*,w* € C.

Assume the following:

open TopologicalSpace Set MeasureTheory intervallntegral Metric Filter Function
open scoped Interval Real NNReal ENMReal Topology
noncomputable section

universe u

Target: import Mathlib.Analysis.Analytic.Uniqueness import Mathlib.Analysis.Calculus.DiffContOnCl

Figure 8: Data annotation landing page. The left panel summarises area by level coverage. The right panel ranks
contributors by the number of problems they have annotated. Selecting a row in the left panel opens the problem
detail in Figure 9.



algebrafL3/alg_grob_L3_001

Open meta Open lean Copy text Copy lean Copy meta.json Edit Move/Rename Compile = v Compiled successfully (321 ms) at 22/04/2026, 01:25:36
Compile target v Target compiled (284 ms) at 22/04/2026, 01:25:34  Approve target 3 Hidden checker Delete... Close
ID algebra/L3/alg_grob_L3_eal
Area [ Level Algebra || L3
paper_id EGA
paper_title
Author
Types theorem_stmt
Subfields grobner-basis
Toolehain -

Custom module

Created

Math | NL text

2026-01-07T09:45:56+00:00

Definition (Finite morphism)

A morphism of schemes f : X — Y is called \emph{finite} if it is affine and for every affine open subset
U = Spec(A) C Y, the preimage f~'(U) is affine, say f *(U) = Spec(B),

where B is a finite A-module.

Definition (Projective morphism)

A morphism of schemes f : X — ¥ is called \emph{projective} if there exists an integer n > 0 and a closed immersion

i: X Py

such that f factors as

X5LHPEoY,

where P’y denotes the projective n-space over ¥

Theorem

Let f: X — ¥ be a finite morphism of schemes. Then f is projective.

Proof

Figure 9: Problem detail view (algebra/L3/alg_grob_L3_001). Header buttons surface the underlying
meta.json and gold. lean, and the “Compile” / “Compile target” actions rerun the Lean type checker through
the evaluation Docker image. The body renders the LaTeX natural language statement and proof.



Autoformalization Benchmark Curator

Connected. | EN @ Browse Korean | | Log out

Browse | Submita new problem | Import

Submit a new problem
Server token (if enabled) paper_id (aptional, free text)
Bearer token... e.g., DOI:10.1234/xyz or arXiv....

Stored in your browser only (localStorage).

paper_title (optional) Area
Optional title Algebra v
Level Types (comma-separated)
Translation direction
L1 M theorem_stmt

forward (NL — Lean

Author name (optional) Author email (optional) Affiliation (aptional)

If name is filled, we send structured author as {name, email,affiliation}

Subfields {optional, comma-separated)

commutative-algebra, grobner-basis

Math /[ NL text
o
Lean imports (one per ling) Toolchain (optional}
Lean mathlib SHA
Leave blank if you don't want to stare toolchain pins
#
Lean code

Target code

Put the lemma/theorem declaration whose proof must be completed by the examinee (e.g. theorem .. :

<= APl Lemmas (optional — visible to solver)

e.g. example : myDef = expectedForm := by rfl

Visible Lean code appended after the target. Tests that the solver's definition/statement is consistent with existing definitions and logic. The solver sees this — use it as a public sanity constraint that the submission must satisfy.

A Uiddnn chncbar cadn (nntienal — GEMBET aF aradine fimal

Figure 10: Submission form for a new problem. The form pairs natural language text (Math / NL text) with
Lean code, accepts optional auxiliary lemma imports, and separates the public target code from an optional hidden
checker block used for semantic evaluation.



System Prompt

You are a helpful assistant that can interact multiple times with a computer shell to solve programming
tasks. However, for this specific interaction, you are acting as an expert Lean 4 mathematician tasked
with implementing a formal Lean 4 declaration (theorem or definition) based on the provided context.
Your response must contain exactly ONE lean code block.

Include a THOUGHT section before your code where you explain your reasoning process. Format
your response as shown in <format_example>.

<format_example>

Natural Language

THOUGHT: Your reasoning and analysis here, explaining how you deduce the
implementation from the context.

Lean 4
your_formal_ lean_code_here

</format_example>

Failure to follow these rules will cause your response to be rejected.
\ J

User Prompt

<task_description>

Your task is to provide the full formal Lean 4 code for the specific declaration named { {
target_code_name }}. The declaration is part of a larger code sequence, and you must
implement it to fit seamlessly into the provided context.

The Code Context is provided below.

* Header: Imports and open namespaces.

* Code Before: Code appearing before the target.

* Target Code Name: The name of the definition or theorem you need to implement.

* Natural Language Description: A description of the target code in natural language.
* Code After: Code appearing after the target.

Header:

Lean 4

{{ header }}

Code Before:

Lean 4

{{ before_target_code }}

Target Code Name:
\ J




Natural Language

{{target_code_name}}

Natural Language Description:

Natural Language

{{target_natural_language}}

Code After:

Lean 4

{{ after_target_code }}

<instructions>

# Task Instructions

## Overview

You are an expert Lean 4 mathematician. You must provide the complete and correct Lean 4
implementation for { { target_code_name }}.

* If it is a theorem, provide the statement and the full proof (do not use sorry).
e Ifit is a definition, provide the full definition.

* Pay close attention to Code Before and Code After to infer the correct type signatures,
variable names, and logical dependencies.

* Ensure your code compiles and integrates correctly with the surrounding context.

## Output Coding Rules
1. A THOUGHT section where you explain your reasoning:

* Analyze the Code Before and Code After to deduce the purpose and signature of { {
target_code_name }}.

* Plan the implementation.

2. A single lean code block with your implementation.
Format your responses like this:
<format_example>

Natural Language

THOUGHT: The context shows a function \texttt{foo} is used to add two numbers.
I will implement \texttt{foo} as a definition taking two Nats and returning
their sum.

Lean 4

def foo (nm : Nat) : Nat := n + m

</format_example>

CRITICAL REQUIREMENTS:

\.




* Your response SHOULD include a THOUGHT section.
* Your response MUST include EXACTLY ONE lean block.

e This block MUST contain the COMPLETELY NEW implementation for {{
target_code_name }}.

* Do NOT repeat the Header or Code Before or Code After. Only output the code for
{{ target_code_name }}.

</instructions>

L J
Al Response

Natural Language

{{thoughts}}

Lean 4

{{ formal_proof }}

Figure 11: Prompt template for autoformalizing to Lean 4 code.

User Prompt

Complete the target Lean theorem file, making it sorry-free and ensuring it compiles without errors.
Use the tool lean_diagnostic_messages to verify the file. Errors mean “severity 1” in the

response.
IMPORTANT:

* Do NOT write a detailed full proof plan upfront. Instead, write a one or two sentence high-level
idea, then implement one step at a time, checking 1ean_goal after each step to plan the next.

* Verify the file again after each update using lean_diagnostic_messages.
* You may add helper lemmas, but do not create new axioms.
Tips:
* Use simp first, then simp? to get minimal simp lemmas.
* Use native_decide for computational results.
* Use #eval to evaluate expressions.
* Use norm_cast for type conversions.
* Use apply? to find applicable lemmas.

* If decide times out, do NOT simply increase maxHeartbeats. Instead, write a symbolic
proof using mathematical reasoning and lemmas from Mathlib.




4 )
At the end of your response, include:

Natural Language

END_REASON: {reason}

where {reason} is:
* LIMIT: stopped due to limits or there are still sorries/errors.
* COMPLETE: the file is sorry-free AND compiles without errors.

IMPORTANT: Use lean_diagnostic_messages to verify, do not use lake build.
\ J

Figure 12: Prompt template for the direct agentic baseline without the retrieval harness.

User Prompt

Please analyze all sorries in the file and choose ONLY ONE that you believe is most approachable or
strategically important to work on.

# Your task: write Lean formal proofs

Your task is to write Lean 4 formal proofs that compile successfully. Replace sorry with executable
Lean code (tactics, term-mode proofs, etc.) that passes the Lean compiler. Choose ONLY ONE target
lemma/sorry for this entire session, focus on it and try your best to complete it.

# [Critical prohibition] no natural language proofs

1. ZERO TOLERANCE FOR NARRATIVE COMMENTS. You are forbidden from using com-
ments (/- ...-/ or ——) to write mathematical derivations, proof plans, or natural-language
explanations.

2. STRICT COMMENT LENGTH LIMIT. No single comment block may exceed 42 lines.

3. CODE IS THE EXPLANATION. If a logic step is complex enough to need an explanation,
extract it into a new helper lemma.

4. CONSTRAINT COMMENT. Prohibit sequences of 5 or more consecutive comment blocks
unless interleaved with valid Lean code.

# Session focus rules
At session start:

1. Identify all remaining sorries or failed proofs.
2. Select EXACTLY ONE target that is most approachable and strategically important.

3. Announce: "TARGET FOR THIS SESSION: [lemma_name] at line
[line_number]".

During session: only work on your selected target and any new helper lemmas you create for it.
End session with ONE of:

* SELECTED_TARGET_COMPLETE: target fully proven.

* COMPLETE: all sorries in folder proven.

* LIMIT: stopped due to token/time/error limits.




# Incremental planning
Do NOT write a detailed upfront plan. Instead:

1. Abstract sketch: a one or two sentence high-level idea.
2. One step at a time. After each step, use lean_goal and lean_diagnostic_messages.
3. Re-plan from the actual proof state, not from your initial sketch.

# Tools

* lean_diagnostic_messages, lean_goal, lean_leandex,
gemini_informal_prover, create_formal_sketch,discussion_partner.

* Do NOT use lake build or lean_build. Always use
lean_diagnostic_messages.

# End format
At the very end of the response include exactly one line:

Natural Language

END_REASON: {reason}

\. J

Figure 13: Prompt template for the Numina-Lean-Agent harness used with Claude Code, Codex, and Qwen3 235B.

System Prompt

You are an expert in Lean 4 and Mathlib. Decide whether a candidate Lean 4 statement+proof
semantically establishes the INTENDED mathematical theorem shown alongside it.
Return ONE JSON object and nothing else:

Natural Language
{"verdict": "correct" | "incorrect" | "uncertain",

"reason": "<1-3 sentences>"}

* "correct": (a) the candidate’s stated theorem is mathematically equivalent to the intended
claim, AND (b) its proof actually justifies that claim.

* "incorrect": statement weaker/stronger/wrong OR proof unsound, circular, or relies on a
broken auxiliary.

e "uncertain": artifact truncated or unreadable.

User Prompt

# Intended problem (informal)

Natural Language

{{ informal_block }}

# Intended formal statement (reference Lean 4, proof body is sorry)
. J




Lean 4

{{ formal_ref }}

# Candidate (Lean 4, statement + attempted proof)

Lean 4

{{ candidate }}

Return your JSON verdict now.

. J
Al Response

Natural Language

{"verdict": "{{ verdict }}",
"reason": "{{ reason }}"}

Figure 14: Prompt template for the LLM-as-judge proof correctness evaluator.

User Prompt

You are generating ABM hidden checker code for Lean 4.

## Task

The natural-language text below states a mathematical result. It contains
several distinct sub-claims (e.g. conjunctions, consequences, specialisations,
unfolded definitions, or other properties implied by the main statement).

Step 1 —— identify the sub-claims present in the NL text.

Step 2 —— for each target declaration listed below, write one Lean
example per sub-claim that PROVES that sub-claim follows from the solver's
declaration. The checker is appended after the solver's output, so the
solver's declaration name is already in scope.

## Rules for every generated checker item

— It must be a STRICT sub-statement of the corresponding target item: a
projection (.1/.2/.mp/.mpr), a specialisation (V instantiated at a concrete
value), an unfolded/simp-normal form, an iff direction, or a direct
consequence that the solver must have actually proved.

— It must reference and use the target declaration name in its proof.

— It must NOT restate the full target declaration and prove it by exact/simpa
using the target declaration. That is just copying the theorem, not a hidden
checker.

— It must NOT copy from gold.lean proofs. You are given only target declaration
headers and text matches; generate small shadows from those declarations.

- It must contain no sorry, admit, axiom, constant, namespace, or end.

— Prefer anonymous top-level “example” declarations. Do not introduce named
declarations unless needed.

— Use explicit binders; do not assume variables that are not in scope. The
declaration's parameters are ONLY what appears in its signature before the
“:7 (the return type). Nothing after “:=" is a parameter.

— An ¢ (Iff) proposition is NOT a function and cannot be applied to
arguments. Never write “exact (iff_lemma argl arg2)  or “simpa using
(i1ff_lemma argl arg2) Use “.mp~, ~.mpr -, ~.1°, or .2 to access
its directions: “exact (iff_lemma argl arg2) .mp .

- For conjunction conclusions, generate one shadow per conjunct using ~.1°7,
.27, 7.2.1°, etc. Do not add helper-only or completeness-certificate items:




every checker declaration is scored independently and must use the target
declaration in its proof body.

— For iff conclusions, generate ~.mp~ and ~.mpr°~ shadows. Do not add a
completeness certificate.

## Proof robustness requirement

Solvers may declare the same theorem with a different binder style (making some
arguments implicit, reordering type-class parameters, etc.) while being
mathematically correct. To maximise compatibility, every checker item MUST use
a “first |...|... tactic block with the following three alternatives in order:

1. Direct projection using the gold argument list:
“exact (TARGET ARGS) .PROJECTION™

2. Let-bound variant (separates elaboration, helps with universe/instance issues
) :
“exact (let _hc := TARGET ARGS; _hc.PROJECTION)

3. Argument-agnostic fallback —— lets Lean's unifier determine how to apply the
solver's declaration regardless of how the solver declared its binders:
“suffices _hc : FULL_CONCLUSION by exact _hc.PROJECTION; apply TARGET <;>

assumption”
Example for a conjunction conjunct (7.1 of "foo (n : N) (h : n >0) : AnABn
)
" lean
example (n : N) (h : n > 0)
A n := by
first

| exact (foo n h).
| exact (let _hc
| (suffices _hc

foo n h; _hc.1)
n A B n by exact _hc.1l; apply foo <;> assumption)

D>‘.Ii [

Example for an iff forward direction ("bar (x : @) : P x4 Q x7):
“""lean
example (x : «) :
P x—=>0Q x := by
first

| exact (bar x).mp

| exact (bar x).1

| exact (let _hc := bar x; _hc.mp)

| (suffices _hc : P x4 Q x by exact _hc.mp; apply bar <;> assumption)

For non-structural sub-claims (specialisations, unfoldings, consequences), apply
the

same pattern: lead with the natural “exact”™, follow with a “let”-bound variant,
and

close with the “apply TARGET <;> assumption”™ fallback wrapped in “suffices”.

## Problem
Problem id: {problem_ id}
Target declarations (must each appear in at least one checker): {target_names}

Target source: {target_source_label}

Target items:
{target items}

## Formalization rules
{formalization rules}

## Natural-language text (source of sub-claims)
{natural-language text}

## Output format

If multiple checker declarations are alternative versions of the same target
substatement,

give them identical target/substatement metadata; their Lean doc-comment labels
will be




e A
normalized to Shadow 1-1, Shadow 1-2, etc. Distinct substatements remain Shadow
1,
Shadow 2, etc.
Return ONLY valid JSON -- no markdown, no prose, no extra keys:
{
"checker_code": "<complete Lean code block to append after solver output>",
"items": [
{
"target_index": 1,
"target_name": "foo",
"checker_names": ["hidden_foo_partl"],
"method": "projection/specialisation/unfolding/iff_direction/consequence",
"substatement": "one-line description of the sub-claim"
}
i
"rationale": "one-line summary"
}
. J

Figure 15: Prompt for generating forward checker theorems, i.e. strict sub-statements (shadows) S; with T = .S,
from the reference formal statement. Deterministic shadows are emitted first and this prompt fills the remaining
cases.

User Prompt

You are proving a SUFFICIENCY certificate in Lean 4: that a set of sub-
statements JOINTLY imply a gold conclusion.

Gold target ~{target_name}  has conclusion:
{conclusion}

You are given these sub-statements as hypotheses:
{shadow hypotheses}

Write a single Lean 4 “example” that takes exactly those hypotheses and proves
the gold conclusion:

example{binder prefix}
{shadow hypotheses}
{conclusion} := by
<proof>

Rules:

— Use ONLY the given hypotheses h_bc_i (do not reference the original target or
any solver theorem) .

- Prefer “exact (...)  for conjunctions, “(.mp, .mpr)> style for iff, or
constructor™/ refine / tauto’.

— Output ONLY the Lean code block, no prose.

. J/

Figure 16: Prompt for the backward sufficiency certificate /\; S; = T', used as a fallback when the certificate cannot
be produced structurally.



J Shadow Check Case Studies

These case studies instantiate the forward checks
of §3.2 on real statements. In the first case
(8§J.1), the intended statement 7" says a finite mor-
phism is projective, that is, finite = projective.
Its shadows (Equation (2)) are affine (S;) and
HasProjectiveEmbedding (S2), so the for-
ward checks T' = S; are finite = affine and fi-
nite = HasProjectiveEmbedding, written
as the two Lean examples that follow. The sep-
aration condition (Equation (4)) keeps the two
shadows distinct, so passing the forward checks
is not vacuous. This non-triviality is what a com-
plete shadow set requires, and the backward check
S1A--- NS, = T is the completeness half it pro-
tects. Each later case names its own target 1" and
the shadows .S; that must follow from it.

This appendix walks through eight case stud-
ies that illustrate how these shadow checks apply
to real mathematical statements. The first case is
worked out in detail. The others are sketched.

J.1 Algebraic Geometry: Finite Morphisms
Are Projective

Consider the textbook theorem that finite mor-
phisms are projective. Let

A = finite morphism,

)

B = projective morphism

Write HasProjectiveEmbedding(f) for
the property that X admits a closed S-immersion
into g for some n > 0 (where S is the target of
f). Natural shadows are

A/
B’ = HasProjectiveEmbedding

affine morphism,

The forward checks rely on the implications

finite = affine,

projective = HasProjectiveEmbedding.

3)

The second holds because a projective morphism

f + X — § factors as a closed S-immersion
X — Pg followed by the projection, so X ad-
mits the required closed S-immersion by con-
struction. The separation condition holds be-
cause an affine morphism need not have prop-
erty HasProjectiveEmbedding: aclosed S-
subscheme of IP’§ is proper over S, but affine mor-
phisms need not be proper. Over a field k, the

structure morphism
A} — Speck

is affine, but A,lc admits no closed immersion into
any P7, since any such subscheme would be proper.
Thus

A% B “

The public task asks the solver to define finite
and projective morphisms and prove that finite im-
plies projective. The hidden checker contains the
forward-check one-liners:

example
{X Y : Scheme}
{f : X — Y}
(hf : IsFinite f)
IsAffineHom f := by
simpa using IsFinite.isAffine hf

and the check for the second shadow, discharged
by applying the solver’s theorem

example
{X S : Scheme}
{f : X — S}
(hf : IsFinite f)
HasProjectiveEmbedding f := by
simpa [HasProjectiveEmbedding]
using finite_implies_projective hf

If the first check fails, the LLM fallback attempts
to prove IsFinite = IsAffineHom from the
solver’s definition. The second check is not subject
to fallback, since it must be discharged through the
solver’s theorem.

J.2 Projective Products and Hidden
Properness

A related theorem is that the fiber product of two
projective schemes over a base is projective, classi-
cally via the Segre embedding. The public theorem
may be:

X — S projective, Y — S projective
= X xgY — S projective

A hidden forward check can ask
whether the product morphism has property
HasProjectiveEmbedding, i.e., whether
X XgY admits a closed S-immersion into some
Ps. This tests that the product theorem returns
projectivity in a usable form and that the solver’s
definition of projectivity connects to the trusted
HasProjectiveEmbedding predicate. Here



the target T' is the projectivity of the product
morphism, and the shadow Sy is the property that
the product has HasProjectiveEmbedding,
so the forward check T' = S asks the product to
admit a closed S-immersion into some P§.

J.3 Compiled False Positive: Projective as
Proper

Claude Opus 4.6 and Claude Sonnet 4.6 both pro-
duced the following definition for an algebraic-
geometry problem about projective morphisms.
The submission compiles, but it defines projectivity
as properness:

class IsProjective

{S X : Scheme}
(f : X — S) : Prop where
isProper IsProper £

With this definition, the generated theorem is
immediate:

import Mathlib

namespace ABM

namespace algebraic_geometry
namespace L3

namespace alg_sche_L3_003

open CategoryTheory AlgebraicGeometry

class IsProjective

{S X : Scheme}

(f : X — 9)

Prop where
isProper IsProper f

open CategoryTheory.Limits

theorem projective_isProper
{S X : Scheme}
(£ : X — 9)
IsProper f :=
IsProjective.isProper

[IsProjective f]

end alg_sche_L3_003
end L3

end algebraic_geometry
end ABM

Compile rate marks this candidate as correct be-
cause the theorem block type-checks. SA-PASS
rejects it: the hidden shadow checks require the
generated notion of projectivity to support the in-
tended algebraic-geometric content, not only the
weaker properness property. Here the shadow S
is again HasProjectiveEmbedding, and the
forward check 7' = S fails, because the generated
statement proves only properness, which does not
imply HasProjectiveEmbedding.

J.4 Compiled Weakening: Complex Structure
Dropped

The forward check verifies the weakened state-
ments. Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with Numina-
Lean-Agent produced the following statement for
a Fourier analysis problem, whose intended lemma
is a Gaussian truncation limit used toward Fourier
inversion. The intended statement is complex val-
ued:

—— Intended statement (abridged)

variable {E : Typex}
[NormedAddCommGroup E]
[NormedSpace C E] {f : V — E}

lemma tendsto_integral_cexp_sg_smul
(hf : Integrable f)
Tendsto
(fun ¢ : R => f v @V,
cexp (- ¢! x |[v][*2) o f v)
atTop (nhds ([ v : Vv, £ v))

The generated output compiles with a correct
proof of a real-valued variant. It replaces cexp
and the C module structure on E with Real.exp
and an R module structure, and generalizes the
volume measure to an arbitrary measure:

—-— Submission (abridged)
{E : Typex} [NormedAddCommGroup E]
[NormedSpace R E] {f : V — E}
{u : Measure V}

lemma tendsto_integral_cexp_sg_smul
(hf : Integrable f pu)

Tendsto
(fun c : R => [ v,
Real.exp

(- c o« ||v||/\2) o f v 8/1)

atTop (nhds ([ v, £ v du))

The backward check passes, since the shadows
derived from the complex statement imply the real
variant. The forward check fails, since the real vari-
ant does not recover the complex shadow. Compile
rate considers this generation as correct, and SA-
PASS rejects it as a weakening.

J.5 Compiled False Positive: Conclusion
Assumed as a Hypothesis

A compiling submission can also prove a different
statement. Claude Code (Opus 4.8) with Numina-
Lean-Agent produced the following statement
for Brahmagupta’s formula (geo_gen_L2_007).
The intended theorem computes the area of a cyclic
quadrilateral, stated as the measure of the convex
hull of the four vertices:



—— Intended statement (abridged)
theorem brahmagupta_formula
{A B CD : EuclideanSpace R(Fin 2)}
(h_cyclic Concyclic
({p, B, C, D} : Set _))
(h_convex :
(openSegment R A C
N openSegment R B D) .Nonempty) :
let s := (dist A B + dist B C
+ dist C D + dist D A) / 2
let K := (volume (convexHull R
({A, B, C, D} : Set _))).toReal
K = sqgqrt ((s - dist A B)
* (s — dist B C)
* (s — dist C D)
* (s — dist D A))

The submission compiles with a correct proof
of a different statement. It receives the value K as
a hypothesis that already encodes the triangle de-
composition of the area, and replaces concyclicity
of the four points with an angle condition:

—— Submission (abridged)
theorem brahmagupta_formula

(ABCD :P) (abcdsZK:R)
(ha : a = dist A B)

(hb : b = dist B C)

(hc : ¢ = dist C D)

(hd : d = dist D A)

(hs : s = (a+b+c+d / 2)
(hcyclic :

EuclideanGeometry.angle D A B
+ EuclideanGeometry.angle
B CD=m)
(harea : K=1/ 2 » a = d
* Real.sin
(EuclideanGeometry.angle
D A B)
+ 1/ 2 b x c
+ Real.sin
(EuclideanGeometry.angle
B C D))
(hK : 0 < K)
K = Real.sqgrt
* (s — c) =

((s —a) = (s — b)

(s — d))

The resulting statement is an identity about the
assumed value K, not a statement about the area.
Both check directions fail, since the submission
neither implies nor is implied by the shadows of
the intended theorem. Compile rate counts this
submission as correct, and SA-PASS rejects it.

J.6 Backup Declarations on ProofNet

The larger models often attach a backup declaration
to a long proof attempt. Claude Opus 4.6 produced
the following output for Herstein Exercise 2.1.18
on ProofNet, which asks for an element a # 1 with
a = a~' in a group of even order. The generated
statement matches the intended one, and the output
carries a second declaration that ends in sorry:

—-— Claude Opus 4.6 (abridged)
theorem exercise_2_1_18

{G : Typex} [Group G]

[Fintype G] (hG2 : Even (card G))
J(a:6G), a#1lAa=al :=by
have h : 3 a : G, a#1 Aaxa-=1
1= by

—-— long proof attempt

theorem exercise_2_ 1 18"

{G : Typex} [Group G]
[Fintype G] (hG2 : Even (card G))
J(a:6G),a#1Aa=a’' :=by

sorry

The evaluation takes the last theorem block as
the candidate (§5.1), which here is the backup dec-
laration, so the output is rejected. Claude Haiku 4.5
emits a single declaration with the same statement
for this problem and passes.

J.7 Flat Morphisms and Openness

For flat morphisms, a classical theorem states that a
flat morphism locally of finite presentation is open.
A benchmark can use

A = flat and locally of finite presentation,

B = open map.

Possible shadows include generalizing maps and
universally open morphisms, depending on the
available benchmark environment. Here the tar-
get T'is A = B, and the shadows S; are prop-
erties such as being a generalizing map or a uni-
versally open morphism that B should entail, so
each forward check 7' = S; tests one consequence
of openness. Here the separation condition must
be checked carefully: if the chosen shadow of A
already implies the chosen shadow of B in that en-
vironment, then the item is vulnerable to collapse.
The framework forces the benchmark designer to
make this relationship explicit before releasing the
task.

J.8 Homotopy and Homology

In algebraic topology, many one step facts are al-
ready explicit in mature libraries: path homotopy
is an equivalence relation, path homotopy respects
concatenation, homotopy equivalences compose,
and so on. Such facts should not be visible target
theorems if the goal is to evaluate autoformaliza-
tion beyond retrieval.

The shadow based evaluation suggests using de-
rived tasks instead. For instance, a public theorem
may ask for a bundled threefold product statement



for homotopy equivalences, while hidden checks
specialize it to product with an identity factor. In
homology, a public theorem may bundle the degree
zero homology computation of totally disconnected
spaces with positive degree vanishing, while hid-
den checks specialize to concrete degrees. Here
each public target 7' is a bundled statement, and
the shadows S; are its specializations, so the for-
ward checks 7' = S; project the bundle onto one
component in the bundled-conclusion pattern of
§3.2. These tasks are not merely lookups of named
declarations. They require composing library facts
into reusable results.

K Complete Shadow Set Checker
Patterns

K.1 Bundled Conclusions

For a bundled theorem, the hidden checker can
compile each projection.

-— Expected submission:
-- theorem main : A -> Bl /\ B2 /\ B3

example (hA : A) : Bl := by
exact (main hA) .1

example (hA : A) : B2 := by
exact (main hA).2.1
example (hA : A) : B3 := by

exact (main hA) .2.2

K.2 Equality as Two Inequalities

For equality-valued theorems, the hidden checker
can compile both inequality consequences.

—— Expected submission:
—— theorem main (hA : A) : £ B = f C

example (hA : A) : £ B <= £ C := by
exact le_of_eqg (main hA)

example (hA : A) : £ C <= f B :
exact ge_of_eqg (main hA)

by

The exact lemmas depend on the proof assistant
and ordered structure. The benchmark uses the
idiomatic library lemmas for converting equality
into the two inequality directions.

K.3 Saddle-Point Derivatives

This example on the next page shows a complete
shadow set for a theorem whose conclusion is a pair
of first-order conditions. The intended conclusion
is Dx = 0 A Dz = 0. The hidden checker splits
it into two shadows and then checks that the two
shadows recover the full conclusion.



/—— Shadow 1: the derivative of the “x -section vanishes. -/

example
{nm : N}
{f : (Finn - R) X (Fin m — R) — R}
{x0 : Fin n — R} {z0 : Fin m — R}
{Dx : (Fin n — R) —L[R] R}
{Dz : (Fin m — R) —L[R] R}

(hs : V x z, £ (x0, z) < f (x0, z0) AN £ (x0, z0) < f (x, z0))
(hx : HasFDerivAt (fun x => f (x, z0)) Dx x0)
(hz : HasFDerivAt (fun z => f (x0, z)) Dz z0)
Dx = 0 := by
exact (saddle_sections_hasFDerivAt_eq zero hs hx hz) .l

/—— Shadow 2: the derivative of the "z -section vanishes. -/
example

{n m : N}

{f : (Finn —- R) X (Fin m — R) — R}

{x0 : Fin n — R} {z0 : Fin m — R}

{Dx : (Fin n — R) —L[R] R}

{Dz : (Fin m — R) —L[R] R}

(hs : V x z, £ (x0, z) < f (x0, z0) AN £ (x0, z0) < f (x, z0))

(hx : HasFDerivAt (fun x => f (x, z0)) Dx x0)

(hz : HasFDerivAt (fun z => f (x0, z)) Dz z0)

Dz = 0 := by

exact (saddle_sections_hasFDerivAt_eq_zero hs hx hz).2

/—— Completeness certificate: Shadow 1 A Shadow 2 = Dx = 0 A Dz = 0. -/

example
(hDx :
V {nm : N}
{f : (Finn — R) X (Finm — R) — R}
{x0 : Fin n — R} {z0 : Fin m — R}
{Dx : (Fin n — R) —L[R] R}
{Dz : (Fin m — R) —L[R] R},

<V x z, £ (x0, z) < f (x0, z0) AN £ (x0, z0) < f (x, z0)) —
HasFDerivAt (fun x => f (x, z0)) Dx x0 —
HasFDerivAt (fun z => f (x0, z)) Dz z0 —

Dx = 0)
(hDz :
V {nm : N}
{f : (Finn — R) X (Finm — R) — R}
{x0 : Fin n — R} {z0 : Fin m — R}
{Dx : (Fin n — R) —L[R] R}
{Dz : (Fin m — R) —L[R] R},

V x z, £ (x0, z) < f (x0, z0) A £ (x0, z0) < f (x, z0)) —
HasFDerivAt (fun x => f (x, z0)) Dx x0 —
HasFDerivAt (fun z => f (x0, z)) Dz z0 —

Dz = 0)
V {nm : N}
{f : (Finn - R) x (Finm — R) — R}
{x0 : Fin n — R} {z0 : Fin m — R}
{Dx : (Fin n — R) —L[R] R}

{(Dz : (Fin m — R) —L[R] R},
<V x z, £ (x0, z) < f (x0, z0) AN £ (x0, z0) < f (x, z0)) —
HasFDerivAt (fun x => f (x, z0)) Dx x0 —
HasFDerivAt (fun z => f (x0, z)) Dz z0 —
Dx = 0 A Dz = 0 := by
intro n m £ x0 z0 Dx Dz hs hx hz
exact (hDx hs hx hz, hDz hs hx hz)
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