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ABSTRACT

Autoformalization (AF) requires more than compilation: formal statements must
preserve the meaning of their informal sources, a property known as faithfulness.
An emerging frontier is the automated evaluation of this property, yet most existing
methods operate at the statement level and produce whole-item verdicts, failing to
reveal how individual expressions correspond or which contextual interpretations
support the judgment. This omission is consequential because AF is inherently
theory-scale: target statements derive their meaning from surrounding mathemati-
cal material and unstated conventions. We formulate faithfulness evaluation as a
context-aware align-then-label problem: identifying phrase-level correspondences
between informal and formal statements and assigning a faithfulness label to each
under explicitly specified contextual interpretations and assumptions. We also intro-
duce FaithAlign, the first theory-scale faithfulness benchmark comprising 460 items
and 4,982 annotated phrase-level links, alongside FaithAlign-Gap, a companion
set of 146 items with informal context and assumptions withheld. Each FaithAlign
item includes the target statement pair, relevant context, formal dependencies, and,
where needed, assumptions specifying one given interpretation. Across 8 models,
GPT-6 Astra achieves the highest defect F1 at 47.8% and identifies all defects in
only 4.5% of items with two or more defects. On FaithAlign-Gap, Astra identifies
only 28.2% of undecidable items as such. These results show the difficulty of re-
covering context-dependent correspondences, establishing FaithAlign as a testbed
for fine-grained, context-aware faithfulness evaluation.

1 INTRODUCTION

Autoformalization aims to translate mathematical writing into formal statements and definitions while
preserving its meaning—a property known as faithfulness. This task is theory-scale: formalizing a
mathematical definition requires tracing its dependencies on other definitions, standing assumptions,
and conventions (Min et al., 2026; Feng et al., 2026). A formalization may look faithful in isolation
but narrow the domain, omit an assumption, or misstate a definition in its original context, causing
cascading failures in theory-scale autoformalization. Assessing faithfulness therefore requires identi-
fying each discrepancy and tracing the dependencies behind it. When context is missing, the available
information may support different interpretations. In such cases, faithfulness is undecidable.

Existing evaluations largely reduce faithfulness to a scalar score or binary verdict for a pair of
informal and formal statements (Lu et al., 2025; Poiroux et al., 2025; Patel et al., 2026). Such
outputs do not map the surrounding informal context to formal dependencies or show whether all
defects have been localized. AriaScorer grounds binary judgments in retrieved library definitions but
does not measure coverage of contextual correspondences (Wang et al., 2026a). FormalRx localizes
problematic formal code without linking it to informal expressions and their dependencies (Wang
et al., 2026b). The binary labels used by MA-Align and FormalRx cannot represent undecidable
cases where context is underspecified (Patel et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026b). A definite verdict thus
assumes an interpretation unsupported by the supplied material.
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Prove that if T ∈ L(V )

TN [1]

is normal
TN [2]

, then rangeT = rangeT∗
TN [3]

.

✓ Faithful Lean formalization
theorem Axler_exercise_7_A_16
{F} {V : Type*} [NormedAddCommGroup V]
[RCLike F]
[InnerProductSpace F V] [FiniteDimensional F V]
(T : End F V)
(hT : T * adjoint T = adjoint T * T)
: range T = range (adjoint T) := by sorry

TF [1]

TF [2]

TF [3]

TF [4]

TF [5]

× Unfaithful Lean formalization
theorem Axler_exercise_7_6
{V : Type*} [NormedAddCommGroup V]

[InnerProductSpace C V] [FiniteDimensional C V]
(T : End C V)
(hT : T * adjoint T = adjoint T * T)
: range T = range (adjoint T) := by sorry

TF [1]

TF [2]

TF [3]

TF [4]

TF [5]

CN [1] p. 203, Ch. 7 stand-
ing assumptions
“F denotes R or C.”

CN [2] p. 86, 3.6
“The notation L(V ) denotes
the set of all operators on
V .”

CN [4] p. 212, Def. 7.18
“T ∈ L(V ) is normal if
TT∗ = T∗T .”

CN [3] p. 204, Def. 7.2
“The adjoint of T is the func-
tion T∗ : W → V such
that ⟨Tv,w⟩ = ⟨v, T∗w⟩.”

Figure 1: A motivating example from Axler (2015) with the unfaithful formalization drawn from
ProofNet (Azerbayev et al., 2023), and faithful one from ProofNet-Verified (An et al., 2026).

We introduce a novel context-aware align-then-label problem to address these gaps. Each input
includes an informal target, its source context and assumptions, a formal target in Lean, and relevant
formal dependencies. The model links aligned regions on the informal and formal sides and then labels
each link’s faithfulness. This measures whether the model locates the mathematical content behind
each defect and judges it correctly. By making individual correspondences explicit, align-then-label
makes the model’s judgments traceable and supports systematic analysis of errors.

We introduce FaithAlign, a heterogeneous benchmark with 460 items and 4,982 annotated alignment
links built from five mathematical formalization sources. The sources vary in alignment density and
structure, while the links range from multi-span correspondences to regions with no counterpart,
with 25.5% involving context or assumptions. The annotations distinguish defects such as missing
conditions from benign informal commentary that need not appear in the formal statement. We also
introduce FaithAlign-Gap, a 146-item companion set that withholds informal context and assumptions.
Of these items, 85 become undecidable and 61 remain decidable, testing whether models recognize
when a faithfulness judgment depends on missing information.

Evaluation of 8 models reveals frequent failures to identify the complete set of defects. GPT-6 Astra,
the strongest model on defect F1, scores only 47.8% and identifies every defect in only 34.3% of
defective items. It fails to align 68.6% of defective context links. Models also tend to produce coarser
alignments than humans, merging distinct mathematical objects and missing crucial correspondences.
When informal context and assumptions are withheld, the best model recognizes only 28.2% of
undecidable items: models often give definite verdicts that the available information cannot support.

We summarize our contributions as follows: (1) We operationalize faithfulness evaluation as a
context-aware align-then-label problem, linking informal and formal contents across targets, context,
and assumptions while allowing undecidable judgments for underspecified inputs. (2) We create
FaithAlign, a heterogeneous benchmark with fine-grained correspondence annotations for evaluating
defect and underspecification identification. (3) We empirically evaluate 8 models, revealing recurring
failures to identify all defects, align contextual dependencies, and recognize undecidable cases.

2 ILLUSTRATIVE OVERVIEW

We illustrate the importance of faithful formalization with an example from ProofNet-Verified (An
et al., 2026), shown in Figure 1. The natural language target proves a property over a vector space V
that is intended to hold over the real numbers R and the complex numbers C. However, an unfaithful
formalization found in the dataset instantiates the scalar field over C, while omitting R. The faithful
formalization, on the other hand, correctly introduces {F} [RCLike F], which quantifies over
both R and C and is thereby faithful. Though relatively small, at the theory scale this error compounds
if later theorems refer to this one in the dependency graph. In that case, the error propagates to
downstream items, rendering entire sections of the overall theory unusable.

The example also reveals why such judgments are difficult. Taken in isolation, the natural language
target is immensely under-specified: the symbols V and L(V ) are not defined in the natural language

2



NL Target NL Context NL Implicit Assumptions Formal Target Formal Context

❌

❌

❌

❌

❌

❌

❌

Figure 2: A bird’s-eye-view illustration of eleven samples (with truncation) from FaithAlign, where
each segment from natural language (NL) or formal language is bucketed into Target, Context, or
Implicit Assumptions. Segments from both sides are matched or unconnected (connected to ∅):
faithful links are indicated by green lines, while unfaithful links are marked in red, implying that the
overall Lean formalization is unfaithful to the NL source.

target. Further, even if we know that V is a vector space, the target does not specify over which field it
is defined. Such ambiguities cause both models and human annotators to output incorrect faithfulness
labels. In this particular example, the unfaithful formalization is the ground truth released with
ProofNet (Azerbayev et al., 2023), which the expert annotators of ProofNet-Verified (An et al., 2026)
later judged unfaithful and corrected to the faithful version shown here. The fact that a formalization
accepted in one expert-curated benchmark was flagged as defective in another shows how easily these
ambiguities slip past human review. To address this ambiguity gap, careful annotation is required
to identify relevant context outside the natural language target. Doing so foregrounds these gaps,
making explicit how ambiguities are resolved, rather than asserting that the target is unambiguous.

Accordingly, we pose faithfulness evaluation as being dependent on the necessary context C rather
than only the targets T , and further require links between natural language and formal phrases to
localize how we arrived at the verdict. To illustrate the importance of context, Figure 1 shows various
natural language contexts (CN ) that appear earlier in the book: for example how F denotes R or C
(CN [1]), and what the notation L(V ) (CN [2]) means. We further require explicit mappings between
phrase-level segments to show precisely where the formalization is faithful or not. For instance, the
link from CN [1] to the formal target [InnerProductSpace C V] [FiniteDimensional
C V] (TF [2]) shows precisely that TF [2] is unfaithful (because it is missing R), and that the link
to RCLike F is faithful. The faithful link starting at CN [2] shows why each specific part of the
formalization is faithful in both versions. These links in this example tell us that only one section
of the unfaithful formalization is the issue, not the entire item, allowing this way of annotation to
localize issues rather than giving whole-item verdicts.

While Figure 1 shows the alignment of a single example, Figure 2 provides a bird’s-eye view over
samples drawn from ProofNet-Verified (An et al., 2026), LCS-Bench (Feng et al., 2026), MA-Align
(Patel et al., 2026), LeanEuclid (Murphy et al., 2024), and Pistis (Mao et al., 2026). Across these
sources, FaithAlign provides comprehensive and fine-grained annotation of alignments so that every
unfaithful defect (illustrated with red lines) is explicitly captured and can be systematically analyzed.

3 PROBLEM FORMULATION

In Section 2, we demonstrated that a faithfulness judgment depends on context beyond the target
statement and is most useful when it locates each discrepancy. Motivated by this observation, we
formulate faithfulness evaluation as a novel align-then-label problem in which the evaluator aligns
informal text with Lean code and then labels each resulting link using the context that determines the
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Paired regions NL only Lean only

Faithful

Unfaithful

NL

“positive x”

Lean

0 < x

Faithful match

NL

“Show that”

Lean

∅

Harmless omission

NL

∅
Lean

open Nat

Formal scaffolding

NL

“positive x”

Lean

0 ≤ x

Semantic mismatch

NL

“nonzero x”

Lean

∅

Missing condition

NL

∅
Lean

0 < x

Extraneous condition

Figure 3: Schematic examples of the six link types. Rows give the label, and columns give which
regions the link contains. ∅ marks an absent counterpart.

(Item) x ::= (TN , CN , I, TF , CF ) (NL region) σ ⊆ one of TN , CN , I
(NL target) TN ::= statement (Lean region) τ ⊆ one of TF , CF

(NL context) CN ::= [(quote, source), . . .] (Link) a ::= (σ, τ) ̸= (∅,∅)
(Implicit assumptions) I ::= [assumption, . . .] (Label) ℓ ::= 1 | 0 | ⊥
(Lean target) TF ::= Lean code (Finding) y ::= (a, ℓ)

(Lean context) CF ::= [declaration, . . .] (Finding set) Y, Ŷ ::= {y1, y2, . . .}
(Matched pairs) Π ⊆ Ŷ × Y (Weight) w(ŷ, y) ∈ [0, 1]

Figure 4: Notation for align-then-label. Y denotes annotated findings and Ŷ predicted ones.

meaning of both statements. We first specify the inputs to this process, including the targets, their
surrounding context, and any implicit assumptions. Figure 4 summarizes the notation.

3.1 INPUTS

As Figure 1 shows, the same statement can admit different interpretations when read in isolation. Each
item therefore pairs the informal and formal targets with the context that sufficiently disambiguates
their respective meanings. We distinguish context available from the natural language source from
context available from the formalization, and separately represent assumptions needed to resolve
ambiguities that neither source makes explicit.

The informal target TN is the statement to be formalized, and the formal target TF is its Lean
formalization (de Moura & Ullrich, 2021). The informal context CN quotes the definitions, notation,
and standing assumptions that TN relies on. The formal context CF lists the declarations that TF

references, such as Mathlib definitions (The mathlib Community, 2020). Where the source leaves an
interpretive choice open, such as an unstated convention, the implicit assumptions I state it explicitly.

3.2 LABELED ALIGNMENTS

Regions and links. To tie each judgment to the expressions responsible for it, an alignment is
built from regions connected by links. A region is a set of selected characters, which may consist of
several disjoint spans. A link pairs an informal region σ with a formal region τ . Because missing and
extraneous conditions have no counterpart by definition, either endpoint may be empty, but not both.
A one-sided link (σ,∅) records informal material with no formal counterpart, and (∅, τ) records
formal material with no informal counterpart. Regions may overlap and participate in several links.
To evaluate links involving context and assumptions separately from those between the targets, we
assign each link a role by its endpoints. A link is implicit if an endpoint lies in I , context if it has no
endpoint in I but one in CN or CF , and target otherwise.

Labels. Labels record the faithfulness judgment for each link, with a third label for links that the
supplied material cannot settle. Each link carries a faithfulness label ℓ, faithful (1) or unfaithful (0).
For a paired link, the label records whether both regions express the same mathematical content,
and for a one-sided link, whether the material may lack a counterpart, yielding the six link types in
Figure 3. We additionally consider a setting in which CN and I are withheld, so that some links
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become undecidable (⊥). Such a link admits reasonable interpretations with different faithfulness
judgments, and a definite label would commit to one that the supplied material does not establish.

Findings and verdicts. Whole-item verdicts are derived from labeled links, so every verdict can be
traced to the supporting links. A labeled link is a finding y = (a, ℓ), and align-then-label outputs a
finding set. This set contains faithful findings as well as defects. A faithful verdict rests on them, and
they show whether an unreported defect was misjudged or never aligned. Y denotes the reference
finding set of an item and Ŷ denotes a predicted one. The verdict is unfaithful if any finding is
unfaithful, otherwise undecidable if any finding is undecidable, and faithful otherwise. A definite
defect therefore decides the item even when there are undecidable links.

3.3 EVALUATION METRICS

F1 scores. F1 scores measure how much of the reference links are recovered with correct labels.
Credit is graded by endpoint overlap, so selecting a broad span that happens to enclose a reference
region earns only partial credit. Within each item, predicted links are matched one-to-one to reference
links by overlap, ignoring labels, so a correctly located but mislabeled link is still matched. Let Π be
the resulting set of matched pairs and w(ŷ, y) the overlap weight of a pair (ŷ, y) ∈ Π. For a label
set S ⊆ {0, 1,⊥}, let YS and ŶS be the reference and predicted findings whose labels lie in S. The
scores are then defined as follows:

CreditS =
∑

(ŷ,y)∈Π, ℓ̂=ℓ∈S w(ŷ, y), PrecS = CreditS
|ŶS |

,

RecS = CreditS
|YS | , F1S = 2·PrecS ·RecS

PrecS+RecS
.

Credits and counts are summed over all items before the ratios are taken. Joint F1 (S = {0, 1,⊥})
measures recovery and correct labeling of all links. Catching faithfulness errors matters most, so we
separately calculate defect F1 (S = {0}), which isolates the recovery of defects. Undecidable-link
F1 (S = {⊥}) measures recognition of links that cannot be decided with the provided material. We
also report defect F1@0.5 which counts a defect only when it is located substantially. It uses the
same definitions with S = {0}, but a pair enters Π only if the overlap has at least half recall and
precision at every endpoint, and each pair contributes 1 in place of w(ŷ, y).

Item-level rates. F1 pools links across items and therefore does not show whether any single item
has been fully diagnosed. The all-defects rate is the fraction of items with at least one reference defect
in which every reference defect is matched to a prediction labeled unfaithful. Verdict accuracy is the
fraction of items whose verdict inferred from Ŷ matches the reference verdict. To measure whether
an evaluator correctly raises undecidable when the context is insufficient, the undecidable-item rate
restricts verdict accuracy to undecidable items. The Appendix specifies the overlap weight, the
matching, and content preprocessing.

4 BENCHMARK

4.1 BENCHMARK CONSTRUCTION

Sources and target pairs. FaithAlign draws on five sources, namely LeanEuclid (Murphy et al.,
2024), Pistis (Mao et al., 2026), MA-Align (Patel et al., 2026), LCS-Bench (Feng et al., 2026), and
ProofNet-Verified (An et al., 2026). For each source, we use the provided informal–formal pairs as
targets and manually construct their contexts from their textbook sources (e.g., Gallier, 2015). Since
Pistis refines LeanEuclid, we report the two as one group, LeanEuclid–Pistis.

Context selection and annotation. Four graduate-level experts in Lean and mathematics, all with
prior Lean research experience, annotated the benchmark over about eight person-months using a
browser-based visual tool in three steps. First, they select broad regions on the informal and formal
sides, connect corresponding regions or mark counterparts as absent, and assign labels. Second,
for unfaithful links, they narrow the selected regions to isolate the misalignment. Each unfaithful
region is made as precise as possible while remaining coherent. Third, they supply context for
each mathematical object required to understand TN and TF . On the informal side, this consists
of complete source segments, such as paragraphs or book subsections, containing the relevant
background. Annotators also add assumptions to resolve ambiguity or underspecification left by
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Figure 5: Composition and input lengths for LCS-Bench (LCS), ProofNet-Verified (PN-V), MA-
Align (MA), and LeanEuclid–Pistis (LE-P). In (c), centers are group means; area ∝ count.
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(a) Endpoint pairs (b) Links per item

Figure 6: Structure of annotated alignments. (a) counts faithful/unfaithful links per endpoint pair.

the source context. On the formal side, annotators gather the referenced declarations and other
dependencies needed to understand the selected targets. Context selection covers the mathematical
dependencies of both targets. A second annotator then reviews and refines every item, and the
completed annotations retain 81.9% alignment-link overlap with the initial versions, counting labels,
under the evaluation scorer.

Constructing FaithAlign-Gap. FaithAlign-Gap tests whether evaluators recognize when the
supplied material is insufficient to settle faithfulness. Each item keeps the two targets and the formal
context of a FaithAlign item but withholds CN and I . These items are annotated separately, with
undecidable labels on links that depend on the withheld material. The set contains undecidable items,
whose targets admit readings with different faithfulness judgments without that material. It also
contains decidable controls that are unambiguous under common assumptions. For each undecidable
item, we also construct an opposite-verdict counterpart whose informal context reverses the verdict
of the original item, forming a triplet of the undecidable item, its original item, and the counterpart.

4.2 DATASET STATISTICS

FaithAlign contains 460 full-context items, with 164 faithful and 296 unfaithful whole-item verdicts.
Its 4,982 annotated links, 4,232 faithful and 750 unfaithful, range from 2 to 34 per item, and 25.5%
of them involve context or assumptions. Figure 5 summarizes source composition and input lengths
for LCS-Bench (LCS), ProofNet-Verified (PN-V), MA-Align (MA), and LeanEuclid–Pistis (LE-P),
and Figure 6 summarizes endpoint types and links per item. FaithAlign-Gap is counted separately
and contains 146 items, of which 85 are undecidable, 12 faithful, and 49 unfaithful. Its 1,481 links
are 954 faithful, 103 unfaithful, and 424 undecidable ones, and the Appendix gives its composition.

4.3 EVALUATION TASKS AND PROTOCOL

We evaluate models on two align-then-label tasks, which differ in whether the context that fixes the
interpretation is supplied. In both tasks, the model returns a labeled alignment rather than a verdict,
and the item verdict is inferred from its findings by the rule in Section 3.2. Both tasks are scored
with the metrics defined in Section 3.3, and the FaithAlign-Gap triplets connect them by pairing each
undecidable item with full-context versions of both readings.

Full-context alignment. This task measures recovery of both faithful links and defects under a
fixed interpretation. On the 460 FaithAlign items, the model receives all five input components of
Section 3.1 and labels each link faithful or unfaithful. Each nonempty endpoint is a set of character
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Figure 7: Full-context alignment F1 per model.
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45.1 40.6
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6.2

13.3 11.6
5.3 3.6 6.2 2.2 0.43.0 3.0 3.0 1.9 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.4

All found Some found

Figure 8: Defect identification by the number of defects in an item, over 133, 75, and 88 items with 1,
2, and 3+ defects. Full bar height counts items with at least one defect found.

spans from the targets, from the context, or from a single assumption. The alignment also requires
unmatched material. An acceptable omission or addition therefore forms a faithful one-sided link,
and a required condition missing from the formalization, including one stated only in the context,
forms an unfaithful link with an empty formal endpoint. Context is selected only where it supplies the
material being assessed or fixes the interpretation of a link. The model is instructed to align coherent
mathematical contributions, such as the setup, hypotheses, and conclusion, rather than individual
symbols, and to split a contribution that contains separable faithful and defective parts. We report
defect F1, together with defect F1@0.5, joint F1, and the all-defects rate.

Context-omitted alignment. This task measures whether the model recognizes when the supplied
material cannot settle faithfulness. On the 146 FaithAlign-Gap items, the model receives only TN ,
TF , and CF and may additionally label a link undecidable. An undecidable link connects the visible
informal phrase whose interpretation is unresolved with the formal material whose faithfulness
depends on it. Undecidable items and decidable controls use the same prompt, which does not
reveal which kind an item is, so the model must itself determine whether the supplied material settles
each link. We report undecidable-link F1, the undecidable-item rate, and verdict accuracy over all
146 items, split into undecidable items and decidable controls. On the 85 triplets, comparing each
undecidable item with its two full-context versions separates recognition of underspecification from
correct judgment once the missing context is supplied; we therefore report verdict accuracy for both
the context-omitted and full-context versions.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We evaluate 8 models on the tasks in Section 4.3, with a 32,768-token output limit. The models
are GPT-6 Astra (GPT6), GPT-5.6 Sol (GPT56), Kimi K3 (KK3), Opus 5 (CO5), Opus 4.8 (CO48),
DeepSeek V3.2 (DS32), GLM-5 (GLM5), and MiniMax M2.5 (MM25). The evaluation covers
all 460 FaithAlign items and all 146 FaithAlign-Gap items, with three repetitions of full-context
and context-omitted alignment per model. Figures report means with sample standard deviations.
Alignment tasks provide text-search and answer-validation tools, with no mathematical correctness
feedback. Scoring details are provided in the Appendix.
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5.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS

RQ1: Can models identify faithfulness defects? Models rarely find all the defects in an item, and
most of the defects they miss are never aligned at all. Figure 7 shows that in full-context alignment,
even the strongest model, GPT-6 Astra, reaches a defect F1 of only 47.8%, and its score drops
further under the stricter F1@0.5. Whole-item verdicts would hide this gap. Astra’s inferred verdicts
reach 93.1% balanced accuracy, averaging its accuracy on faithful and unfaithful items, although it
identifies every defect in only 34.3% of defective items. As Figure 8 shows, this rate falls to 4.5% on
items with two or more defects. On two-defect items, Astra finds exactly one defect in 68% of cases,
against 48% under independent detection at the same per-defect rate, so it finds both far less often
than independence predicts. Figure 9a attributes most failures to defects that are never aligned rather
than to defects aligned but wrongly labeled, so the bottleneck lies mainly in locating defects rather
than in judging them. These omissions persist across attempts, since on average nearly two thirds of
defects are never identified in any of the three repetitions.

RQ2: How well do models identify and assess contextual links? Models often fail to connect the
targets to the context they depend on, so most contextual defects go unassessed. Figure 11a shows
that links involving context have the lowest joint F1 of all link roles, 15.7 percentage points below the
overall score. The deficit comes mostly from missing links, since roughly three quarters of contextual
defects are never aligned, and defects involving implicit assumptions are omitted in much the same
way. Supplying the surrounding material therefore does not ensure that a model uses it, which is a
central failure for theory-scale assessment.

RQ3: Can models recognize underspecification when relevant context is absent? Models
seldom recognize that missing context leaves a judgment open, and instead commit to one reading.
Figure 12 shows that in context-omitted alignment, most correct verdicts come from the decidable
controls, while every model struggles to identify the undecidable items. A definite verdict on an
undecidable item could stem from two different failures, misjudging the item or not noticing that its
judgment depends on the withheld context. The paired comparison separates the two by stating each
reading explicitly. In full-context alignment, where the supplied context fixes the interpretation, Astra
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Figure 12: Context-omitted verdict accuracy on
FaithAlign-Gap by verdict type, as percentages of
all 146 items, so bar height gives overall accuracy.

Table 1: GPT6 verdicts for the 85 triplets, under
full-context alignment of the faithful (Full F) and
unfaithful (Full U) versions and under context-
omitted alignment (Gap). Columns show pre-
dicted verdicts, with ND for undecidable.

Input F U ND

Full F 96.9%± 0.7% 3.1%± 0.7% -
Full U 0.0%± 0.0% 100.0%± 0.0% -
Gap 25.5%± 0.7% 46.3%± 1.8% 28.2%± 2.0%

judges both the faithful and the unfaithful version correctly in 96.9% of triplets, as Table 1 shows,
so it can judge each reading once that reading is stated. In context-omitted alignment, however, it
usually supplies an unstated assumption of its own, and for 52 of the 85 triplets it judges both versions
correctly yet gives a definite verdict in every repetition. The failure therefore lies in recognizing that
a judgment depends on context the model has not been given.

RQ4: Can models produce fine-grained mathematical alignments? Current models cannot
yet produce alignments at the granularity of the annotations, and most annotated links receive no
matching prediction. As Figure 10 shows, in full-context alignment the number of predicted links
grows much more slowly than the number of annotated links, and roughly 60% of annotated links
remain unaligned on average. Figure 9b separates two kinds of failure behind these gaps. About a
third on average are overmerged links, in which a single prediction spans several annotated links and
collapses their separate mathematical relationships into one label. In the rest, models omit one or
both endpoints, or select both endpoints in separate links without connecting them.

6 RELATED WORK

Autoformalization. Large language models have enabled substantial progress in autoformaliza-
tion (Wu et al., 2022; Weng et al., 2025), with benchmarks spanning competition, undergraduate, and
library-scale Lean formalization (Zheng et al., 2022; Azerbayev et al., 2023; Ying et al., 2024; Gao
et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2025). Recent work has extended this setting to theory-scale, dependency-aware
formalization (Min et al., 2026; Feng et al., 2026; Poiroux et al., 2025; Rammal et al., 2026; Liu
et al., 2025a; Wang et al., 2026a). Formalization also serves as an intermediate step, guiding provers
with formal proof sketches (Jiang et al., 2023) or filtering informal solutions whose formalizations
are inconsistent (Zhou et al., 2024), and retrieval of related formalizations helps keep library-scale
autoformalization consistent (Zhang et al., 2024).

Pipelines that synthesize training data for provers filter autoformalized statements with model-based
quality scores, checks for contradictory hypotheses, and whole-statement faithfulness judgments (Xin
et al., 2024; Lin et al., 2025). Such filters decide whether to keep a statement but not which of its parts
is unfaithful. Audits of existing benchmarks and formalizations have identified unfaithful statements,
including missing or added hypotheses, that compilation alone does not reveal (Poiroux et al., 2025;
An et al., 2026; Meek et al., 2026), highlighting the need for evaluation in context.

Faithfulness evaluation. Existing evaluations largely judge candidates at the statement level.
Reference-based methods compare against gold formalizations using equivalence or structural similar-
ity (Liu et al., 2025a; Poiroux et al., 2025; Murphy et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2025b; 2026); source-based
methods test consistency with the informal statement (Li et al., 2024; Han et al., 2026; Mohammad
& Sheikh, 2026); and model-based evaluators directly assess informal–formal alignment (Lu et al.,
2025; Peng et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026a; Yu et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026), with related work on
evaluator reliability and error localization (Chen et al., 2026; Patel et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026b).
Beyond statements, recent work asks whether formal proofs follow their source arguments (Mao
et al., 2026) and whether autoformalizers silently repair invalid reasoning steps (Cornish et al., 2026).
Our benchmark instead prioritizes fine-grained judgment, making labeled informal–formal links the
prediction target and including missing content and undecidable items.
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LLM judges and error localization. LLM judges can agree with human preferences on whole
responses while showing systematic biases (Zheng et al., 2023). Work on mathematical reasoning
moves supervision and evaluation from final answers to individual steps, training reward models on
step-level feedback and asking models to identify the earliest erroneous step (Lightman et al., 2024;
Zheng et al., 2025). Fine-grained hallucination benchmarks label erroneous spans in generated text,
including spans that retrieved context does not support (Mishra et al., 2024; Niu et al., 2024). These
settings localize errors within a single text, whereas align-then-label attaches each judgment to a pair
of informal and formal regions and to the context that fixes their meaning.

Fine-grained evaluation and alignment. We draw on fine-grained NLP evaluation that aligns
chunks and marks unaligned material, localizes errors hidden by aggregate scores, and separates
ambiguity from missing information (Agirre et al., 2016; Pagnoni et al., 2021; Min et al., 2023;
Bhaskar et al., 2023; Thorne et al., 2018). Word aligners link tokens across languages (Jalili Sabet
et al., 2020), and monolingual aligners extend this to phrases of varying length (Lan et al., 2021).
Align-then-label links natural language to Lean instead, where a region may consist of several disjoint
spans and each link carries a faithfulness label.

Ambiguity and abstention. Question answering benchmarks ask models to abstain on unanswerable
questions (Rajpurkar et al., 2018) or to recover every plausible reading of an ambiguous one (Min
et al., 2020), and abstention in LLMs more broadly has been surveyed (Wen et al., 2025). Language
models are often well calibrated about whether they know an answer (Kadavath et al., 2022), yet
often fail to recognize ambiguity in entailment (Liu et al., 2023), and code generation systems ask
clarifying questions when requirements are ambiguous (Mu et al., 2024). FaithAlign-Gap poses the
corresponding question for faithfulness: the evaluator must recognize that the supplied material leaves
the interpretation of a link open, a property of the input rather than of the model’s own knowledge.

7 CONCLUSION

We formulated theory-scale faithfulness evaluation as a context-aware align-then-label problem
and introduced FaithAlign and FaithAlign-Gap to evaluate defect identification and recognition of
underspecification. Models frequently miss defects, overlook contextual links, and give definite
judgments when essential information is absent. These findings highlight detailed alignment and
reasoning about contextual dependencies as central challenges for reliable faithfulness assessment.
Future work should develop evaluators that systematically trace dependencies, search for additional
defects, and identify the missing definitions or assumptions needed to resolve undecidable judgments.

AI USE STATEMENT

For the MA-Align items, Codex and Claude Code proposed candidate spans, and a human annotator
refined every proposed span. No other annotation step used generative AI, and a second annotator
reviewed and refined every item, as the Appendix describes.

We also used generative AI tools, including Codex, to assist with refining evaluation methodology,
implementing evaluation and analysis code, and interpreting experimental results. We also used these
tools for literature search, manuscript drafting and revision, and figure preparation. Apart from the
MA-Align span proposals, we did not use generative AI to generate data, including the authored
opposite-verdict counterparts, to develop the align-then-label formulation, to propose hypotheses, to
clean or reformat the dataset, or to translate text. Formulating and proving mathematical claims and
qualitative data analysis do not apply to this work. AI-assisted drafts and figures were revised through
iterative author review, and reported numerical summaries were checked against saved experimental
results. The authors take responsibility for the final content, claims, and artifacts of this work.

ETHICS STATEMENT

FaithAlign and FaithAlign-Gap use mathematical texts and formalizations from the cited sources.
Researchers with access to the cited sources can request the full context text, exactly as annotated,
from the authors. The paper quotes selected excerpts to explain the annotated judgments.

10



REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

The textbook context text is available on request, as the Ethics Statement describes.
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detailed dataset statistics, and Appendix B defines endpoint matching, label credit, and aggregation
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A DATASET DETAILS

A.1 SOURCES AND ALIGNMENT STRUCTURE

The 460 full-context items contain 4,982 annotated links (Table 2). Although most items contain a
defect, most individual links are faithful: a local discrepancy can make an otherwise aligned statement
unfaithful.

Table 2: Full-context items and alignment links by source.

Items Links

Source Total Faithful Unfaithful Total Faithful Unfaithful

LCS-Bench 196 47 149 2,218 1,883 335
ProofNet-Verified 77 31 46 436 374 62
MA-Align 122 42 80 1,470 1,142 328
LeanEuclid–Pistis 65 44 21 858 833 25

Total 460 164 296 4,982 4,232 750

The sources also differ in alignment structure (Table 3). ProofNet-Verified items have fewer links,
while one-sided links are most common in MA-Align and LeanEuclid–Pistis. LCS-Bench contains
most of the multi-span links, which have more than one text span on at least one endpoint.

Table 3: Alignment density and structure by source.

Links per item

Source Min. Median Mean Max. One-sided Multi-span

LCS-Bench 2 11 11.32 23 128 1,130
ProofNet-Verified 2 5 5.66 12 32 37
MA-Align 2 10.5 12.05 34 359 139
LeanEuclid–Pistis 5 13 13.20 28 257 192

Total 2 10 10.83 34 776 1,498

A.2 INPUT LENGTHS

Table 4 reports the median and range of character counts by input component. Counts use Unicode
codepoints, include whitespace, and sum over the supplied documents assigned to each component.
An absent component has length zero.

Table 4: Input lengths in characters: median above [minimum, maximum].

Component LCS-Bench ProofNet-Verified MA-Align LeanEuclid–Pistis

Informal target TN

392
[59, 1,874]

114
[46, 377]

195.5
[25, 1,661]

404
[64, 1,037]

Formal target TF

854
[152, 3,166]

244
[104, 488]

299
[96, 1,181]

275
[124, 719]

Source context CN

13,850
[246, 42,316]

98
[0, 495]

163
[0, 1,829]

245
[0, 1,064]

Formal context CF

6,656.5
[498, 18,641]

3,411
[15, 15,800]

1,002
[60, 9,138]

1,893
[896, 6,691]

Assumptions I
0

[0, 2,623]
0

[0, 614]
0

[0, 844]
0

[0, 161]
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Figure 5c groups nearby lengths by complete-linkage clustering with Chebyshev distance in log
space, with a maximum within-group length ratio of 1.5 on each axis. Bubble centers are the groups’
mean target and context lengths, and areas are proportional to item counts.

A.3 FAITHALIGN-GAP

Table 5 gives the composition of the 146 FaithAlign-Gap items: 85 undecidable items paired with their
original full-context counterparts, 12 faithful controls, and 49 unfaithful controls. Their annotations
contain 1,481 links: 954 faithful, 103 unfaithful, and 424 undecidable. Undecidable links occur in all
85 undecidable items and in 33 unfaithful controls. An item can therefore contain both an established
defect and a link that cannot be judged from the available context. The original full-context items
of the 85 undecidable items comprise 72 faithful and 13 unfaithful items. Their opposite-verdict
counterparts are constructed, and their informal context or assumptions are an authored interpretation
rather than a quotation from the source. The 54 counterparts that are meaningful as standalone items
are also FaithAlign items, and the other 31 are additional evaluation inputs counted in neither set.
Each counterpart passed an independent review of context support and link quality.

Table 5: FaithAlign-Gap items and link labels by source (F: faithful; U: unfaithful; ND: undecidable).

Item verdicts Link labels

Source F U ND F U ND

LCS-Bench 2 7 39 341 19 274
ProofNet-Verified 7 10 13 95 15 20
MA-Align 3 32 23 375 69 115
LeanEuclid–Pistis 0 0 10 143 0 15

Total 12 49 85 954 103 424

A.4 ANNOTATION PROCESS

Each item passes through two expert annotators. The four annotators are graduate-level experts in
Lean and mathematics with prior experience in Lean research, and the annotation took about eight
person-months. One annotator constructs an item through the three steps in Section 4.1, and a second
annotator then reviews and refines it. Under the scorer used for model evaluation, the completed
annotations retain 93.5% span overlap and 89.5% alignment-link overlap with the initial versions, so
review refines the annotations rather than rewriting them. This review covers every FaithAlign item,
every FaithAlign-Gap item, and every opposite-verdict counterpart.

Generative AI assisted only with span proposals for the MA-Align items. Codex and Claude Code
proposed candidate spans for these items, and an annotator refined every proposed span. No other
annotation step used generative AI.

The AI-proposed spans show no sign of favoring the evaluated GPT and Claude models. Codex
and Claude Code run GPT and Claude models, and four of the eight evaluated models are GPT or
Claude models. On MA-Align, the only source with AI-proposed spans, these four models reach on
average 70% of their joint F1 on the other three sources, the same proportion as the other four models
(Table 14). Their defect F1 proportions also fall within the range of the other four models.

B EVALUATION DETAILS

B.1 MODEL PROVIDERS AND GENERATION SETTINGS

All eight models are accessed through Amazon Bedrock Runtime in the us-east-1 region. Table 6
gives the exact model identifiers and API interfaces.

Generation parameters. Every model request has a 32,768-token output limit. The two GPT models
and Kimi K3 use reasoning.effort=medium; the two Opus models use adaptive thinking
with output_config.effort=medium. Temperature and top-p are left at provider defaults;
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Table 6: Model identifiers and request settings on Amazon Bedrock. Medium denotes an explicitly
requested reasoning effort; default denotes the provider’s reasoning configuration. Both Opus models
use adaptive thinking.

Model Bedrock model identifier API Reasoning

GPT-6 Astra global.openai.gpt-6-astra Responses v1 Medium
GPT-5.6 Sol global.openai.gpt-5.6-sol Responses v1 Medium
Kimi K3 global.moonshotai.kimi-k3 Responses v1 Medium
Opus 5 global.anthropic.claude-opus-5 ConverseStream Medium
Opus 4.8 global.anthropic.claude-opus-4-8 ConverseStream Medium
DeepSeek V3.2 deepseek.v3.2 ConverseStream Default
GLM-5 zai.glm-5 ConverseStream Default
MiniMax M2.5 minimax.minimax-m2.5 ConverseStream Default

requests specify neither a random seed nor custom stop sequences. Final JSON is requested through
the prompt rather than constrained JSON-schema decoding.

Repetitions. Full-context and context-omitted alignment each have three repetitions per model, as do
Astra’s opposite-verdict full-context judgments. Each selected-region direction has one response per
model and item.

Tools and prompts. Models can call find_text to locate exact strings in supplied documents and
validate_answer to check JSON structure, labels, and span coordinates. These tools provide no
mathematical correctness feedback. Appendix D gives the system prompts and user-message format.

B.2 CONTENT AND LINK SCORES

Scored mathematical content. We trim import and scope commands, theorem/lemma title prefixes,
and sorry proof placeholders from predicted and reference formal endpoints. Mixed selections
retain their mathematical spans and labels. If trimming empties a formal endpoint, a remaining
informal endpoint forms a one-sided link; a finding with neither endpoint remaining is removed. In the
selected-region task, formal regions consisting entirely of these spans and their incident predictions
are omitted from scoring. Whole-item verdicts inferred from alignments use the retained findings.
This preprocessing leaves 4,768 full-context reference links and 1,443 FaithAlign-Gap reference
links.

Endpoint overlap and link weight. Regions are sets of selected character positions. Overlaps
are computed within each document and never bridge gaps between disjoint spans or different
documents. For a predicted region P and an annotated region G, the Dice overlap is D(P,G) =
2|P ∩ G|/(|P | + |G|), and two empty regions have overlap one. A predicted link â = (σ̂, τ̂) and
an annotated link a = (σ, τ) form an eligible pair only if they leave the same endpoints empty and
overlap at every nonempty endpoint. The weight of an eligible pair is the geometric mean of its two
endpoint overlaps,

w(ŷ, y) =
√
D(σ̂, σ)D(τ̂ , τ),

so the weight of a one-sided pair is the square root of the overlap at its nonempty endpoint. Ineligible
pairs have weight zero. Selected-region tasks require the supplied region identifier and geometry to
agree, then score only the counterpart overlap.

One-to-one matching. Within each item, the matched pairs Π form a maximum-weight one-to-one
matching between predicted and annotated links. Each link is matched at most once, only eligible
pairs may be matched, and the total weight of the matched pairs is maximized. We solve this linear
assignment problem exactly with SciPy’s linear_sum_assignment and discard any assigned
pair that is not eligible. Labels enter neither the weights, the eligibility test, nor tie-breaking, so every
label-specific score and link-category breakdown reuses the same Π. Unmatched links earn no credit.

Credit and aggregation. For a label set S, CreditS sums w(ŷ, y) over the matched pairs whose
two labels agree and lie in S. Precision and recall therefore share the same credit, and F1S =

2CreditS/(|ŶS | + |YS |). Joint F1 uses S = {0, 1,⊥}, defect F1 uses S = {0}, and undecidable-
link F1 uses S = {⊥}. A prediction labeled faithful that is matched to an annotated defect thus
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lowers defect recall without entering defect precision. Within each repetition, credits and counts are
summed over all items before the ratios are taken, and reported values are means and sample standard
deviations over the three repetitions. F1S is zero if exactly one of the pooled populations ŶS and
YS is empty and undefined if both are empty. Figure 11 sums credits and counts before computing
joint F1 for each link category and the overall baseline. The three categories partition the links: an
assumption endpoint determines the implicit category; otherwise a context endpoint determines the
context category, and the remaining links belong to the target category.

The alignment outcomes in Figure 11 count annotated links under the same assignment: correctly
labeled matches, incorrectly labeled matches, and unmatched references. In Figure 11b, each outcome
is subdivided by the reference link’s faithful or unfaithful label; Figure 11c restricts the population
to unfaithful links and subdivides each outcome by link role. These are discrete match outcomes;
partially overlapping endpoints can receive a match.

Thresholded defect F1. Defect F1@0.5 changes eligibility and credit but keeps the populations of
defect F1. A pair is eligible only if both links leave the same endpoints empty and, at every nonempty
endpoint, |P ∩ G| ≥ 0.5 |P | and |P ∩ G| ≥ 0.5 |G|. The label-blind one-to-one matching first
maximizes the number of matched pairs and, among matchings of that size, their total weight w. We
implement this order by adding to every eligible weight a constant larger than the number of links on
the smaller side, which exceeds any possible difference in total weight. Each matched pair with both
links labeled unfaithful earns one unit of credit, and the precision and recall denominators are |Ŷ{0}|
and |Y{0}|.

B.3 COMPLETE SETS AND REPEATED ATTEMPTS

Identification of every defect. The All defects score uses the 296 full-context items containing
at least one annotated unfaithful link. An item succeeds when every unfaithful link has a matched
prediction labeled unfaithful under the standard label-blind assignment. Each match requires positive
overlap at every nonempty endpoint and agreement on empty endpoints. The score measures complete
defect recall at the item level; additional predictions are assessed by defect F1. Figure 8 reports this
rate separately for items with one, two, and at least three defects, using each group’s item count as its
denominator.

Verdict accuracy and undecidable-item rate. Verdicts are inferred from the retained predicted
findings: unfaithful if any finding is labeled unfaithful, otherwise undecidable if any finding is labeled
undecidable, and faithful otherwise. Verdict accuracy compares this verdict with the annotated
verdict over a given item set. Balanced verdict accuracy averages verdict accuracy over faithful and
unfaithful items, and for GPT-6 Astra under full-context alignment it is 93.1% on average over the
three repetitions. The undecidable-item rate uses the 85 undecidable FaithAlign-Gap items, so an
item succeeds only when no finding is labeled unfaithful and at least one is labeled undecidable.

Best-of-three F1 and complete-item pass@3. For each item, best-of-three F1 selects the response
with the highest item-level F1 separately for defect and joint scoring, then applies the same count-
and-credit aggregation as the main results. Selection uses the annotations. On defect-free items, a
response predicting no defects is preferred. Complete-item pass@3 records whether at least one of
the three responses correctly identifies the entire required set. The defect criterion is the All defects
criterion above; the all-links criterion requires every annotated link to have a matched prediction with
the correct label. Both use the primary assignment and its endpoint-overlap requirements.

Exact counterpart sets. For selected regions, exact counterpart-set identification requires equality of
the predicted and annotated region sets, including document identities, selected character locations,
and empty counterparts. Labels and ordering do not affect this diagnostic.

B.4 CONTEXT JUDGMENTS

Paired context judgments. Each of the 85 undecidable FaithAlign-Gap items is paired with the
original full-context item used to construct it. The FaithAlign-Gap item and its parent share TN , TF ,
and CF ; the parent also supplies CN and I . Their full-context parents comprise 72 faithful and 13
unfaithful items. Table 8 compares correct verdicts for these same 85 items under each condition.
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For Astra, we also evaluate a full-context interpretation with the opposite faithfulness verdict for
every undecidable item. Both full-context versions preserve TN , TF , and CF and supply CN and
I to settle their respective interpretations. Table 1 reports the mean and sample standard deviation
across three repetitions for all three context conditions. An item counts toward the 52 persistent
failures when both full-context interpretations are judged correctly in all three repetitions and all
three context-omitted alignment responses give definite verdicts.

B.5 ALIGNMENT DIAGNOSTICS

Number of links. Figure 10 groups full-context items by their annotated link counts: 2–5, 6–10,
11–15, and at least 16. The alignment-size curves use all 460 items and compare predicted and
annotated link counts after content trimming.

Coverage and labeling. The diagnostics use the same content trimming, trials, and label-blind
one-to-one assignment as the main scores. Counts and weights are pooled over items as in the main
scores. Let |Y | and |Ŷ | be the annotated and predicted link counts, |Π| the number of matched pairs,
W the total weight w of the matched pairs, and Credit the weight of matched pairs with agreeing
labels, which is CreditS for joint F1. The unmatched-reference rate is (|Y | − |Π|)/|Y |, and the
matched-prediction rate is |Π|/|Ŷ |. Conditional label accuracy counts correct labels among matched
pairs, with faithful and unfaithful references also reported separately. Correcting every matched label
while retaining endpoints and the matching gives 2W/(|Ŷ |+ |Y |), the label-oracle F1.

The credit breakdown partitions |Y | into correctly labeled credit Credit, partial-overlap loss |Π| −W ,
label loss W −Credit, and unmatched references |Y |− |Π|. Partial-overlap loss measures incomplete
overlap in matched pairs, and label loss is the weight of matched pairs whose labels disagree. Thus,
the unmatched share of missing recall credit is (|Y | − |Π|)/(|Y | − Credit).

Causes of unmatched links. For each unmatched annotated link, we inspect all predictions from the
same response. An endpoint is covered when a prediction overlaps its selected characters in the same
document; an empty endpoint requires an empty prediction endpoint. We first identify overmerged
links: an unmatched annotated link overlaps a predicted link at both endpoints, and that prediction
has been matched to another annotated link. For the remaining links, both sides missed means neither
endpoint is covered; counterpart missed means only one is covered; and disconnected endpoints
means both are covered by separate predictions, with no prediction connecting them. These four
categories partition the unmatched links. Table 10 further splits counterpart missed by the side of
the missing endpoint. The overlap criterion is identical to primary-match eligibility, so coverage can
consist of a fragment of an endpoint.

B.6 PREDICTION SPLITTING AND REFERENCE GROUPING

Both alternatives use the same content trimming and trials as the primary scores. Eligible pairs
must agree on empty endpoints and overlap at every nonempty endpoint. Assignments maximize
Dice/geometric overlap independently of labels.

Prediction splitting. Each prediction selects the eligible reference with maximum Dice/geometric
overlap; ties follow reference order. Precision credit is the geometric mean of directed character
precision at its endpoints. For each reference, recall credit is computed against the endpoint unions
of its assigned predictions. For labeled prediction-splitting scores, each prediction earns credit only
when its label agrees with its reference, and recall unions include only same-label predictions.

Reference grouping. Reference grouping reverses this assignment: each reference selects its best
eligible prediction, with ties following prediction order. Recall credit is computed for each reference
against its selected prediction; precision credit for each prediction uses the endpoint unions of
its assigned references. For full-context reference grouping, a group is unfaithful if any assigned
reference is unfaithful, and faithful otherwise. A prediction whose label disagrees with its group
receives zero precision credit, and every reference in that group receives zero recall credit. When the
group label agrees, joint precision uses the union of all assigned reference endpoints and joint recall
credits every member’s geometric coverage, including faithful members of an unfaithful group. The
original prediction and reference counts remain the precision and recall denominators. For defect
F1, precision uses unfaithful predictions and their correctly labeled groups’ full endpoint unions;
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recall uses only the original unfaithful reference links covered by correctly labeled unfaithful groups.
Thus faithful members contribute to an unfaithful group’s precision coverage, while the defect-recall
denominator continues to count annotated defects. Unassigned links receive zero credit, and endpoint
unions preserve document identity and gaps between spans. Precision and recall are aggregated
separately before taking their harmonic mean.

C ADDITIONAL RESULTS

C.1 DEFECT IDENTIFICATION ACROSS REPEATED ATTEMPTS

Most defective items remain incompletely diagnosed across three attempts (Table 7). The highest
complete-defect pass@3 is 40.2%; even selecting the best response for each item leaves the remaining
items with missed defects. The repeated omissions are substantial: on average, 64.0% of defects are
never identified in any of a model’s three attempts. Complete identification of every link is rarer still,
with an all-links pass@3 of at most 6.1%.

Table 7: Full-context alignment F1 and complete-item pass@3 (%) across three attempts, with
single-attempt F1 reported as mean ± standard deviation.

Defect F1 Joint F1 Complete-item pass@3

Model Single Best of 3 Single Best of 3 All defects All links

GPT-5.6 Sol 42.7%± 1.1% 52.4% 45.5%± 0.1% 51.0% 39.5% 5.7%
Opus 5 31.9%± 0.2% 39.3% 44.6%± 0.3% 49.5% 27.7% 6.1%
GPT-6 Astra 47.8%± 0.5% 52.6% 47.6%± 0.4% 50.9% 37.8% 5.4%
Opus 4.8 26.4%± 0.5% 33.0% 44.3%± 0.1% 49.0% 23.3% 5.7%
Kimi K3 38.7%± 2.3% 51.4% 44.1%± 0.8% 50.9% 40.2% 5.9%
GLM-5 13.5%± 0.9% 23.6% 28.6%± 0.4% 37.6% 18.6% 3.5%
DeepSeek V3.2 18.7%± 0.7% 28.1% 28.4%± 0.6% 38.8% 20.6% 5.2%
MiniMax M2.5 7.1%± 0.7% 13.9% 12.4%± 0.2% 19.5% 12.2% 0.0%

C.2 DEFECTS INVOLVING CONTEXT

As Figure 13a shows, 74.9% of defects in context links lack a matched prediction across all models,
and the share is 68.6% for GPT-6 Astra. Defects in links between formal context and a target or
empty endpoint are especially likely to go unaligned: 94.1% lack a matched prediction (Figure 13b).
The informal-context group likewise connects source context to a target or empty endpoint. Missing
alignments also dominate failures in the other context groups. These omissions leave defects in the
supplied dependencies unlocated.
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Figure 13: Defect outcomes by link role and context endpoint.
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Figure 14: Alignment credit and losses by model, as percentages of annotated links.

C.3 RECOGNIZING UNDERSPECIFICATION

For all eight models, Table 8 reports context-omitted alignment F1 on all 146 FaithAlign-Gap items,
together with verdicts on its 85 undecidable items and on their original items under full-context
alignment.

Persistence of definite judgments. Across three responses per undecidable item, Astra gives 65
faithful, 118 unfaithful, and 72 undecidable judgments. It never recognizes undecidability on 55 of
the 85 items; 52 of these also receive correct judgments for both full-context interpretations in all
three repetitions. Twenty items are recognized as undecidable in all three responses, eight in one
response, and two in two responses. These repeated judgments show how frequently the model settles
on a definite answer despite the missing information.

C.3.1 FAITHALIGN-GAP EXAMPLES

The input excerpts below use TN , TF , CN , I , and CF . Each triplet shares its targets and formal
context and pairs the original item with a constructed counterpart of the opposite verdict. The tables
specify the informal context and assumptions, annotated labels, and recorded Astra judgments. F, U,
and ND denote faithful, unfaithful, and undecidable; ∅ denotes an absent component.
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Table 8: FaithAlign-Gap scores and paired context judgments (%, mean ± standard deviation across
three repetitions).

FaithAlign-Gap link F1 Paired item judgments

Model F U ND
Gap: ND

recognized
Full context:

correct

GPT-6 Astra 49.2%± 0.1% 34.2%± 0.8% 17.4%± 0.1% 28.2%± 2.0% 96.9%± 0.7%

GPT-5.6 Sol 47.3%± 0.8% 32.0%± 2.1% 11.5%± 0.6% 16.5%± 1.2% 93.7%± 1.8%

Kimi K3 45.3%± 2.1% 31.8%± 1.9% 5.9%± 0.6% 8.6%± 0.7% 94.9%± 1.4%

Opus 5 44.2%± 0.2% 29.2%± 0.8% 1.7%± 0.8% 2.4%± 2.0% 94.9%± 0.7%

Opus 4.8 44.2%± 0.5% 26.4%± 2.7% 0.4%± 0.5% 1.6%± 0.7% 91.4%± 0.7%

DeepSeek V3.2 23.9%± 1.8% 12.9%± 1.6% 4.3%± 0.9% 25.9%± 5.1% 63.1%± 5.8%

GLM-5 33.4%± 0.4% 9.9%± 3.8% 2.9%± 0.6% 14.5%± 0.7% 65.1%± 2.4%

MiniMax M2.5 21.7%± 1.1% 7.4%± 1.8% 0.3%± 0.2% 1.6%± 0.7% 82.4%± 4.1%

Example 1: Isosceles triangles (LeanEuclid–Pistis 1.05; Fitzpatrick, 2008). Both versions state an
authored assumption. The faithful version adopts the inclusive convention, under which equilateral
triangles are isosceles, while Euclid’s definition excludes them. Both conventions are in use, and each
version is judged under the assumption it states.

Input CN I Label Astra

Full F ∅ IF F F, F, F
Full U ∅ IU U U, U, U
FaithAlign-Gap ∅ ∅ ND F, F, F

TN : Natural Language Target Statement.

For isosceles triangles, the angles at the base are equal to one another, and if the equal sides are
produced then the angles under the base will be equal to one another. Let ABC be an isosceles
triangle having the side AB equal to the side AC, and let the straight-lines BD and CE have been
produced in a straight-line with AB and AC (respectively) [Post. 2]. I say that the angle ABC is
equal to ACB, and (angle) CBD to BCE.

TF : Formal Lean Target Statement.

theorem proposition_5 : ∀ (a b c d e : Point) (AB BC AC : Line),
formTriangle a b c AB BC AC ∧ (|(a b)| = |(a c)|) ∧
(between a b d) ∧ (between a c e) →
(∠ a:b:c = ∠ a:c:b) ∧ (∠ c:b:d = ∠ b:c:e) := by sorry

IF: Implicit Assumption in Natural Language (Faithful).

Isosceles means at least two equal sides, including equilateral triangles.

IU: Implicit Assumption in Natural Language (Unfaithful).

Isosceles means exactly two equal sides; equilateral triangles are excluded.

Example 2: Strictly upper triangular matrices (MA-072; Lang, 2002).

Input CN I Label Astra

Full F ∅ IF F F, F, F
Full U CU

N ∅ U U, U, U
FaithAlign-Gap ∅ ∅ ND ND, ND, ND

TN : Natural Language Target Statement.
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Let N be a strictly upper triangular n× n matrix, that is N = (aij) and aij = 0 if i ≧ j. Show that
Nn = 0.

TF : Formal Lean Target Statement.

theorem nilpotent_matrix_power (n : N) (N : Matrix (Fin n) (Fin n) R)
(h : ∀ i j : Fin n, i ≥ j → N i j = 0) :
N ^ n = 0 := by sorry

CU
N : Natural Language Context (Unfaithful).

Source convention (Lang, Algebra, Chapter XIII, p. 503): matrix coefficients range over a commuta-
tive ring R. Exercise 8 on p. 546 is stated under this convention.

IF: Implicit Assumption in Natural Language (Faithful).

All matrices in this exercise have real entries.

Example 3: The cut rule (LCS-Bench lcs-003; Gallier, 2015).

Input CN I Label Astra

Full F CF
N ∅ F F, F, F

Full U CU
N IU U U, U, U

FaithAlign-Gap ∅ ∅ ND U, U, U

TN : Natural Language Target Statement.

The sequents of the system G1nnf are pairs Γ → ∆, where Γ and ∆ are finite sets of formulae in
NNF.

The cut rule of G1nnf infers Γ,Λ → ∆,Θ from the premises Γ → ∆, A and A,Λ → Θ. The
formula A is called the cut formula of this inference.

TF : Formal Lean Target Statement.

def ApplicationConditions {L : Language}
(rule : G1nnfCutRule L) (Γ : LCS.Finset (FormulaN L))
(∆ : LCS.Finset (FormulaN L)) (Λ : LCS.Finset (FormulaN L))
(Θ : LCS.Finset (FormulaN L)) : Prop :=

G1nnfFinsetSequent.IsNNF (rule.conclusion Γ ∆ Λ Θ) ∧
G1nnfFinsetSequent.NoFreeBound (rule.conclusion Γ ∆ Λ Θ) ∧
∀ s ∈ rule.premises Γ ∆ Λ Θ,

G1nnfFinsetSequent.IsNNF s ∧ G1nnfFinsetSequent.NoFreeBound s

CF
N : Natural Language Context (Faithful).

Predicate symbols: A (countable, possibly empty) set PS of symbols P0, P1, . . ., and a rank function
r assigning a nonnegative integer r(P ) (called rank or arity) to each predicate symbol P .

CF
N and CU

N : Natural Language Context (Faithful and Unfaithful).

First, we consider the case of a first-order language without equality. In this Chapter, it is assumed
that no variable occurs both free and bound in any sequent (or formula).

IU: Implicit Assumption in Natural Language (Unfaithful).

PS may be uncountable.

CF : Formal Lean Context.

structure Language : Type 1 where
-- ...
predSymbols : Type
predArity : predSymbols → Nat

24



hasEquality : Bool := false
equalityFree : hasEquality = false
-- ...
predSymbolsCountable : ∃ code : predSymbols → Nat, ∀ a b, code a =
code b → a = b
-- ...

def NoFreeBound {L : Language}
(s : LCS.Finset (FormulaN L) × LCS.Finset (FormulaN L)) : Prop :=

∀ A, A ∈ s.1 ∨ A ∈ s.2 →
∀ B, B ∈ s.1 ∨ B ∈ s.2 →

∀ x, x ∈ Variables.formulaFVN A → x ∈ Variables.formulaBVN B →
False

C.4 FINE-GRAINED ALIGNMENT AND LABELING

Missing links account for most lost alignment credit (Figure 14). Correcting every label at the existing
predicted endpoints raises joint F1 by 4.2 percentage points on average (Table 9). Most of the missing
credit consequently remains tied to endpoints and absent links.

Table 9: Alignment coverage, conditional labeling accuracy, and observed and label-oracle joint F1
(%), as mean ± standard deviation across three repetitions.

Annotated Predicted Conditional labeling Joint F1

Model unmatched matched Faithful Unfaithful Observed Oracle

GPT-5.6 Sol 52.4%± 0.1% 83.8%± 0.5% 97.4%± 0.3% 71.3%± 0.6% 45.5%± 0.1% 49.2%± 0.1%

Opus 5 52.3%± 0.2% 82.3%± 0.7% 98.6%± 0.1% 50.1%± 1.3% 44.6%± 0.3% 49.6%± 0.3%

GPT-6 Astra 55.2%± 0.3% 91.4%± 0.2% 96.7%± 0.2% 82.2%± 0.1% 47.6%± 0.4% 50.5%± 0.3%

Opus 4.8 54.4%± 0.1% 88.9%± 0.3% 99.2%± 0.1% 39.8%± 0.4% 44.3%± 0.1% 49.9%± 0.1%

Kimi K3 51.5%± 0.8% 77.9%± 0.6% 97.8%± 0.4% 61.8%± 3.8% 44.1%± 0.8% 48.3%± 0.4%

GLM-5 63.1%± 0.5% 63.9%± 0.2% 93.1%± 0.4% 36.3%± 1.6% 28.6%± 0.4% 33.8%± 0.4%

DeepSeek V3.2 65.0%± 0.3% 64.6%± 2.7% 92.8%± 0.3% 52.8%± 2.0% 28.4%± 0.6% 32.8%± 0.6%

MiniMax M2.5 83.6%± 0.0% 77.9%± 3.0% 96.2%± 0.2% 32.2%± 4.4% 12.4%± 0.2% 14.7%± 0.3%

Why links remain unmatched. An unmatched link can arise even when the response mentions both
endpoints. The model may place them in separate predictions, or combine several annotated links
into one broad prediction matched to another link. Table 10 separates these cases from missing one or
both endpoints. These categories distinguish missing mathematical content from missing connections
between selected regions.

Table 10: Unmatched links (n) and failure-type percentages across three repetitions, using the
categories in Figure 9b.

Model n
Both

missed
Formal
missed

Informal
missed Disconnected Overmerged

GPT-5.6 Sol 7493 14.4% 9.6% 16.3% 14.7% 45.0%
Opus 5 7474 20.5% 10.9% 17.7% 21.2% 29.7%
GPT-6 Astra 7894 16.5% 10.7% 20.8% 11.1% 40.8%
Opus 4.8 7776 25.1% 12.6% 19.3% 12.9% 30.1%
Kimi K3 7370 17.9% 8.5% 15.4% 13.7% 44.4%
GLM-5 9032 20.7% 13.0% 22.8% 19.1% 24.5%
DeepSeek V3.2 9304 39.0% 10.5% 15.3% 16.1% 19.1%
MiniMax M2.5 11958 34.2% 15.7% 20.6% 1.9% 27.6%

Allowing finer or broader predictions. Prediction splitting permits several predictions to describe
one annotated link; reference grouping permits one prediction to describe several annotated links.
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Table 11 reports both alternatives, using the scoring definitions in Appendix B. Defect F1 under
reference grouping is 33.1% on average. Defect identification remains weak when one prediction can
cover several annotated links. Complete identification remains low under reference grouping, where
a defect counts as identified when the prediction it selects is labeled unfaithful. GPT-6 Astra then
identifies every defect in 39.2% of defective items and in 9.8% of items with two or more defects,
against 34.3% and 4.5% under standard scoring.

Table 11: Full-context alignment F1 (%) under standard scoring, prediction splitting, and reference
grouping, as mean ± standard deviation across three repetitions.

Standard Prediction splitting Reference grouping

Model Defect Joint Defect Joint Defect Joint

GPT-5.6 Sol 42.7%± 1.1% 45.5%± 0.1% 45.9%± 0.7% 49.1%± 0.1% 49.3%± 1.1% 63.7%± 0.3%

Opus 5 31.9%± 0.2% 44.6%± 0.3% 33.1%± 0.2% 48.2%± 0.3% 35.7%± 0.3% 56.5%± 0.3%

GPT-6 Astra 47.8%± 0.5% 47.6%± 0.4% 49.6%± 0.6% 50.4%± 0.4% 55.8%± 0.7% 67.5%± 0.3%

Opus 4.8 26.4%± 0.5% 44.3%± 0.1% 27.0%± 0.4% 47.6%± 0.2% 29.7%± 0.5% 57.2%± 0.4%

Kimi K3 38.7%± 2.3% 44.1%± 0.8% 41.0%± 2.5% 47.5%± 0.9% 45.1%± 2.0% 60.5%± 0.7%

GLM-5 13.5%± 0.9% 28.6%± 0.4% 14.8%± 0.9% 32.6%± 0.4% 17.0%± 0.4% 39.2%± 0.2%

DeepSeek V3.2 18.7%± 0.7% 28.4%± 0.6% 19.8%± 0.6% 31.9%± 0.6% 22.6%± 0.9% 38.3%± 0.7%

MiniMax M2.5 7.1%± 0.7% 12.4%± 0.2% 7.3%± 0.8% 15.6%± 0.1% 10.0%± 1.5% 32.1%± 0.6%

Grouping also leaves many annotated links unaligned (Table 12): 40.7% remain unmatched, and
7.8% belong to incorrectly labeled groups. A correctly labeled group can still receive partial overlap
credit when its endpoints cover only part of the assigned content.

Table 12: Link outcome counts (percentages) under reference grouping across three repetitions.

Model Total Unmatched Matched, wrong Matched, correct

GPT-5.6 Sol 14,304 4,123 (28.8%) 910 (6.4%) 9,271 (64.8%)
Opus 5 14,304 5,257 (36.8%) 1,083 (7.6%) 7,964 (55.7%)
GPT-6 Astra 14,304 4,670 (32.6%) 642 (4.5%) 8,992 (62.9%)
Opus 4.8 14,304 5,437 (38.0%) 1,180 (8.2%) 7,687 (53.7%)
Kimi K3 14,304 4,097 (28.6%) 1,055 (7.4%) 9,152 (64.0%)
GLM-5 14,304 6,818 (47.7%) 1,480 (10.3%) 6,006 (42.0%)
DeepSeek V3.2 14,304 7,531 (52.6%) 1,050 (7.3%) 5,723 (40.0%)
MiniMax M2.5 14,304 8,654 (60.5%) 1,519 (10.6%) 4,131 (28.9%)

C.5 SELECTED-REGION COUNTERPART IDENTIFICATION

This task supplies a region selected from one target and asks the model to identify all its counterparts
and label each resulting link. We evaluate both directions: informal-target regions mapped to formal
regions, and formal-target regions mapped to informal regions. The complete context remains
available, and counterparts may lie in either targets or context. A selected region can have multiple
counterparts; an empty counterpart records unmatched material. Supplying one endpoint isolates
counterpart identification and labeling from the initial selection of a region.

Fixing the region of interest still leaves substantial difficulty identifying its complete counterpart set.
Only 24.7% of selected regions have the exact complete counterpart set, including its boundaries.
The outputs omit counterparts or select their boundaries imprecisely, and defect F1 averages 32.4%
(Table 13).
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Table 13: Selected-region counterpart identification F1 (%) in the two directions, with one repetition
per model.

Informal region Formal region

Model Defect Joint Defect Joint

GPT-5.6 Sol 45.6% 66.4% 45.6% 65.3%
Opus 5 41.6% 67.8% 46.8% 67.1%
GPT-6 Astra 52.2% 69.3% 56.9% 69.0%
Opus 4.8 33.8% 67.2% 32.6% 64.2%
Kimi K3 33.2% 64.8% 38.5% 62.5%
GLM-5 21.8% 49.4% 12.4% 45.0%
DeepSeek V3.2 26.8% 51.2% 18.2% 44.0%
MiniMax M2.5 6.2% 30.8% 6.1% 29.5%

C.6 RESULTS BY SOURCE

Performance varies across the four source groups (Table 14). Every model achieves its highest joint
F1 on ProofNet-Verified. Defect F1 follows a different pattern: for example, GPT-5.6 Sol scores
highest on LeanEuclid–Pistis despite its lower joint F1 there. The source composition in Appendix A
helps explain why overall alignment and defect identification need separate evaluation: the sources
differ in both link structure and the proportion of defective links.

Table 14: Full-context alignment F1 (%) by source, as mean ± standard deviation across three
repetitions.

LCS-Bench (n = 196) ProofNet-Verified (n = 77)

Model Defect Joint Defect Joint

GPT-5.6 Sol 44.0%± 1.9% 50.9%± 0.5% 32.9%± 4.3% 58.2%± 1.0%

Opus 5 29.4%± 0.6% 49.3%± 0.2% 30.9%± 2.5% 57.5%± 0.9%

GPT-6 Astra 50.1%± 1.0% 55.8%± 0.5% 44.4%± 2.5% 56.7%± 0.6%

Opus 4.8 22.2%± 0.9% 49.1%± 0.5% 29.5%± 1.6% 61.4%± 1.5%

Kimi K3 38.8%± 5.5% 48.4%± 1.6% 36.8%± 1.2% 57.8%± 0.9%

GLM-5 10.7%± 1.2% 29.7%± 0.4% 15.3%± 7.5% 39.3%± 3.9%

DeepSeek V3.2 16.5%± 0.5% 26.3%± 1.5% 18.2%± 1.9% 41.3%± 1.8%

MiniMax M2.5 6.9%± 1.0% 11.4%± 0.3% 10.3%± 5.5% 25.5%± 0.5%

MA-Align (n = 122) LeanEuclid–Pistis (n = 65)

Model Defect Joint Defect Joint

GPT-5.6 Sol 42.5%± 0.9% 35.9%± 0.3% 53.2%± 1.1% 34.2%± 1.1%

Opus 5 33.7%± 0.5% 34.3%± 0.4% 38.2%± 4.3% 37.7%± 1.0%

GPT-6 Astra 46.1%± 0.4% 35.8%± 0.2% 48.7%± 1.6% 34.4%± 0.4%

Opus 4.8 27.7%± 1.5% 31.2%± 0.5% 49.0%± 4.3% 39.6%± 0.1%

Kimi K3 38.3%± 2.0% 34.4%± 1.1% 47.0%± 3.3% 35.0%± 1.7%

GLM-5 14.9%± 2.4% 22.8%± 1.5% 25.3%± 0.8% 27.8%± 1.6%

DeepSeek V3.2 20.4%± 1.6% 24.4%± 1.3% 24.0%± 4.4% 33.0%± 0.7%

MiniMax M2.5 6.3%± 1.0% 9.9%± 0.7% 10.3%± 5.4% 11.2%± 0.6%
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D EVALUATION PROMPTS

The following prompts are used across all models and repetitions. For full-context alignment and
selected-region tasks, the system prompt concatenates the shared instructions, the task-specific block,
and the final validation instruction, in that order, separated by blank lines. Astra’s opposite-verdict
full-context cases use the same full-context alignment prompt. The context-omitted prompt is given
separately in full. The shared instructions also mention a defect-only alignment mode, which this
paper does not evaluate. Label 2 (not_decidable) in the prompts is the undecidable label ⊥.

D.1 SHARED FULL-CONTEXT INSTRUCTIONS

Assess whether the supplied Lean formalization faithfully represents
the natural-language specification, interpreted using its complete
source context, formal context, and declared implicit assumptions. All
supplied documents are available for every task.

Preserve the stated mathematical objects, hypotheses, constructions,
and relationships. Faithfulness concerns representation, independently
of whether the statement is true or its proof succeeds.

Use label 1 for a faithful correspondence or an acceptable unmatched
mathematical contribution. Use label 0 for a faithfulness defect,
including a missing required contribution or an unsupported added
restriction.

For alignment tasks, first group coherent mathematical contributions
in the two targets and match direct correspondences. Judge these
directly; refine a group when it has clearly separable faithful and
defective contributions. Then use context for unmatched contributions
or interpretations that require it. Read the actual supplied
definitions when their meaning matters.

Keep shared object introductions together and complete inference rules
together. Avoid independent links for every repeated variable use.
Separate setup, hypotheses, and conclusion when they are clearly
distinct contributions.

A link relates one natural-language contribution to one formal
contribution. Each endpoint selects exactly one kind of region:
target, context, or assumption. Several discontinuous pieces may
jointly express one contribution, including pieces from multiple
context documents of the same side. Never mix target, context, and
assumption kinds within one endpoint. An assumption endpoint selects
exactly one whole assumption document. Either endpoint may be null,
but both cannot be null.

Select precise context passages when they supply the contribution
being assessed or establish an interpretation required for that link.
Supporting reading material may remain unselected. A required
source-context condition or assumption missing from the formalization
is linked to a null formal endpoint with label 0. Do not select broad
context merely because it is available.

Full alignment includes meaningful faithful correspondences and
meaningful unmatched mathematical contributions, with an empty
counterpart and their own label. Preserve meaningful binders,
hypotheses, definitions, typeclass inputs, and logical relationships.
An acceptable omission or addition has label 1. Defect-only alignment
includes only label 0 links.

Use selective annotation. Presentation-only material, whitespace,
noncontributing punctuation, import and scope commands, routine
theorem titles, and proof placeholders may remain unselected. Do not
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add links just to cover characters. Meaningful extras still belong in
full alignment.

Spans use zero-based Unicode codepoint offsets and half-open intervals
[start,end). Use find_text to obtain exact spans. Before submitting,
call validate_answer with the complete proposed JSON string. Correct
structural or coordinate errors and validate again. Validation applies
from the first attempt and provides no mathematical correctness
feedback.

Return only the task’s JSON fields, with integer labels 0 or 1, no
explanations, and no Markdown fences.

Final validation instruction. This block follows the task-specific instructions.

Before submitting your final answer, call validate_answer with the
complete proposed JSON string. Correct errors and validate again.
Submit the checked JSON as the entire final response. Validation
checks structure and coordinates only; you decide the mathematical
labels and links.

D.2 FULL-CONTEXT ALIGNMENT

Construct the complete alignment and assign a binary label to every
link. Include meaningful faithful correspondences, defects, and
meaningful unmatched mathematical contributions with either label.
Return all relevant links without truncation.

Return exactly this JSON structure:
{"findings":[{"N":[["N0",0,10]],"L":[["L0",20,30]],"y":1}]}

N selects natural-language target, source-context, or assumption
documents. L selects formal-target or formal-context documents. Each
endpoint is a nonempty list of [document_id,start,end] pieces of one
kind, or null. Meaningful unmatched NL content has L=null; meaningful
unmatched formal content has N=null. Label acceptable omissions or
additions 1 and defects 0.

D.3 SELECTED-REGION COUNTERPART IDENTIFICATION

Informal-target regions.

For every supplied natural-language target anchor, find all relevant
counterparts and label each link. An anchor’s spans form one
selection; text lists the exact selected text of each piece. Use the
full documents to interpret it. Counterparts may select the formal
target or formal context, or be null for an empty counterpart.

The same supplied span may participate in more than one link, serving
different mathematical purposes. Return every relevant counterpart,
with a separate label for each link.

Return exactly this JSON structure:
{"findings":[{"anchor_id":"a0","other":[["L0",0,10]],"y":1}]}

Every supplied anchor ID must appear at least once. Multiple
counterparts and different labels for the same anchor are allowed.
Each other endpoint is a nonempty list of [document_id,start,end]
pieces of one kind on the opposite side, or null. Return only links
incident to supplied anchors. If there are no anchors, return
{"findings":[]}.

29



Formal-target regions.

For every supplied Lean target anchor, find all relevant counterparts
and label each link. An anchor’s spans form one selection; text lists
the exact selected text of each piece. Use the full documents to
interpret it. Counterparts may select the natural-language target,
source context, or eligible whole assumption, or be null for an empty
counterpart.

The same supplied span may participate in more than one link, serving
different mathematical purposes. Return every relevant counterpart,
with a separate label for each link.

Return exactly this JSON structure:
{"findings":[{"anchor_id":"a0","other":[["N0",0,10]],"y":1}]}

Every supplied anchor ID must appear at least once. Multiple
counterparts and different labels for the same anchor are allowed.
Each other endpoint is a nonempty list of [document_id,start,end]
pieces of one kind on the opposite side, or null. Return only links
incident to supplied anchors. If there are no anchors, return
{"findings":[]}.

D.4 CONTEXT-OMITTED ALIGNMENT

Assess whether the supplied Lean formalization faithfully represents
the natural-language specification.

Documents with side N give the natural-language target and any
supplied source context or assumptions. Documents with side L give the
formal target and formal context. Use all supplied documents and
ordinary mathematical and Lean knowledge. Read the definitions used by
the formal target when their content affects the comparison.

Faithfulness concerns whether the objects, hypotheses, constructions,
and relationships are represented correctly, independently of whether
the mathematical statement is true or its proof succeeds.

Use these verdict definitions:
- faithful: the supplied information establishes a faithful
representation of the specification.
- unfaithful: the supplied information establishes a faithfulness
defect, such as a missing requirement, an unsupported restriction, or
a mismatch in a used definition.
- not_decidable: the supplied source specification leaves a
substantive interpretive choice unresolved, and reasonable
interpretations consistent with the visible wording yield different
faithfulness judgments for the fixed formalization.

Use not_decidable for insufficient specification, not for unfamiliar
syntax, lack of confidence, or an unproved theorem. Do not invent
arbitrary redefinitions or vacuous assumptions. An established defect
makes the whole item unfaithful even if another part has an unresolved
interpretation.

Construct a complete alignment between the supplied natural-language
specification and Lean formalization. Apply the verdict definitions to
each mathematical contribution, assigning one label per link: 1 for
faithful, 0 for unfaithful, and 2 for not_decidable. An acceptable
unmatched contribution receives label 1.

Label every distinct source of undecidability that you identify, while
also aligning contributions whose faithfulness is decidable.
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First match coherent mathematical contributions in the two targets.
Keep shared object introductions and complete inference rules
together. Separate setup, hypotheses, defining conditions, and
conclusions when they express distinct contributions. Refine a group
when clearly separable contributions have different labels. Avoid
separate links for every repeated variable use.

When a contribution depends on a formal definition, inspect that
definition and select the precise formal passage that explains the
correspondence, defect, or unresolved interpretation. For label 2,
select the visible source phrase whose interpretation is unresolved
and the formal contribution whose faithfulness depends on it. If an
endpoint has no corresponding visible contribution, use null. Do not
flag an entire theorem or definition when a more precise range
identifies the issue.

Each N endpoint is a nonempty list of natural-language spans or null.
Each L endpoint is a nonempty list of formal-target spans or
formal-context spans, or null; do not mix target and context within
one endpoint. Discontinuous pieces may jointly express one
contribution. Both endpoints cannot be null. Include meaningful
unmatched mathematical contributions with their own label. Routine
names, imports, scope commands, punctuation, and proof placeholders
may remain unselected.

Spans use zero-based Unicode codepoint offsets and half-open intervals
[start,end). Use find_text to locate exact spans in the supplied
documents. Before submitting, call validate_answer with the complete
proposed JSON string and correct structural or coordinate errors. This
tool gives no mathematical correctness feedback.

Return only this JSON structure, with integer labels 0, 1, or 2 and no
explanations or Markdown fences:
{"findings":[{"N":[["N0",0,10]],"L":[["L0",20,30]],"y":1}]}

D.5 USER MESSAGE

The user message is the item’s document packet serialized as JSON with two-space indentation.
For full-context and context-omitted alignment, its top-level field is documents. Each document
supplies its id, side (N or L), role (target, context, or assumption), and complete text.
Context-omitted packets contain the two targets and formal context. Selected-region tasks additionally
supply an anchors array; each anchor has an id, its spans, and a text array containing the
selected text of each span. All spans use [document_id, start, end] with zero-based
Unicode-codepoint offsets and half-open intervals. Reference counterparts and labels are withheld.
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