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ABSTRACT

LLMs now prove hard theorems in Lean. Can they also design algorithms and
prove their correctness and efficiency? LLM-guided design of optimisation heuris-
tics (such as AlphaEvolve) is purely empirical. Automated theorem provers with
LLMs prove given statements. So far, there has been little evidence that LLMs can
do both: design an algorithm and guarantee its efficiency by a mathematical proof.
We present a staged pipeline modelled after research methodology in design and
analysis of evolutionary algorithms. The agent proposes black-box optimisation
algorithms, and Lean guards filter out flawed designs. The agent then defines
a potential function and proves drift bounds that guarantee an expected runtime
improvement over the baseline algorithm. At no point in the pipeline are the
algorithms compared empirically. The agent generates a black-box optimisation
algorithm with expected runtime O(n2) on a CYCLEUNCOVER problem, where
the classical (1+1) EA needs runtime eΩ(n). The pipeline also designs and analyses
a black-box optimisation algorithm for integer-valued submodular minimisation
with expected runtime O(n2+2c), and it achieves the classical runtime O(n2) on
LEADINGONES. Across 8 problem classes, 12 of 15 runs with frontier models
complete the pipeline with a machine-checked expected-runtime bound. In 9 of
them the bound is polynomial without relying on offline computation, which the
black-box model does not charge. An ablation study shows that removing the
staging and asking the agent to zero-shot an algorithmic design with a runtime
guarantee leads to a copy of the seeded baseline algorithm (random search) or to
incomplete proofs. Open-weight models (Goedel-Prover-V2-32B and Gemma 4)
did not complete the pipeline. Our study suggests that machine-checked specifica-
tions in Lean can replace empirical evaluation in open-ended algorithm discovery.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first example of an automated pipeline that
designs efficient black-box optimisation algorithms with machine-checked runtime
bounds in Lean.

1 INTRODUCTION

From the perspective of theoretical computer science, algorithm design must produce two artefacts:
First, the algorithm itself, a finite sequence of instructions that when executed in a computational
model transforms within a finite number of steps any problem instance (the input) into an output
(the solution) (Knuth, 1997). Secondly, the analysis of the algorithm, a mathematical proof that the
algorithm produces the correct output on every problem instance, and a guarantee for the amount of
computational resources required by the algorithm to produce that output (its complexity). In the
context of machine learning, analysis also involves guaranteeing additional algorithmic properties,
such as convergence rates, and regret and/or generalisation bounds. Inventing new and better
algorithms involves an iterative developmental process between the two artefacts: a new candidate
design drives the analysis in a certain direction, and obstacles in completion of the analysis can lead
to insights into problem structure which motivate alterations to the algorithm design. The high cost
and deep expertise needed for traditional algorithmic design have motivated research into automated
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design of heuristics. Recent LLM-based heuristic design approaches evaluate a candidate pool of
heuristics on benchmark functions, and well-performing heuristics are varied through LLM-prompts
to produce better ones. While this has been successful in many domains, the methodology is highly
empirical and does not lead to any guarantees on the correctness or performance of the heuristics
produced.

It is a significant open problem whether AI agents can carry out algorithmic design as seen from
theoretical computer science. It has been argued that automated theorem proving (ATP) is challenging
for AI, because proofs are either correct or incorrect, not in-between. Furthermore, the space of
proofs is infinitely large (Buzzard, 2024). Formal algorithmic design goes beyond ATP, because it
requires both navigating a space of algorithmic designs and automatically proving properties about
these. Yet, the improvement in mathematical capability of frontier AI models over the last years has
been remarkable. Long-standing conjectures have been closed using publicly available reasoning
models with Lean-checked proof certificates (Sothanaphan, 2026). The time and cost needed to
rigorously prove non-trivial mathematical statements have fallen significantly.

We take inspiration from the field of runtime analysis of evolutionary algorithms which has a
well-defined approach to design and analysis. The field requires that algorithms fit in a black-box
optimisation framework (Droste et al., 2006) (more often called the query model in TCS) where
optimisation is formulated as an interaction between an oracle which knows the function to be
optimised, and an algorithm which queries the oracle for fitness values. The field has developed a
small number of highly generic mathematical tools that aid in the analysis. In particular, we build on
drift analysis (Hajek, 1982; He & Yao, 2001) which measures the progress of the algorithm with a
potential function. The potential function, which is introduced for the purpose of the analysis and
is not part of the algorithm itself, maps the state of the algorithm into a potential value. Bounds on
the runtime can be obtained from properties of the distribution of the drift (change in potential per
oracle query). The black-box model allows for an enormous variety of algorithms, most of which are
useless. To constrain algorithm search, we use Lean guards to filter out provably flawed designs. We
only allow algorithms that are able to visit all parts of the search space, that use randomness, and that
take into account fitness responses from the oracle. The full staged pipeline is shown in Figure 2.
The pipeline is seeded with a problem card that provides the definition of the problem, its problem
instances, and basic properties. Additionally, the pipeline is seeded with an initial algorithmic design
with a stated runtime bound. In all the experiments described here, we use uniform random search as
the initial algorithm, with expected runtime O(2n). The staged pipeline consists of some informal
stages where an informal model produces one or more prose descriptions of designs. There are also
formal stages where the agent needs to synthesise a definition or a proof that is then verified by
Lean. In case Lean reports a failure, the formal stage is repeated, until it backtracks (determined
by a Luby sequence (Luby et al., 1993)), or the formal stage passes. Some formal stages are gates
to filter out flawed designs, others collect definitions that are used later, e.g., the definition of the
algorithm or the potential. If a run reaches the end of the pipeline, it obtains an algorithm Ai+1 with a
guaranteed improved runtime compared to algorithm Ai. The pipeline can be looped, e.g., producing
an algorithm Ai+2 which beats Ai+1, and so on. In most of the experiments described here, we make
one iteration of the loop; two runs iterate it for three and five generations.

Contributions. To our knowledge, we propose the first automated system for formal design and
analysis of black-box algorithms for pseudo-Boolean optimisation. The system does not involve any
empirical evaluation or comparison of algorithms. The entire design process is driven by informal
algorithm proposals followed by mathematical formalisation and analysis in Lean. Our contributions
are:

• We formalise the human process of designing and analysing black-box optimisation algo-
rithms through a staged pipeline which combines LLMs with Lean.

• We demonstrate that an agent using the staged pipeline is able to design efficient black-box
algorithms with associated machine-checked runtime bounds in Lean for a range of problems.
On CYCLEUNCOVER, the constructed algorithm has expected polynomial runtime, whereas
the classical (1+1) EA has exponential runtime. The agent is able to exploit structure in
anonymised problem classes.

• We show through ablation studies that without the staged pipeline, the agent fails to construct
efficient algorithms.

2



Preprint

Table 1: Overview of some related work in automating the design and formal analysis of algorithms.
The first group machine-checks analyses of human-designed algorithms. The second group produces
machine-checked proofs, but of a theorem or specification given to it. The third group discovers
algorithms, but validates them only empirically. This work lies at the intersection: the algorithm is
proposed by an LLM, its analysis is produced by an LLM, and the property machine-checked is the
expected runtime of a stochastic process.

Work Algorithmic
artefact

Process Designed
by

Analysed
by

Machine-checked
property

Li et al. (2024) first-order convex
methods

deterministic human human convergence rate

Vajjha et al. (2021) value / policy
iteration

stochastic (MDP) human human convergence

Schäffeler &
Abdulaziz (2025)

approximate policy
iteration

stochastic (MDP) human human convergence

Ospanov et al.
(2025);
Varambally et al.
(2025); Li et al.
(2026)

(proof / code search) n/a n/a LLM given theorem or
code specification

Romera-Paredes
et al. (2024);
Novikov et al.
(2025); Lange
et al. (2025)

heuristics,
constructions

— LLM — none (empirical
validation)

van Stein & Bäck
(2025)

black-box
optimisation
algorithms
(metaheuristics)

stochastic LLM — none (empirical
benchmarking)

This work black-box
optimisation
algorithms

stochastic LLM LLM correctness &
expected runtime

2 RELATED WORK

Research on automating the design and analysis of algorithms can be classified according to the level
of automation in the design and the level of automation and rigour in the analysis (see Table 1). Firstly,
there are efforts to formalise existing (informal) mathematical analyses of algorithms manually in
proof assistants such as Lean, Coq or Isabelle/HOL. These contributions have the same strong benefits
as formalising any other type of informal mathematics in Lean, including enabling machine-checked
proofs, curation of a digital library of mathematical results, and providing a foundation for machine-
generated mathematics (Buzzard, 2024). Recent efforts in this direction include Li et al. (2024)
who focused on first-order convex optimisation methods, with Lean proofs of convergence rates for
some function classes. They considered deterministic algorithms, and the proofs therefore avoid
technical challenges arising from stochasticity. In contrast, there are also Isabelle/HOL formalisations
of complexity analysis of randomised tree data structures (Eberl et al., 2020). Kaminski et al. (2017)
introduced a calculus for formally deriving the expected runtime of probabilistic programs, such as
the coupon collector process. Recent formalisations in machine learning also consider stochastic
effects (Vajjha et al., 2021). Schäffeler & Abdulaziz (2025) analysed convergence of value and
policy iteration for finite-state Markov decision processes. Other work considers properties of neural
networks, e.g., formalising a classic result about the expressive power of depth in neural networks
(Cohen et al., 2016; Bentkamp et al., 2019). In contrast to our work, these works consider pre-
existing algorithms and proofs, and proofs are human-designed. Secondly, the area of LLM-assisted
automated theorem proving in Lean has gained significant momentum recently, with breakthrough
results announced during Summer/Autumn 2026. There are recent examples of semi-automatic
algorithm design and proof generation where humans with assistance from frontier models design
new algorithms with Lean proofs. Thirdly, there is a large body of research where algorithm design is
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automated via LLMs, but where evaluation of candidate algorithms lacks machine-checked proofs
and is entirely empirical (Liu et al., 2026). Systems such as AlphaEvolve (Novikov et al., 2025),
ShinkaEvolve (Lange et al., 2025), LLaMEA (van Stein & Bäck, 2025), and EoH (Liu et al., 2024)
formulate algorithm design as a search problem where candidate algorithms are evaluated empirically
on a set of benchmark functions, and an LLM is used to generate algorithm variants. These systems
do not provide any machine-checked guarantees. Related approaches in highly restricted problem
domains where correctness can be checked without formal proofs include AlphaTensor, which
optimises matrix multiplication algorithms via reinforcement learning (Fawzi et al., 2022).

Apart from automation of algorithmic design and analysis, there are other relevant works. An orthog-
onal task to algorithm design is problem formulation and modelling. Robbins et al. (2026) proposed
FLARE to certify in Lean the correctness of mixed integer linear program (MILP) reformulations
of combinatorial optimisation problems. Another related area is automated software verification.
Here, the goal is to synthesise proofs (e.g., in Lean) that a piece of software satisfies a specification
(pre-condition and post-condition) (Li et al., 2026). More ambitiously, vericoding studies AI systems
that take formal specifications as inputs and produce software along with proofs that the software
satisfies the specification (Bursuc et al., 2025).

3 RUNTIME ANALYSIS OF BLACK-BOX OPTIMISATION ALGORITHMS

3.1 BLACK-BOX OPTIMISATION ALGORITHMS

To formally define a design space of optimisation algorithms, we will adopt the so-called black-box
scenario from theory of discrete evolutionary algorithms (Droste et al., 2006), also called query (or
decision tree) complexity in theoretical computer science (Buhrman & de Wolf, 2002). This scenario
describes a broad class of algorithms by defining the goal of the algorithm, what information is
available to an algorithm, what actions the algorithm can take, and how its runtime is measured. The
algorithm is given a class of real-valued fitness functions F over a search space X . An adversary
picks a function f ∈ F, f : X → R, and the goal of the algorithm is to find an optimal search point x∗

such that f(x) ≤ f(x∗) for all x (i.e., maximisation of f ). In each iteration t, the algorithm queries a
search point xt based on its previous history, and obtains from the oracle the function value f(xt).
The search point xt along with its fitness f(xt) is added to the history, and the process repeats until an
optimum is found. The running time of the algorithm is defined as the number of times the algorithm
queries the oracle until the algorithm queries an optimal search point for the first time. This definition
is based on the assumption that the evaluation of the fitness function is the most time-consuming
part of the algorithm. Following the literature on runtime analysis of evolutionary algorithms, the
algorithm does not specify a termination criterion. A termination criterion could be specified, but it
would not impact the runtime of the algorithm as defined below. The entire interaction between the
oracle and the optimisation algorithm is given in Algorithm 1. Within the black-box scenario, the
algorithm design is fully specified by a tuple A = (Y, init, query, step), which will be described
below. Executing an algorithm A involves executing Algorithm 1 with the given tuple A.

Algorithm 1 Black-Box Optimisation Algorithm

Require: Fitness function f : X → R; random sequence z0, z1, . . . ∈ Z with zt(i) ∼ Unif([0, 1])
i.i.d. for all t, i ∈ N; algorithm A = (Y, init, query, step) with init : Z → Y ,
step : Z × Y × R→ Y and query : Y → X .

1: Initialise algorithm state y0 := init(z0)
2: for t = 0 to∞ do
3: Select search point xt := query(yt)
4: Query oracle to obtain fitness ft := f(xt)
5: Compute the next state yt+1 := step(zt+1, yt, ft)
6: end for

To allow the algorithm to make random decisions, the algorithm is provided with a two-way infinite
random source (zt)t∈N, where for each time step t ∈ N and index i ∈ N, zt(i) is a uniformly
distributed value in [0, 1]. We assume an underlying probability triple (Ω,G ,Pr) and a filtration
(Gt)t∈N to which (zt)t∈N is adapted. An algorithm A is associated with a state space Y where yt ∈ Y
corresponds to the memory accessible to the algorithm at iteration t. The initial state is obtained
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directly using the random source init(z0). In every iteration t, the algorithm uses the current state
yt to decide which search point xt to query next. The algorithm transitions to the next state yt+1 by
taking into account the next random value zt+1, the previous state yt, and the objective value f(xt)
of the query corresponding to the current state.

Following (Droste et al., 2006), the running time of algorithm A on f can then be defined by
TA,f = min{t ∈ N | ∀x ∈ X , f(xt) ≥ f(x)}. By construction (xt)t∈N and (yt)t∈N are adapted to
(Gt)t∈N, and TA,f is a stopping time. The worst-case expected running time of A over a class of
functions F is then TA,F = maxf∈F E [TA,f ] . All aspects of the above formalisation are indexed
by an implicit problem instance size n ∈ N. In particular, for each instance size n, we assume a
corresponding search space Xn, a fitness function fn : Xn → R, an algorithm An, and a worst-case
expected running time TAn,Fn

. We are primarily interested in the asymptotic growth of TAn,Fn
as a

function of n. Note that this formalisation guarantees that the algorithm is truly black box: it must be
defined independently of the objective function f . Yet, due to the free choice of Y and init, query,
step, the framework is highly general and can express most commonly used black-box optimisation
algorithms, such as simulated annealing, population-based evolutionary algorithms, and estimation of
distribution algorithms.

3.2 DRIFT ANALYSIS

Drift analysis (Hajek, 1982; He & Yao, 2001) is the main technique used to derive bounds on the
runtime TA, and it is incorporated into our pipeline. Most evolutionary algorithms are Markov
processes over their state space Y: the state yt ∈ Y of the algorithm at iteration t completely
determines the distribution of the state yt+1 in the next iteration. In principle, Markov chain theory
could be applied to estimate the hitting time of the process from its state transition matrix. However,
the state spaces induced by the algorithms are often so large that this approach becomes impractical.
Instead, one can introduce a potential function Φ : Y → R which given the current state of the
algorithm measures how far the algorithm is from reaching its goal, i.e. Zt = Φ(yt). Note that the
potential function is not part of the design of the algorithm, but is only used for the drift analysis.
Designing a good potential function is often the most challenging part of the analysis of the algorithm.
Given information about the distribution of the change in potential per time step, i.e., the drift
Zt+1 − Zt of the process, drift theorems provide statements about the long term properties of the
process. Informally, the additive drift theorem states that if the expected drift is at least ε, then the
expected time to reach distance zero is Z0/ε. The proof of the theorem (see Corus et al., 2018) uses
standard arguments from martingale theory; the precise statement is Theorem B.1 in Appendix B. A
Lean formalisation of the general additive drift theorem will be published in a separate manuscript. It
is proved in the Lean library on which the pipeline builds, not assumed: for every run in which we
printed the axioms (rows 2–5 and 15 of Table 2), the final runtime theorem depends only on Lean’s
standard axioms propext, Classical.choice and Quot.sound.

Theorem B.1 requires evaluation of an expectation conditional on a σ-algebra. To shield the agent
from proving theorems involving measure theory, we introduce the following simplified theorem
which implies condition 1 in Theorem B.1. Proving drift condition 1 is now reduced to proving bounds
on the probabilities of improving and worsening steps. To satisfy condition 2 in the additive drift
theorem, we assume the potential is bounded in [0, 1]. Finally, to prove condition 3, i.e., integrability
of the runtime, we require a lower bound of jumping directly to the target from every iteration. The set
of conditions exposed in the pipeline is illustrated in Figure 1. Together, they yield the runtime bound
4/(εp) used in the final stage of the pipeline. The proof of Corollary 3.1 is given in Appendix B.
Note that the corollary states probabilities in terms of expectations of indicator random variables,
while the Lean formalisation uses probabilities directly.

Corollary 3.1. Assume that for all t ∈ N, Xt ∈ [0, 1] and

(1) 1{t<T} p ≤ E
[
1{t<T}1{Xt+1≤Xt−ε} | Gt

]
,

(2) E
[
1{t<T}1{Xt<Xt+1} | Gt

]
≤ 1{t<T} p/2,

(3) E
[
1{t<T}1{Xt+ε<Xt+1} | Gt

]
≤ 1{t<T} εp/4.

Then E
[
1{t<T}(Xt+1 −Xt + εp/4) | Gt

]
≤ 0 for all t ∈ N.
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Good(y): Φ′ ≤ Φ(y) − ε Worsen(y) ⊇ {Φ′ > Φ(y)}
BigWorsen(y) ⊇ {Φ′ > Φ(y) + ε}

no condition

0 Φ(y) − ε Φ(y) Φ(y) + ε 1
Φ

Pr[Jump(y)] ≥ pjump (next query optimal)

Pr[Good(y)] ≥ p

Pr[BigWorsen(y)] ≤ εp/4

Pr[Worsen(y)] ≤ p/2

Figure 1: Drift conditions checked by the pipeline (Corollary 3.1, Stages 10f–10i) at a reachable,
non-optimal state y. The sets of random draws Good(y), Worsen(y), BigWorsen(y) and Jump(y)
are shown by where they send the next potential Φ′; the arrows give the required probability bounds,
which together yield E [TA] ≤ 4/(εp).

Informal design Ai+1
Algorithm Ai

Potential Φi

Runtime E [TAi] ≤ hi(n)

Formal design Ai+1

Informal potential Φi+1
Formal potential Φi+1

Φi+1 certificates

Drift analysis

Ai+1 certificates

Algorithm Ai+1

Potential Φi+1
Runtime E [TAi+1] ≤ hi+1(n) ≤ (1 − δ )hi(n)

0 1 1c-8

9a9b9c-9f

Informal
drift argument

10a 10b-10j

Problem card

Figure 2: A simplified overview of the staged pipeline. The pipeline is seeded with a problem card,
an algorithm Ai, and a proof of its running time. The pipeline produces a new algorithm Ai+1 with
improved runtime bound relative to algorithm Ai. Table 3 provides detailed descriptions of the
pipeline stages shown in red.

4 THE STAGED PIPELINE

We now describe the motivation and details of the staged pipeline shown in Figure 2. The task of
zero-shotting an algorithmic design along with its runtime analysis is challenging. We therefore break
down this task into multiple stages according to how a human researcher in theory of evolutionary
algorithms would solve the problem. Starting from an initial algorithmic design we want to improve,
we make some informal design proposals. We describe the best algorithm formally in pseudo-code,
then design a potential function which measures its progress, and finally apply a drift theorem. The
most challenging aspects of this process are to design the algorithm and choose the potential function.
The space of algorithmic designs allowed by our framework is vast. We therefore propose a staged
pipeline where candidate designs are filtered through formal proof obligations via proof guards. The
formal guards are designed to filter out flawed designs. The implementation, with its two backends
(CLI and vLLM) and the Kimina Lean server, and the structure of the stage prompts are described in
Appendix C.

We now describe the stages in the pipeline informally. The pipeline has informal stages where the
agent proposes in English an informal design (either of an algorithm or potential function), and formal
stages that are either definitions or formal guards. Formal statements are stated fully in Table 3 in
Appendix A.

4.1 ALGORITHM DESIGN (STAGES 0–8)

Stages 0–8 produce an algorithmic design along with proofs about its properties. Stage 0
(DesignLock): We ask the agent to provide an informal algorithm design along with justifi-
cation why it would complete the full pipeline. When using frontier models (rows 1–15 in Table 2),
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the agent is asked to sketch at least one alternative design before committing to one design in a single
response. With the open-weight models (rows 19–21 in Table 2), the informal model generates eight
proposals sequentially. Each proposal is prompted with all previous ones and asked to differ from
them. A winning proposal is then selected through a knockout tournament. The proposals were
compared in pairs by the informal model, and the winners advance until one design remains. Stages 9a
and 10a use the same procedure in these runs. Stage 1 (ConstructAlgorithmComponents):
We ask the agent to formalise in Lean the algorithm as a tuple A = (Y, init, step, query). Stage 1c
(StepMeasurability): We require that the step function is a measurable function. This condi-
tion will be required for the drift analysis later in the pipeline. Stage 2 (Completeness1): We
require that the algorithm must be able to query any search point in every iteration. More precisely, for
every search point x ∈ X , and for every reachable state y ∈ Y , there exists a random input z ∈ Z and
fitness value f ∈ R, such that if the algorithm receives fitness f for the query associated with state y,
it will transition on random input z to a state where x is queried. This condition is satisfied by almost
all evolutionary algorithms, e.g., those that involve bit-wise mutation. Note that the completeness
condition can be trivially satisfied for an arbitrary algorithm by querying a uniform search point with
some non-zero (but perhaps very small probability) in every step. The completeness condition is not
always necessary for an efficient algorithmic design. However, the condition makes it straightforward
to prove that the algorithm eventually queries the optimal search point (i.e., the algorithm is correct),
and that for finite search spaces, the algorithm has a finite expected hitting time which is required
by our formulation of the drift theorem. The extra assumption that y is a reachable state and not an
arbitrary state was included to avoid imposing the condition on inconsistent states that the algorithm
never visits. For example, the state of the UMDA algorithm is a probability vector p ∈ [0, 1]n where
pi, i ∈ [n], is the probability of sampling a 1-bit in position i. The algorithm maintains the invariant
pi ∈ [1/n, 1− 1/n] in order not to get stuck in a particular bit-position. Stage 3 (NonAbsorbing):
We require that the algorithm uses the random input. More precisely, for every reachable state y ∈ Y,
and any oracle response f ∈ R, there exist two random inputs z1, z2 ∈ Z such that the algorithm in
the next iteration makes different queries on random input z1 and z2. This condition is not necessary
to have an efficient algorithm. However, the condition filters out many poor algorithms, such as those
that only return a constant value. Stage 4 (NotRandomSearch): We require that the algorithm
can reach a state where the query distribution is different from the uniform distribution (random
search). Random search has expected running time 2Ω(n), and any efficient algorithm must have
a different query distribution than random search. We observed that weaker models applied to the
pipeline with random search seeded as algorithm0 tended to produce designs that were essentially
random search. In an early version of the pipeline, we did not include the reachable state assumption
in the condition. We discovered that this would allow the model to cheat by devising a state space
with unreachable witness states Y which could serve as witnesses for the NotRandomSearch
and other properties. Stage 5 (Adaptiveness): We require that the state update of the algorithm
depends on the fitness responses from the oracle. Clearly, no algorithm which completely ignores
the oracle can be an effective optimiser on even simple problem classes such as ONEMAX. Stage 6
(QueryNonInjectivity): We require that there exist two different states which lead to the
same query, i.e., the function query is not injective. This condition ensures that the state carries
information beyond the current query, such as the best search point or fitness seen so far, or a learned
parameter, and filters out designs whose state is just the current search point. The remaining algorithm
construction stages (Stages 7–8) are designed to package all the definitions into a Lean structure.
This will allow the later proof infrastructure to process the algorithmic design as one mathematical
object. These stages also include measurability requirements, e.g., that all the components of the
algorithm are measurable functions. The next main part is the drift analysis. We would like the
agent to prove that the three conditions of Corollary 3.1 are satisfied, where Xt corresponds to the
potential of the algorithm at iteration t. The pipeline asks the agent to, for every state y, define three
subsets of random inputs Good(y),Worsen(y),BigWorsen(y) corresponding to the three conditions
respectively, drift parameters ε and p, and a jump probability lower bound pjump.

4.2 POTENTIAL FUNCTION (STAGES 9A–9F)

Stages 9a–9f produce a potential function used to measure the progress of the algorithm. Stages 9a–
9b (PotentialDesign and DefinePotential): In the informal Stage 9a, the agent produces
several candidate potential functions together with the parameters above and an informal “drift
story” explaining why the potential function applied to the algorithm has drift towards the optimum.
For experiments with frontier models (Rows 1–15 in Table 2), the agent proposes three candidates
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one after another, each critiquing the earlier ones, and ends its response with a ranking. The
top-ranked candidate is then formalised in Stage 9b. We require that the value of the potential is
always in the interval [0, 1]. Although not required for drift analysis, this requirement which is
not difficult to satisfy through normalisation simplifies the formal drift analysis machinery later
in the pipeline. Stage 9c (PotentialOpt): We require that the potential of a state y is 0 if and
only if the algorithm queries an optimal search point in state y. This is a necessary condition for
the drift theorem to give a meaningful statement about the runtime of the algorithm. Stage 9d
(PotentialFineGrained): The seeded design uses a potential function with only the values 0
and 1, where 0 corresponds to optimal states and 1 all other states. This is sufficient to prove runtime
bound for random search, however it will be insufficient to capture the gradual progress of an efficient
algorithm. Experiments with weaker models often reproduced the two-valued potential function. We
therefore added the formal guard that the potential function must contain a value between 0 and 1.
Stage 9e (PotentialMeasurability): We require that the potential function is measurable.
This property is needed for the later drift analysis. The remaining guards in this part of the pipeline
involve proving measurability properties of the potential function, and packaging into a Lean structure
for easy handling later (Stage 9f, ConstructPotentialStructure).

4.3 DRIFT CERTIFICATES AND RUNTIME BOUND (STAGES 10A–10J)

Stages 10a–10j prove drift conditions for the potential and obtain a final runtime bound by applying
a drift theorem. Stage 10f (PositiveDrift): We require that for any reachable, non-optimal
state y, if the algorithm receives a random input z ∈ Good(y), then the potential decreases by at
least ε in the next iteration. Stage 10g (NegativeDriftAndJump): We require that for any non-
optimal reachable state y and any random input z ∈ Z , if the potential increases in the next iteration,
then z belongs to Worsen(y), and if it increases by more than ε, then z belongs to BigWorsen(y).
Furthermore, for any reachable state y, if the algorithm receives input z ∈ Jump(y), then the
potential in the next iteration is 0. In other words, the algorithm jumps directly to an optimal search
point whenever it receives a random input in Jump(y). Stage 10h (DriftSetMass): We require
that, for every reachable, non-optimal state y, the probabilities that the random input lies in Good(y),
Worsen(y) and BigWorsen(y) satisfy conditions (1)–(3) of Corollary 3.1 (Figure 1). Stage 10i
(JumpMass): We require that from all states y, pjump ≤ Pr (z ∈ Jump(y)). When satisfied, this
condition implies that the runtime of the algorithm is stochastically dominated by a geometrically
distributed random variable with success probability pjump. The expected runtime is therefore finite,
which implies one of the conditions of the additive drift theorem. The only requirement on pjump is
that it is positive. Stage 10j (RuntimeBound): The final stage is an application of a runtime bound
E [TA] ≤ 4/(εp) that follows immediately from the previously collected proof certificates.

5 RESULTS

Table 2 summarises all runs; Figure 4 in Appendix G shows how each run progressed through the
pipeline. Across the completed runs, the drift and runtime stages (10a–10j) take about half of the
wall-clock time, and the incomplete frontier-model runs all stop at a drift stage, most often the mass
bound of Stage 10h (Appendix G).

5.1 THEORETICAL BENCHMARK FUNCTIONS

Runtime analysis of new evolutionary algorithms is often initiated on simple theoretical bench-
mark functions which have a clear structure. Here, we consider the three most common functions,
ONEMAX, LEADINGONES, and JUMPk, which are defined in Appendix D.

The ONEMAX value of a bitstring is the number of positions in which it differs from some hidden
bitstring z. Standard evolutionary algorithms have expected runtime O(n log n), which can be seen
via a multiplicative drift argument (Doerr et al., 2012): The probability that a random bit-flip in the
current bitstring improves the fitness is proportional to the number of bits it has in common with z.
The optimal algorithm runs in Θ(n/ logn) queries by querying the fitness of Θ(n/ logn) uniformly
sampled bitstrings from which the hidden bitstring z, and the optimum, can be determined with high
probability. One generation of the staged pipeline rediscovers a variant of the (1+1) EA with mutation
rate 1/(n+1) rather than the standard 1/n. The true expected runtime of this algorithm is O(n log n),
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Table 2: All runs. Each row is one pipeline session driven by the named model. Rows 1–18 use
the CLI backend, through which the model exchanges prompts and responses with the pipeline
over stdin/stdout; rows 19–21 use the vLLM backend (Appendix C). “Staged” is the full pipeline
of Table 3; “zero-shot” is the one-stage ablation of Section 5.5. Rows 16–21 are ablations: the
zero-shot pipeline, or a weaker model; rows 19–21 use open-weight models run on HPC clusters
(Appendix F.1). Complete means that every stage was machine-checked with no sorry; otherwise
the last stage passed is given in parentheses (the run stopped at the following stage). Order is the
order of the machine-checked bound on E [TA], which holds for all n ≥ 3 and every instance (for
staged runs it is 4/(ε1p1)). Tokens is the number of output tokens (including reasoning) generated
by the model that drove the run, from launch to the last accepted stage; n/r means not recorded.
Lean is the number of lines of Lean code the model contributed to the accepted proof, excluding
blank lines, comments, the prompt, the API and the problem card. LO is the fitness of the elitist
reference point; the LEADINGONES card marked “e−1 lemma” additionally supplies the inequality
e−m/(r−1) ≤ (1 − 1/r)m. k is the bandwidth for BANDWIDTHVC and the gap width for JUMPk,
and nc bounds the values of a SUBMODULARMIN instance. #gen is the number of generations of
the pipeline used to obtain the result; for a run with several generations, the row reports the last
generation only (Tokens and Lean are those of that generation). Pseudocode, potentials and constants
of every run are given in Appendix F.

# Problem Model Pipeline #gen Algorithm Complete Order Tokens Lean App.

1 ONEMAX Opus 5 staged 1 (1+1) EA, rate 1
n+1 yes O(n3) n/r 2,036 F.2

2 LEADINGONES Opus 5.5 staged 1 fitness-dependent rate
1

LO+2

yes O(n3) 160k 1,262 F.3

3 LEADINGONES, e−1

lemma
Opus 5.5§ staged 1 fitness-dependent rate

1
LO+2

yes O(n2) 191k 1,553 F.4

4 JUMPk Opus 5.5 staged 1 (1+1) EA, rate 1
n+1 yes O(nk+2) 144k 1,086 F.5

5 JUMPk , e−1 lemma Opus 5.5 staged 3 rate cycling with a learned
phase bit

yes O(nk+1) 396k 1,335 F.6

6 CYCLEUNCOVER Fable 5.1 staged 1 cycle walk
(learn-then-solve)

yes O(n2) 538k 2,373 F.7

7 WELLCOVEREDVC Fable 5.1 staged 1 fitness-directed asym.
mutation

yes O(n4) 366k 1,756 F.19

8 WELLCOVEREDVC,
anonymised card

Fable 5.1 staged 1 polarity-adaptive asym.
mutation

no (10g) – 275k 1,282 F.17

9 WELLCOVEREDVC,
anonymised card

Opus 5.5‡ staged 1 regime-switching asym.
mutation

yes O(n4) 245k 1,530 F.18

10 VERTEXCOVER,
flat fitness

Fable 5.1 staged 1 edge probing + exact
solve

yes O(n3) 400k 1,889 F.10

11 BANDWIDTHVC,
flat fitness

Fable 5.1 staged 1 window probing + exact
solve

yes O(kn) 460k 1,658 F.11

12 BANDWIDTHVC Fable 5.1 staged 1 direction-adaptive asym.
mutation

no (10g) – 402k 1,202 F.12

13 BANDWIDTHVC Fable 5.1 staged 1 fill-then-prune mutation no (10b) – 192k 510 F.14
14 BANDWIDTHVC Opus 5.5 staged 1 window-repair random

search
yes Θ(2n) 283k 1,784 F.15

15 SUBMODULARMIN,
integer-valued

Opus 5.5 staged 5 Lovász subgradient
descent

yes O(n2+2c) 1.1M 2,901 F.16

16 CYCLEUNCOVER Fable 5.1 zero-shot 1 random search yes Θ(2n) 41k 404 F.8
17 CYCLEUNCOVER Sonnet† staged 1 elitist bit-flip (5 designs) no (10g) – n/r 1,146 F.9
18 BANDWIDTHVC Fable 5.1 zero-shot 1 (1+1) EA, rate 1

n no – 172k 112 F.13
19 ONEMAX Goedel-

Prover-
V2-32B +
Gemma 4¶

staged 1 per-bit learned bias
(PBIL-like)

no (3) – 25.1M 375 F.1

20 ONEMAX Goedel-
Prover-
V2-32B +
Gemma 4¶

staged 1 per-bit learned bias
(PBIL-like)

no (3) – 73.1M 316 F.1

21 ONEMAX Goedel-
Prover-
V2-32B +
Gemma 4¶

staged 1 random search (fixed
biases 1

2 )
no (9c)∥ – 124.3M 725 F.1

† Model version not recorded in the artefacts. ‡ Candidates for the last five stages were pre-checked directly against the Lean server. §

Candidates for the last three stages were pre-checked in the same way. ¶ Goedel-Prover-V2-32B for the formal stages (pass@256), Gemma 4
26B-A4B for the prose stages; earlier versions of the staged pipeline with the same 28 stages; tokens are those of all logged samples of the
formal model. ∥ Passed Stage 4 only through a loophole in that pipeline version (see Appendix F.1). In rows 1–18, all models are Claude models.
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however the agent obtains the weaker (but still mathematically correct) upper bound O(n3). As
potential function, the agent uses essentially the normalised Hamming-distance to the optimum. The
weak runtime bound is partly due to the pipeline which forces the agent to use Corollary 3.1 which
does not allow for multiplicative drift.

The LEADINGONES value of a bitstring is the number of consecutive bits it has in common with some
hidden bitstring z, when the bit positions are ordered by a hidden permutation σ. Typical evolutionary
algorithms have runtime O(n2) which can be seen by an additive drift argument: a random bit-flip in
a selected bitstring improves its fitness with probability Θ(1/n), and Θ(n) improvements are needed
to reach the optimum. One generation of the staged pipeline discovers a variant of (1+1) EA, but
where the mutation rate is chosen as 1/(f(x)+2) where f(x) is the fitness of x. This fitness-adaptive
mutation rate is nearly identical to the optimal adaptive mutation rate of 1/(f(x)+1) (Böttcher et al.,
2010). For this algorithm, the agent obtains a sub-optimal runtime of 4(n+ 1)(n+ 2)2 = O(n3),
while the true runtime for this algorithm is (e/4)n2(1 + o(1)) (Theorem 5 in (Böttcher et al., 2010)).
When inspecting the drift analysis of the agent, we observed that the missing factor n comes from the
weak lower bound 1/n ≤ (1− 1/r)n−1. We therefore created another problem card which provided
the inequality 1 − 1/r ≥ exp(−1/(r − 1)). The agent now produced a (1+1) EA-type algorithm
with the same fitness-dependent mutation rate and runtime 4e(n+ 1)(n+ 2) = O(n2).

The JUMPk function takes the value k+ONEMAX, except for non-optimal search points at Hamming
distance d < k from the optimum which take the value n− ONEMAX. The problem therefore has a
fitness gap (a local optimum) at distance k from the optimum. Typical evolutionary algorithms have
runtime O(nk) because they need to flip k bits simultaneously to jump from the local optimum to
the global optimum. By using more sophisticated diversity and variation operators, it is possible to
reduce the runtime further. One generation of the staged pipeline discovered a variant of (1+1) EA
with fixed mutation rate 1/(n+ 1). The agent proved a runtime bound of O(nk+2) which is a factor
of n2 weaker than the true runtime for this algorithm which is O(nk). A factor n was lost due to
using a weak lower bound pk(1− p)n ≥ pk+1 for p = 1/(n+ 1). In a second set of experiments,
we ran the pipeline for three generations and added the inequality 1− 1/r ≥ exp(−1/(r− 1)) to the
problem card. This produced an algorithm with machine-checked runtime O(nk+1).

5.2 CYCLEUNCOVER

The runtime analyses of evolutionary algorithms on ONEMAX, LEADINGONES, and JUMPk are
widely known. It is likely that the LLMs used in this study have seen many of these during their
pre-training (although their Lean formalisations are as far as we know not available at the time of
writing). To rule out the possibility that the agent simply restates Lean formalisations of well-known
algorithms and analyses, we would like to test the agent on a new problem not previously discussed
in the literature. We therefore designed CYCLEUNCOVER (defined in Figure 3), which is a problem
solvable in polynomial time, but not by a typical evolutionary algorithm. The problem is independent
set on a cycle graph, where the length of the cycle is even by construction. The fitness function is
defined such that infeasible solutions lead to a deceptive trap at large Hamming distance from the
optimum. Given the hidden permutation σ, a solution is simply to choose every second vertex along
the permutation cycle.

The following theorem states that the classical (1+1) EA has expected exponential runtime on this
problem (see Appendix E for a proof).

Theorem 5.1. The expected runtime of the (1+1) EA on CYCLEUNCOVER is eΩ(n).

The agent produced an algorithm for CYCLEUNCOVER with a machine-checked expected runtime of
O(n2) (row 6 of Table 2). The algorithm works differently from an evolutionary algorithm: it builds
up a two-colouring of the graph, and then queries the optimum. The two-colouring is obtained by
keeping a current vertex u which is coloured, and then by repeatedly sampling uniformly at random a
vertex v until v is both uncoloured and adjacent to u. This newly found vertex is coloured oppositely
to u and becomes the new current vertex. To determine whether two vertices u and v are adjacent
in the graph, the algorithm queries the fitness of the bitstring where only u and v are selected. As
shown in Figure 3, the fitness is 2 if and only if u and v are connected. After the first step, u has
at most one uncoloured neighbour, and the probability of sampling one is Ω(1/n). The algorithm
therefore needs O(n) queries in expectation to obtain the next vertex v. Repeating this procedure
O(n) times, the algorithm obtains a two-colouring after O(n2) queries in expectation. From the
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σ (1) σ (2) σ ( n
2 )

σ ( n
2 + 1) σ ( n

2 + 2) σ (n)

Given a permutation σ : [n] → [n], let h := ⌊n/2⌋
and define

count(x) :=

h∑
j=1

(
xσ(j) + xσ(h+j)

)
guard(x) := ∀j ∈ [h], xσ(j) + xσ(h+j) ≤ 1

∧ xσ(j) + xσ(h+(j mod h)+1) ≤ 1

eval(x) :=

{
2h+ count(x) if guard(x)
count(x) otherwise

Figure 3: CYCLEUNCOVER. Right: problem definition in human-readable form. Left: visualisation
of an instance for even n (not shown to the agent). The vertices σ(1), . . . , σ(2h) form a cycle of
even length 2h; for odd n, bit σ(n) does not affect the fitness. The problem is to find a maximum
independent set of the cycle; an optimal selection, of value 3h, is shown in red.

complete two-colouring, the algorithm can queries the optimum by choosing only vertices with the
same colour. Since the cycle has even length, vertices of either colour class is optimal. This result
suggests that, even for a problem that to our knowledge has not been studied in this form, the pipeline
can identify the problem structure and provide a tailored and efficient algorithm.

5.3 VERTEXCOVER

We now turn to instance classes of the NP-hard minimum VERTEXCOVER problem. Given an
undirected graph G = (V,E), the minimum vertex cover problem asks for the smallest subset
V ′ ⊆ V of the vertices such that for each edge {u, v} ∈ E, at least one of the vertices u and v
belong to V ′. This problem is NP-hard, but a simple greedy algorithm returns a 2-approximate
solution in polynomial time. We do not attempt to design approximation algorithms here, we focus
on finding a globally optimal vertex cover. We adopt the conventional pseudo-Boolean representation
of VERTEXCOVER instances. Given a graph with n vertices V = {1, 2, . . . , n}, we encode a subset
of the vertices V ′ by a bitstring x ∈ {0, 1}n, where xi = 1 if and only if vertex i ∈ V ′. We adapt the
multi-objective formulation from (Kratsch & Neumann, 2013) into a single-objective fitness function
which counts the number of chosen vertices (first term), and the number of uncovered edges (second
term).

f(x) = −
n∑

i=1

xi − (n+ 1)
∑

{i,j}∈E

(1− xi)(1− xj). (1)

Classical EAs applied naively to VERTEXCOVER perform poorly. The (1+1) EA and variants
thereof need at least exponential time to achieve an approximation factor better than (1− ε)/ε for
nδ−1 ≤ ε ≤ 2, i.e., almost arbitrarily bad approximation ratio (Friedrich et al., 2010; Oliveto et al.,
2008). In contrast, the trivial greedy algorithm obtains a 2-approximation in polynomial time. Using
more sophisticated EAs and adding more problem-specific information can improve the performance.
Kratsch & Neumann (2013) used the number of selected vertices as first objective, and the number of
uncovered edges as second objective. With this formulation, a multi-objective EA obtains an optimal
vertex cover in expected time O(OPT · n4 + n · 2OPT 2+OPT ), where OPT refers to the size of the
smallest vertex cover. Using the ILP-relaxation as second objective leads to a lower runtime bound.
Assuming only problem instances where OPT ≤ k for some fixed parameter k yields a polynomial
runtime, i.e., the algorithm is a fixed-parameter algorithm. OPT cannot be bounded by a constant in
general instances, and the runtime bound is therefore exponential on the entire problem class.

We would like to consider non-trivial combinatorial optimisation problems where the agent cannot
rely on published results from the theoretical literature on black-box optimisation algorithms, or
on formalisations in Mathlib. We also want to consider problems which we expect to be in P . We
therefore chose the problem of computing a minimum vertex cover in well-covered graphs, which we
call WELLCOVEREDVC. Recall that a vertex cover is minimum if the graph admits no vertex cover
with fewer vertices. A vertex cover is called minimal (not to be confused with minimum) if no strict
subset of V ′ is a vertex cover. By definition, a minimum vertex cover is always a minimal vertex
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cover, but the converse is not true for all graphs. Graphs where the minimum and minimal vertex
covers coincide are called well-covered graphs.

The fitness function in Eq. (1) combined with the choice of graph class gives the problem several
structural properties that are helpful for search heuristics, and which are provided to the agent in
the problem card. Given two search points with different number of uncovered edges, the one with
fewer uncovered edges always has higher fitness (exposed as lemma wc F lt of uncovered lt
in the problem card). Also, if {i, j} ∈ E is an uncovered edge in x, then flipping bit xi reduces the
number of uncovered edges (exposed as lemma wc uncovered flip lt in the problem card). It
is also straightforward to see that f contains no local optima. Consider any non-optimal search point
x. If x is not a vertex cover, then there must exist an uncovered edge {i, j}, and a search point x′

obtained by flipping bit i or bit j in x has strictly higher fitness than x. Assume the other case, that x
is a vertex cover but not a minimum vertex cover. Then since the graph is well-covered, x is also
not a minimal vertex cover. Therefore, there exists a vertex i such that xi = 1 and flipping bit i in x
produces a strictly fitter vertex cover x′. The fitness therefore increases.

In a first set of experiments, we provided a problem card containing all the structural information
described above. In this case, the agent produced an optimisation algorithm similar to a (1+1) EA, but
with regime-changing asymmetric mutation rates. As long as the current search point is not a vertex
cover (revealed by the fitness being less than −n), the mutation-rates were chosen asymmetrically
so that flipping 0-bits into 1-bits was twice as likely as the reverse. Once the current search point
represented a vertex cover, the mutation-rate was chosen asymmetrically in the opposite direction,
making bit-flips from 1 into 0 twice as likely as bit-flips from 0 into 1. The overall runtime obtained
was O(n4). The problem card in the first set of experiments revealed all the structural information
needed to design an efficient algorithm. In a second set of experiments, we created an anonymised
problem card which does not mention the terms vertex cover or well-covered graphs, only providing
raw fitness definitions. An experiment with Fable 5.1 failed to obtain an algorithm in this setting.
However, Opus 5.5 successfully generated a (1+1) EA with regime-changing mutation rates. This
time, the asymmetry between the rates was more pronounced, with the high mutation rate a factor
Θ(n) larger than the small rate. Overall, the obtained runtime was O(n4).

The problem BANDWIDTHVC is VERTEXCOVER restricted to graphs with bandwidth at most k. A
graph G = (V,E) with vertex set V = {0, 1, . . . n− 1} is said to have bandwidth k if for all edges
{u, v} ∈ E, it holds |u− v| ≤ k. A low bandwidth k implies that edges are only allowed between
“nearby” vertices with respect to their numbering. In particular, k = 1 allows only subgraphs of the
path 0, 1, . . . , n− 1, while k = n− 1 allows every graph.

Since VERTEXCOVER is NP-hard, we did not expect the agent to produce a good algorithm for
general graphs. With a flat fitness function, which only reveals whether a search point is a cover
and its number of 1-bits (Appendix F), the agent instead came up with an algorithm that probes all
the Θ(n2) potential edges in the graph to learn the problem instance, then without making further
queries, computes offline the optimum for that instance, and finally queries the optimum (row 10,
Appendix F.10). The overall runtime bound was O(n3). This demonstrates that the agent is able
to “cheat” this evaluation framework by exploiting a well-known weakness in how algorithms are
evaluated in the black-box scenario: Algorithms are only charged for making fitness queries, and
not for offline computation. As the agent shows, the black-box complexity of NP-hard problems
is polynomial. On BANDWIDTHVC with the same flat fitness function (row 11, Appendix F.11),
the agent used the same strategy but exploited the bandwidth: it probes only the vertex pairs within
distance k + 1, giving a runtime bound of O(kn). In both runs, the minimum cover is defined
non-constructively in Lean, so the computation between queries is not bounded.

With the graded fitness function (1), BANDWIDTHVC proved harder (rows 12–14). Two runs with
Fable 5.1 designed asymmetric mutation operators but did not complete the pipeline: one stopped
at the mass bound of Stage 10h, which is false for its design (Appendix F.12), and the other at
Stage 10c (Appendix F.14). The run with Opus 5.5 completed with a window-repair random search
(Appendix F.15), whose bound Θ(2n) improves on the random search baseline only by a constant
factor.
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5.4 SUB-MODULAR MINIMISATION

We now turn to the problem of minimising sub-modular functions (SFM), a problem with important
applications in machine learning. We represent any subset S ⊆ [n] as a bitstring x ∈ {0, 1}n in
the natural way by setting xi = 1 if and only if i ∈ S. We now call a pseudo-Boolean function
f : {0, 1}n → R submodular if and only if for all subsets S ⊆ T ⊆ [n] and v ̸∈ T , it holds
f(S ∪ {v})− f(S) ≥ f(T ∪ {v})− f(T ). We will assume that f is integer-valued with range in
the interval [0, B] where B := nc for some unspecified constant c. There exist theoretical algorithms
that minimise SFMs in O(n3 log log(n)/ log(n)) oracle queries (Jiang, 2023), i.e., independent of B.
However, the more practically useful Fujishige-Wolfe algorithm has running time O(n2B2). We are
not aware of runtime analyses of evolutionary algorithms for general SFM minimisation, but results
for special cases such as the minimum spanning tree problem are available (Neumann & Wegener,
2007).

We expected this problem to be significantly more challenging than the previous problems. We
therefore added to the problem card the advice that this is a challenging problem where a naive elitist
hill-climber may not work, and where the agent needs to carefully design the potential function and
exploit submodularity. Furthermore, we ran several generations of the pipeline. The algorithmic
design and analysis produced in a first generation of the pipeline was seeded into the following
generation, etc. Through all generations, the agent produced the same class of algorithm, which
can be described as projected subgradient descent on the Lovász extension. The first generation
returned a runtime bound of 12nB2(2n+ 4)(n+ 1) = O(n3+2c). The second generation improved
the constant factor, reducing the runtime to 16n2B2(n+ 2) = O(n3+2c). The third generation saw a
factor-n speed-up, with a runtime of 32nB2(n + 1) = O(n2B2). Note that this is asymptotically
the same as the Fujishige-Wolfe algorithm. Generation four and five only brought constant-factor
improvements, leading to the approximate upper bound 8.13 ·B2(n+ 1)2.

5.5 ABLATION EXPERIMENTS

To evaluate the impact of the staged pipeline, we developed an unstaged pipeline consisting of a
single stage: Given a problem card, the agent is prompted to construct an algorithm for the problem
which type-checks with the black-box framework, and which has better runtime than the seeded
algorithm. The agent is not given the drift analysis API, the measurability toolkit, the proof cookbook,
and most random stream properties. In order to be able to verify the algorithmic construction in Lean,
we provided the agent with Lean-definitions of the black-box optimisation algorithm framework,
and definitions of runtime. In order for the algorithm to be able to use the random source, we also
provided basic clauses related to sampling from the random stream. Since the ablation only concerned
the staged pipeline, we kept the problem cards unchanged. We also provided the agent with the
definition of the seeded algorithm (random search).

For CYCLEUNCOVER, Fable 5.1 reproduced the trivial random search algorithm (i.e., it copies the
provided algorithm0 with minor syntactic changes). Note that this failure mode would have been
caught by the NotRandomSearch guard in the staged pipeline. Instead of relying on drift analysis,
the agent applied the tail-sum formula E [T ] =

∑∞
k=1 Pr (k ≤ T ) to the runtime variable T . The

agent recognised that the problem involved a hidden permutation and two global optima, giving a
runtime bound of 2n/2.

For BANDWIDTHVC, Fable 5.1 constructed the (1+1) EA, and proved all formalisation properties.
However, the model failed to produce a runtime bound. The model attempted to apply a fitness-level
argument. This is one of the simplest-to-use techniques for analysing the runtime of the (1+1) EA
introduced more than two decades ago (Wegener, 2002), but it has limited applicability to more
complex algorithms and fitness landscapes.

We then investigated weaker models. Claude Sonnet (row 17) passed Stages 0–10g on
CYCLEUNCOVER, but needed between 54 and about 1,000 attempts per stage, and it did not pass the
mass bound of Stage 10h, because its Good set is empty at some reachable states (Appendix F.9). The
open-weight models, Goedel-Prover-V2-32B for the formal stages and Gemma 4 26B-A4B for the
prose stages (vLLM backend, 256 samples per attempt), did not complete the pipeline on ONEMAX
in any of 14 recent runs (Appendix F.1). Rows 19–21 of Table 2 are representative. Two runs stop
at NotRandomSearch (Stage 4) after 13 and 24 batches of 256 samples, although the statement
is true for their PBIL-like designs. The third passes Stage 4 only through a loophole of an earlier
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pipeline version, since its algorithm is random search, and then stops at PotentialFineGrained
(Stage 9d), again on a true statement. Frontier models stop, if at all, at a drift stage, whereas the
open-weight models stop much earlier (Appendix G), and they generate 25–124M output tokens per
run, about two orders of magnitude more than the frontier-model runs.

6 CONCLUSION

We have presented a staged pipeline in which an agent designs black-box optimisation algorithms
and proves their expected runtime in Lean, with no empirical evaluation. Across 8 problem classes,
12 of 15 runs with frontier models completed the pipeline. Nine of these give a polynomial bound
for an algorithm whose computation between queries is explicit; of the other three, two learn
a VERTEXCOVER instance with polynomially many queries and then solve it offline, at no cost
in the black-box model, and one improves on random search only by a constant factor. The agent
designed an O(n2) algorithm for CYCLEUNCOVER, on which the (1+1) EA needs eΩ(n), matched the
O(n2) runtime of classical evolutionary algorithms on LEADINGONES, and rediscovered projected
subgradient descent on the Lovász extension for integer-valued submodular minimisation, improving
its own bound to O(n2+2c) over five generations. Without the staging, or with open-weight models,
the pipeline did not produce efficient algorithms. The bounds are not yet state of the art; richer drift
theorems, more iterations of the design loop, and continuous search spaces are natural next steps.

Limitations. Only frontier models completed the pipeline. A more complete experimental design
allowing for a statistical analysis was not feasible due to the high cost of the runs. The agent was
only provided with a simplified drift theorem (Corollary 3.1). With standard potential functions, this
theorem makes more precise variable drift analyses difficult, leading to non-tight runtime bounds
such as O(n3) on ONEMAX for (1+1) EA variants. Furthermore, the search space is restricted to
bitstrings.
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A FORMAL STATEMENT OF THE PIPELINE STAGES

Table 3 states every stage of the pipeline formally; the stages are described informally in Section 4.

Table 3: The stages of the pipeline that generates one algorithm Ai+1 = (Y, init, step, query)
and proves it faster than its predecessor, restated in the (X ,Y,Z,R) formalism of Algorithm 1.
[I] is an informal stage producing prose (no Lean code) with candidate selection (see Section 4.1
and Section 4.2), [F*] is a formal stage that introduces new Lean definitions used by later stages,
and [F-] a formal stage that only proves properties of definitions introduced earlier; in both, the
Lean declarations produced are checked by Lean and carried forward. f ∈ F denotes a fixed fitness
function (an element of the problem class, e.g. ONEMAX composed with an unknown target bitstring),
so that reachableWith(f, y) (as opposed to reachable(y)) restricts to states reachable when the
true fitness fed to step is always f . z, z1, z2 ∈ Z denote random draws; unif(z) ∈ X is the bitstring
obtained by sampling each coordinate of z against threshold 1/2. n is the bitstring length, and a
‘prev’ subscript refers to the previous algorithm/potential pair in the outer self-improvement loop.

Stage Name Formalisation

Algorithm construction (Stages 0–8)
0 DesignLock

[I]
Commit to Y, init, step, query and a qualitative account of which
component of y ∈ Y tracks f ; no numeric constants yet.

1 Construct-
AlgorithmCom-
ponents [F*]

Define Y , init : Z → Y , step : Z × Y × R → Y , query : Y → X .

1c StepMeasur-
ability [F-]

step is measurable.

2 Completeness1
[F-]

∀x ∈ X ,∀y ∈ Y, reachable(y) → ∃z ∈ Z,∃f ∈
R, query(step(z, y, f)) = x.

3 NonAbsorbing
[F-]

∀y ∈ Y, reachable(y) → ∀f ∈ R, ∃z1, z2 ∈
Z, query(step(z1, y, f)) ̸= query(step(z2, y, f)).

4 NotRandom-
Search [F-]

∃y ∈ Y, reachable(y)∧ ∃z ∈ Z,∃f ∈ R, query(step(z, y, f)) ̸=
unif(z).

5 Adaptiveness
[F-]

∃y ∈ Y, reachable(y) ∧ ∃z, z′ ∈ Z,∃f1, f2, f ∈ R,
query(step(z′, step(z, y, f1), f)) ̸=
query(step(z′, step(z, y, f2), f))
(a two-step strengthening of the usual one-step adaptiveness property:
the fitness fed at the first step must still move the query one step later).

6 QueryNon-
Injectivity
[F-]

∃y1, y2 ∈ Y, y1 ̸= y2 ∧ query(y1) = query(y2).

7 AlgorithmInfra-
structure [F*]

Equip Y with the five instances (measurable space, topology, pseudo-
metrizability, Borel σ-algebra, second-countability) the framework re-
quires.

7a InitMeasur-
ability [F-]

init is measurable.

7b QueryMeasur-
ability [F-]

query is measurable.

8 Construct-
AlgorithmStruc-
ture [F*]

Package A = (Y, init, step, query), together with the Stage
1c/7/7a/7b witnesses, into a single algorithm record.

Potential design (Stages 9a–9f)
9a Potential-

Design [I]
Rank candidate potentials Φ : F × Y → [0, 1] by whether step can be
shown, even informally, to decrease Φ faster than unif .

9b Define-
Potential [F*]

Define Φ : F × Y → R with ∀f ∈ F , ∀y ∈ Y, 0 ≤ Φ(f, y) ≤ 1.

9c PotentialOpt
[F-]

∀f ∈ F ,∀y ∈ Y, Φ(f, y) ≤ 0 ⇐⇒ ∀x ∈ X , f(x) ≤ f(query(y))
— Φ(f, ·) vanishes exactly at states whose query is f -optimal.

9d PotentialFine-
Grained [F-]

∃f ∈ F ,∃y ∈ Y, 0 < Φ(f, y) < 1 — rules out a {0, 1}-valued
(indicator) potential.

9e PotentialMeas-
urability [F-]

∀f ∈ F , Φ(f, ·) is measurable.
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(Table 3 continued)

Stage Name Formalisation

9f ConstructPoten-
tialStructure
[F*]

Package Φ, together with the Stage 9b–9e witnesses, into a single poten-
tial record.

Drift design and runtime bound (Stages 10a–10j)
10a DriftDesign

[I]
Work out closed forms, against the now-fixed A and Φ,
for ε, p, pjump : N → R>0 and for the four draw sets
Good,Worsen,BigWorsen, Jump : F × Y → 2Z below.

10b DefineDrift-
Constants [F*]

Define ε(n), p(n), pjump(n) as closed-form expressions in n.

10c DriftConstant-
Properties [F-]

ε(n) > 0, p(n) > 0, pjump(n) ∈ (0, 1), and (the speed-up certificate)
∃δ > 0,∃n0,∀n > n0,
(1 + δ) εprev(n) pprev(n) < ε(n) p(n).

10d DefineDrift-
Sets [F*]

Define Good,Worsen,BigWorsen, Jump : F × Y → 2Z as explicit
sets of draws.

10e DriftSetMeas-
urability [F-]

For each S ∈ {Good,Worsen,BigWorsen, Jump}: {(y, z) ∈ Y ×
Z : z ∈ S(f, y)} is measurable.

10f PositiveDrift
[F-]

∀y ∈ Y, reachableWith(f, y) ∧ Φ(f, y) > 0 → ∀z ∈ Good(f, y),
Φ
(
f, step(z, y, f(query(y)))

)
≤ Φ(f, y)− ε(n).

10g NegativeDrift-
AndJump [F-]

For y with reachableWith(f, y), Φ(f, y) > 0, and every z ∈ Z:
Φ(f, step(z, y, f(query(y)))) > Φ(f, y) → z ∈ Worsen(f, y),
Φ(f, step(z, y, f(query(y)))) > Φ(f, y) + ε(n) → z ∈
BigWorsen(f, y);
and, for every y with reachableWith(f, y): ∀z ∈
Jump(f, y), Φ(f, step(z, y, f(query(y)))) = 0.

10h DriftSetMass
[F-]

For reachableWith(f, y) with Φ(f, y) > 0: p(n) ≤
Pr (z ∈ Good(f, y)),
Pr (z ∈ Worsen(f, y)) ≤ p(n)/2,
Pr (z ∈ BigWorsen(f, y)) ≤ ε(n) p(n)/4.

10i JumpMass
[F-]

∀y ∈ Y, pjump(n) ≤ Pr (z ∈ Jump(f, y)) — holds at every y, unlike
Stage 10h, since it underwrites integrability of the hitting time.

10j RuntimeBound
[F-]

E [TA] ≤ 4

ε(n) p(n)
.

B PROOFS OF THE DRIFT CONDITION

The additive drift theorem used in Section 3 is the following; a proof is given by Corus et al. (2018).
Theorem B.1 (Additive drift theorem). Let (Zt)t∈N be a discrete-time stochastic process in [0,∞)
adapted to any filtration (Gt)t∈N. For any a ≥ 0, define Ta := min{t ∈ N | Zt ≤ a}. If for some
ε > 0 and all t ∈ N: (1) E [Zt+1 − Zt + ε ; t < Ta | Gt] ≤ 0, (2) E [Zt] <∞, and (3) E [Ta] <∞,
then E [Ta | G0] ≤ Z0/ε.

We present the proof of Corollary 3.1. The Lean formalisation of this proof, which was developed as
part of the staged pipeline, follows almost exactly this proof.

Proof of Corollary 3.1. Define
E1 := Xt+1 ≤ Xt − ε

E2 := Xt − ε < Xt+1 ≤ Xt

E3 := Xt < Xt+1 ≤ Xt + ε

E4 := Xt + ε < Xt+1

Note that these definitions immediately imply
1{t<T}1E1(Xt −Xt+1) ≥ 1{t<T}1E1ε (2)

1{t<T}1E2
(Xt −Xt+1) ≥ 0 (3)

1{t<T}1E3
(Xt −Xt+1) ≥ −1{t<T}1E3

ε (4)

1{t<T}1E4(Xt −Xt+1) ≥ −1{t<T}1E4 (5)
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where the last inequality follows because Xt ∈ [0, 1] for all t. We now have

1{t<T}(εp/4) = 1{t<T}(εp− εp/2− εp/4)

by assumptions 1-3

≤ E
[
1{t<T}1E1ε | Gt

]
− E

[
1{t<T}1E3∪E4ε | Gt

]
− E

[
1{t<T}1E4 | Gt

]
since 1E3∪E4

≥ 1E3

≤ E
[
1{t<T}1E1ε | Gt

]
− E

[
1{t<T}1E3ε | Gt

]
− E

[
1{t<T}1E4 | Gt

]
by Eqs. (2), (4), and (5)

≤ E
[
1{t<T}(1E1

+ 1E3
+ 1E4

)(Xt −Xt+1) | Gt

]
by Eq. (3) and 1E1

+ 1E2
+ 1E3

+ 1E4
= 1

≤ E
[
1{t<T}(Xt −Xt+1) | Gt

]
.

The result now follows by rearranging the inequality above.

C IMPLEMENTATION AND PROMPT

Implementation. The pipeline Python code was initially based on the Goedel-Prover-V2 codebase
(Lin et al., 2025). Every candidate declaration is checked by Lean 4 on a Kimina Lean server
(Dos Santos et al., 2025), and the Lean errors are returned to the model in the next attempt. The
number of attempts allowed before backtracking to a previous stage is determined by a Luby sequence
(Luby et al., 1993) L = (1, 1, 2, 1, 1, 2, 4, . . .). In particular, each stage has its own copy of the
sequence with unit 3, so it is allowed 3, 3, 6, 3, 3, 6, 12, . . . attempts on successive visits. When a
stage exhausts its allowance, the pipeline backtracks by one stage on the first failure of that stage,
and by more stages one each further failure. In addition, the whole pipelinen is restarted from
Stage 0 when 200, Lk attempts have been used in the k-th run of the pipeline, or earlier when 100
consecutive attempts make no progress beyond the furthest stage reached. All runs in Table 2 use
these parameters.

The responses to the prompts of each stage come from a backend. With the CLI backend, the pipeline
writes each prompt to standard output and reads the response from standard input, so that the pipeline
can be driven by an external agent; rows 1–18 of Table 2 use this backend with Claude models. With
the vLLM backend, the pipeline serves open-weight models itself with vLLM (Kwon et al., 2023),
sampling many candidates per attempt; rows 19–21 use this backend with Goedel-Prover-V2-32B
(Lin et al., 2025) for the formal stages and Gemma 4 26B-A4B (Gemma Team, 2026) for the prose
stages. The stages, their Lean statements, and the checks are the same for both backends.

The prompt. Every stage prompt starts with the same global block, followed by the accepted
declarations so far and the task of the stage. The global block describes the framework: the black-box
algorithm structure of Algorithm 1, the problem-class interface and the baseline algorithm, whose
definitions the agent can use as a template. It then lists an API of library results, whose signatures are
checked against the Lean build. These include samplers that turn the random source into bitstrings,
with a fixed or a state-dependent per-bit bias, together with inverse lemmas that construct a random
input producing any given bitstring. They also include lemmas about bitstrings, how to access
elements of a bitstrings, etc. Furthermore, a measurability toolkit provides two tactics that decompose
tuple-, if- and arithmetic-structured step and potential functions into leaves, and gives the idioms that
close each kind of leaf. For the drift stages, the block describes the random source, the reachability
predicates and an assembly theorem of Stage 10j, and it explains which properties of that theorem
constrain the design, e.g. that a single ε and p must serve every reachable non-optimal state. The
problem card (Appendices D and F) is spliced in as the only problem-specific part. Finally, a proof
cookbook collects recurring Lean pitfalls and their fixes, such as if b then is preferred over
if ¬b, never to call decide on goals involving a symbolic n, how to show that two state tuples
differ, and to prove measurability with the toolkit rather than with aesop, whose fixed search budget
times out on nested ifs. After a failed attempt the agent sees the failing declaration, the Lean error,
its earlier attempts at the stage and a list of facts verified in earlier stages.
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D THEORETICAL BENCHMARK FUNCTIONS

For x ∈ {0, 1}n write |x|1 =
∑n

i=1 xi for the number of ones. The three benchmark functions are

ONEMAX(x) = |x|1 =

n∑
i=1

xi,

LEADINGONES(x) =

n∑
i=1

i∏
j=1

xj ,

JUMPk(x) =

{
k + |x|1 if |x|1 ≤ n− k or |x|1 = n,

n− |x|1 otherwise,

so ONEMAX counts the ones, LEADINGONES counts the ones before the first zero, and JUMPk
behaves like ONEMAX except for a gap of width k below the optimum 1n, in which the fitness points
away from the optimum. For the (1+1) EA with mutation rate 1/n the expected optimisation times
are Θ(n logn) on ONEMAX, Θ(n2) on LEADINGONES and Θ(nk) on JUMPk for constant k ≥ 2
(Droste et al., 2002).

A black-box algorithm must not depend on the instance, so each function is turned into a class of
instances by hiding its optimum. Write ⊕ for the bitwise exclusive or and z̄ for the complement of z.
Each permutation σ of [n] induces a permutation of {0, 1}n, which we also denote by σ, defined by
σ(x)i := xσ(i) for all i ∈ [n]. The problem cards used in our experiments define

Fz(x) = ONEMAX(x⊕ z), z ∈ {0, 1}n,
Fz,σ(x) = LEADINGONES

(
σ(x⊕ z)

)
, z ∈ {0, 1}n, σ a permutation,

Fz(x) = JUMPk(x⊕ z), z ∈ {0, 1}n.

Each instance has the unique optimum z̄. For JUMPk the gap width k ≥ 2 is a constant of the class
that the agent does not know, so every proof must be uniform in k. Algorithms whose mutation treats
all bits alike, such as the (1+1) EA, have the same expected optimisation time on every instance of a
class as on the underlying function.

E CYCLEUNCOVER: DEFINITION AND RUNTIME OF THE (1+1) EA

Algorithm 2 (1+1) EA
1: t := 0
2: Choose an initial bit string x0 ∈ {0, 1}n uniformly at random
3: while forever do
4: Create x′ by flipping each bit in xt independently with probability p (mutation)
5: xt+1 := x′ if f(x′) ≥ f(x), and xt+1 := xt otherwise (selection)
6: t := t+ 1
7: end while

This section proves Theorem 5.1. The objective eval, the count count and the feasibility condition
guard are those of Figure 3: guard(x) holds exactly when the chosen vertices form an independent
set of the hidden cycle, and eval(x) = 2h + count(x) if guard(x) and eval(x) = count(x)
otherwise.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Without loss of generality, we assume that σ is the identity-permutation.

We condition on the event that both endpoints u and v of the first edge are 1-bits in the initial search
point, and that it contains at least 9n/20 1-bits. By a union bound and a Chernoff bound (Motwani &
Raghavan, 1995), the probability of this event is at least 1/4 + (1− e−Ω(n))− 1 ≥ 1/5. If this event
does not happen, we lower bound the runtime by 0.

We consider two phases, the first phase consisting of the first t = 3en iterations, and the second
phase consisting of the following en iterations. We consider phase 1 a failure (from the perspective
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of the analysis) if bit u or v is flipped during this phase. The probability of this failure event is upper
bounded by 1− (1− 1/n)2t ≤ 1− e−2t/(n−1). If phase 1 is not a failure, then guard(x) is never
satisfied, and the fitness is count(x), i.e., the number of 1-bits is non-decreasing.

We call an iteration in the first phase successful if either the current search point has at least 5n/6
1-bits, or if mutation increases the number of 1-bits. The probability of a successful iteration is at
least

p ≥ n

6

(
1− 1

n

)n−1
1

n
≥ 1

6e
.

The number of successful iterations in phase 1 dominates stochastically a binomially distributed
random variable with parameters t and p. By a Chernoff bound, the probability that there are less than

tp(1− 1/6) ≥ (n/2)(1− 1/6) = 5n/12

successes is e−Ω(n), and otherwise we call phase 1 a failure.

Assuming no failure in phase 1, the current search point x at the start of phase 2 contains |x| ≥
min(5n/6, 9n/20 + 5n/12) = 5n/6 1-bits. We now prove inductively that in each of the following
en iterations, the number of 1-bits in the current search point is at least 5n/6. If the current point
is infeasible with at least 5n/6 1-bits, an offspring is accepted only if it is feasible or has at least
as many 1-bits. In order to satisfy guard(x) i.e., the solution is feasible, it is necessary to have at
most h+ 1 ≤ n/2 + 1 1-bits (at most h on the cycle, plus bit σ(n) if n is odd). Therefore, to satisfy
guard(x), at least n/3− 1 bits must be flipped simultaneously. By a union bound, this type of failure
has probability at most enn−Ω(n) = n−Ω(n).

Conditioned on the good starting event and no failures, the running time of the algorithm is at least en.
By a union bound, the probability of a failure in phase 1 or 2 is at most 1− e−2t/(n−1) + e−Ω(n) +
n−Ω(n) < c for some constant c ∈ (0, 1). The unconditional expected runtime is therefore at least
(1/5)(1− c)en = eΩ(n).

F ALGORITHMS, POTENTIALS AND RUNTIME BOUNDS OF ALL RUNS

This appendix collects, for every run summarised in Table 2, the synthesised algorithm, the potential
function and the runtime bound. The pseudocode is a human-readable transcription of the frozen
Lean definitions of init and step; in every run query returns the first component of the state. We
write bitsp(u) ∈ {0, 1}n for the per-bit sampler that sets bit i iff ui ≤ pi (so Pr[bitsp(u)i = 1] = pi;
a scalar p means pi = p for all i), u+i := (ui, ui+1, . . . ) for the coordinates of the same draw
from index i on, ⊕ for bitwise XOR, |x|1 for the number of ones, ev for the v-th unit vector, x̄
for the complement, [P ] ∈ {0, 1} for the indicator of P , and clamp[a,b](x) := min{b,max{a, x}}
for clamping x to [a, b] (coordinatewise for vectors). Unless stated otherwise, f is the fitness of
the pending query q passed to step, and a potential Φz(s) is 0 if and only if the query of s is
fitness-maximal. For staged runs the runtime theorem is E [TA] ≤ 4/(ε1p1) for all n ≥ 3 and every
instance z, with the drift constants ε1 and p1 (the Good-set mass) given; “machine-checked” means
the file compiles with no sorry.

Problem cards. ONEMAX: Fz(x) = ONEMAX(x ⊕ z), unique optimum z̄. LEADINGONES
(card lo): an instance is a pair (z, σ) of a string z and a permutation σ of the posi-
tions, and Fz,σ(x) = LEADINGONES

(
σ(x ⊕ z)

)
with σ(x) and LEADINGONES as in Ap-

pendix D; the unique optimum is z̄. The second version of the card also supplies the inequal-
ity e−m/(r−1) ≤ (1 − 1/r)m for r > 1. JUMPk (card jump k): Fz(x) = JUMPk(x ⊕ z)
with JUMPk as in Appendix D; the unique optimum is z̄. The gap width k ≥ 2 is an
opaque constant, so every proof must be uniform in k. SUBMODULARMIN, integer-valued (card
submodular minimisation integer valued additional advice): an instance is
a submodular function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1, . . . , B} with B = nc for an opaque class
constant c ≥ 1 and minx f(x) = 0, and Ff (x) = −f(x). Besides the definitions, the
card supplies only facts about the integer range (every non-optimal point has Ff ≤ −1,
and distinct values differ by at least 1) and the advice quoted in Appendix F.16; it supplies
no lemmas about submodular functions. CYCLEUNCOVER (card laminate): the objective
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Table 4: Open-weight runs on ONEMAX with the most recent pipeline versions. “Last passed” is the
last stage that was machine-checked.

Run Cluster Started Pipeline version Hours Last passed

generous-dragon-779 Sulis 2026-09-21 optimisation 23.8 3
driven-blaze-773 Sulis 2026-09-18 optimisation 23.8 1
denim-paper-771 Sulis 2026-09-17 split v9 21.6 3
super-moon-761 Sulis 2026-09-15 split v9 23.3 3
bumbling-plant-742 Sulis 2026-09-13 split v9 23.2 3
avid-waterfall-734 Isambard-AI 2026-09-12 split v9 23.6 3
mild-dream-724 Sulis 2026-09-08 split v9 23.6 3
absurd-puddle-723 Isambard-AI 2026-09-08 split v9 23.6 3
peach-armadillo-718 Isambard-AI 2026-09-06 split v9 23.7 3
serene-voice-715 Sulis 2026-09-06 split v9 23.8 1c
visionary-snow-713 Sulis 2026-09-05 split v8 20.7 3
pleasant-elevator-712 Isambard-AI 2026-09-04 split v8 23.7 1c
golden-yogurt-711 Isambard-AI 2026-09-02 split v8 36.8 9c
royal-snowflake-710 Sulis 2026-09-01 split v8 46.2 3

eval of Figure 3, with h = ⌊n/2⌋, optimum value 3h. VERTEXCOVER, flat fitness (cards
vertex cover, early bandwidth vertex cover): Fz(x) = −|x|1 if x is a cover of Gz

and |x|1 − 2n otherwise. VERTEXCOVER, graded fitness (later bandwidth vertex cover,
wcvc, well covered vertex cover): Fz(x) = −

(
(n + 1) uncz(x) + |x|1

)
, where uncz(x)

is the number of edges with no chosen endpoint; covers are exactly the points with Fz ≥ −n. For
the bandwidth cards every edge uv satisfies |u − v| ≤ k, and k is known to the algorithm; the
well-covered cards restrict to graphs whose minimal covers are all minimum. The wcvc card is an
anonymised copy of the well-covered card with all names and derived facts removed.

F.1 ONEMAX, OPEN-WEIGHT MODELS (STAGED; INCOMPLETE)

These runs used the vLLM backend, which serves the models itself, instead of the CLI backend used
for the other runs (Appendix C). The formal stages were generated by Goedel-Prover-V2-32B with
256 samples per attempt at temperature 1, and the informal stages (0, 9a, 10a) by Gemma 4 26B-A4B,
both served with vLLM on 3 NVIDIA L40 GPUs (Sulis) or 4 NVIDIA GH200 GPUs (Isambard-AI).
All runs are on ONEMAX with earlier versions of the staged pipeline that have the same 28 stages as
Table 3. The token usage of the formal model is not logged by this backend, and the Lean code of
these runs is not included.

Table 4 lists the 14 runs made with the three most recent of these pipeline versions (Septem-
ber 2026). No run completed: each ended after 21–46 hours of wall-clock time. Ten runs
got stuck at Stage 4 (NotRandomSearch), three at Stage 1c or 2, and one reached Stage 9d
(PotentialFineGrained). Rows 19–21 of Table 2 are, in order, the most recent run on each
cluster with the most recent pipeline used there, and the run that got furthest.

All samples of the runs in rows 19–21 are logged, so the output tokens of Goedel-Prover-V2-32B can
be counted with its own tokeniser over the logged responses; the informal stages add at most 7× 104

tokens per run. Lean lines are counted as in Table 2, at the last passed stage.

Row 19. The frozen design samples each bit with its own bias, initialised to 1/2; after an improvement,
every bias moves by 0.1 towards the corresponding bit of the query, clamped to the interval [0.1, 0.9].
This is a PBIL-like estimation-of-distribution algorithm (Baluja, 1994), but with too large margins.
Stages 0–3 passed. Stage 4 is true for this design (the biases leave 1/2 after one improving step), but
all 13× 256 samples for it failed: 38% contained no extractable Lean code, 35% left unsolved goals,
10% did not parse and 6% used unknown identifiers. The pipeline backtracked to Stages 3, 2 and 1c,
but never to the design stages. 5,896 samples, 25.1M output tokens, 23.8 h.

Row 20. Both designs, the first and the one proposed after a backtrack to Stage 0, are PBIL-like:
per-bit biases, learning rate 1/n, clamped to [0.05, 0.95] and then [0.1, 0.9]. The update moves the
biases towards the newly drawn query rather than the evaluated one, so the fitness only decides
whether they move. Stage 4 is again true, and all 24× 256 samples for it failed: 53% left unsolved
goals, 17% used unknown identifiers, 11% did not parse and 8% contained no extractable code. The
run generated 10,776 samples and 73.1M output tokens, and lasted 23.6 hours.
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Row 21. The algorithm is uniform random search with a stored current search point. Stage 4 passed
(2 of 256 samples), because in this pipeline version the NotRandomSearch obligation did not
require the witness state to be reachable: the accepted proof uses a state with all biases equal to 1,
which the algorithm never reaches. The final version of the pipeline requires the state witness to
be reachable. The run went on to define the potential Φ(x) = 1− ONEMAX(x⊕ z)/n and passed
Stage 9c three times, but all 15× 256 samples for Stage 9d failed, although the statement is true for
this potential: 31% omitted the required lemma, 25% left unsolved goals, 11% did not parse, 10%
used unknown identifiers, and 16% recorded no Lean error. The run generated 22,584 samples and
124.3M output tokens, and lasted 36.8 hours.

F.2 ONEMAX, CLAUDE OPUS 5 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

Algorithm 3 (1+1)-style hill-climber with rate 1/(n+ 1) (ONEMAX, Claude Opus 5).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗), f )
5: if b and f < f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f) ▷ accept (always at the first step)
9: end if

10: pi ← n/(n+ 1) if ci = 1, else 1/(n+ 1), for all i ▷ flip each bit w.p. 1
n+1

11: return (bitsp(u), TRUE, c, cf )
12: end procedure

Potential. With M(s) = max{Fz(q), Fz(x
∗)} if b, else M(s) = Fz(q),

Φz(s) = [q ̸= z̄] ·
(

1
n+1 + n

n+1

(
1− M(s)

n

))
.

Runtime. ε1 = 1
n+1 , p1 = 2

(n+1)2 : E [TA] ≤ 2(n+ 1)3 = O(n3).

F.3 LEADINGONES, CLAUDE OPUS 5.5 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

Algorithm 4 Fitness-dependent mutation around an elitist reference point (LEADINGONES, Claude
Opus 5.5).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗), f )
5: if b and f < f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f) ▷ accept (always at the first step)
9: end if

10: r ← 1/(max{cf , 0}+ 2) ▷ rate read from the learned fitness
11: return (c⊕ bitsr(u), TRUE, c, cf )
12: end procedure

Potential. With M(s) = max{F (q), F (x∗)} if b, else M(s) = F (q),

Φ(s) = [q ̸= z̄] · n+ 1−M(s)

n+ 1
.

Runtime. ε1 = 1
n+1 , p1 = 1

(n+2)2 : E [TA] ≤ 4(n+ 1)(n+ 2)2 = O(n3).
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F.4 LEADINGONES WITH THE e−1 LEMMA, CLAUDE OPUS 5.5 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

init, step and the potential are identical to Algorithm 4. The mask is drawn with the per-bit
sampler, using the same fitness-dependent rate for every bit.

Runtime. ε1 = 1
n+1 , p1 = e−1

n+2 : E [TA] ≤ 4e(n+ 1)(n+ 2) = O(n2).

F.5 JUMPk , CLAUDE OPUS 5.5 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

Algorithm 5 (1+1)-style hill-climber with rate 1/(n+ 1) (JUMPk, Claude Opus 5.5).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗), f )
5: if b and f < f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f) ▷ accept (always at the first step)
9: end if

10: return (c⊕ bits1/(n+1)(u), TRUE, c, cf )
11: end procedure

Potential. With N = n+ k and M(s) = max{Fz(q), f
∗} if b, else M(s) = Fz(q),

Φz(s) =

0 if Fz(q) = Fz(z̄),

N + 1−min{max{M(s), 0}, N}
N + 1

otherwise.

Runtime. ε1 = 1
n+k+1 , p1 = (n+ 1)−(k+1): E [TA] ≤ 4(n+ k + 1)(n+ 1)k+1 = O(nk+2).

F.6 JUMPk WITH THE e−1 LEMMA, CLAUDE OPUS 5.5 (STAGED, 3 GENERATIONS; COMPLETE)

We supplied the e−1 lemma and ran the pipeline for three generations. The runtimes are O(nk+1)

in all generations, but they differ in the leading constant. The agent used the same potential as in
Appendix F.5. All three generations of the algorithm keep a strictly elitist search point x∗ (a new
query is accepted only if f > f∗, or at the first step) and differ only in the mask rate.

Generation 1. The mask rate is reset to 1/(n+ 2) on a strict improvement, multiplied by 1 + 1/n
otherwise, and clamped to the interval [1/(n+ 2), 2/(n+ 4)].

Algorithm 6 Self-adjusting mask rate (JUMPk with the e−1 lemma, generation 1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0, 1

n+2 )
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗, r), f )
5: if b and f ≤ f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗); r′ ← min{ 2

n+4 , r(1 +
1
n )}

7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f); r′ ← 1

n+2 ▷ strict improvement or first step
9: end if

10: ρ← clamp[ 1
n+2 ,

2
n+4 ]

(r′)

11: return (c⊕ bitsρ(u), TRUE, c, cf , r
′)

12: end procedure

Runtime. ε1 = 1
n+k+1 , p1 = (n+ 2)−ke−2: E [TA] ≤ 4e2(n+ k + 1)(n+ 2)k = O(nk+1).
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Generation 2. The mask rate is 1/(n+ 2) after a strict improvement and 2/(n+ 2) after a failure.

Algorithm 7 Failure-doubled mask rate (JUMPk with the e−1 lemma, generation 2).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗), f )
5: if b and f ≤ f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗); ρ← 2

n+2
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f); ρ← 1

n+2 ▷ strict improvement or first step
9: end if

10: return (c⊕ bitsρ(u), TRUE, c, cf )
11: end procedure

Runtime. ε2 = 1
2(n+k+1) , p2 =

(
2

n+2

)k
e−2: E [TA] ≤ 23−ke2(n+ k + 1)(n+ 2)k.

Generation 3. A phase bit is reset on a strict improvement and toggled on every failure; the mask rate
is 3/(n+ 2) if the updated phase is set and 2/(n+ 2) otherwise.

Algorithm 8 Rate cycling with a learned phase bit (JUMPk with the e−1 lemma, generation 3).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0, FALSE)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗, ϕ), f )
5: if b and f ≤ f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗); ϕ′ ← ¬ϕ
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f); ϕ′ ← FALSE ▷ strict improvement or first step
9: end if

10: ρ← 3
n+2 if ϕ′, else ρ← 2

n+2

11: return (c⊕ bitsρ(u), TRUE, c, cf , ϕ
′)

12: end procedure

Runtime. ε3 = 1
n+k+1 , p3 = min

{
( 2
n+2 )

ke−2, ( 3
n+2 )

ke−n/((n+2)/3−1)
}

: E [TA] ≤ 4(n + k +

1)/p3 = O(nk+1).

F.7 CYCLEUNCOVER, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

Write H = 2⌊n/2⌋ and ρ = 1/(n + 1). The state (q,A,B, r, a, k) holds the query, the indicator
strings A,B of the vertices labelled with the two colours so far, the frontier (last labelled vertex) r,
its colour a, and the number k of labelled vertices.
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Algorithm 9 Cycle walk (CYCLEUNCOVER, Claude Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bitsρ(u), 0

n, 0n, 0n, FALSE, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q,A,B, r, a, k), f )
5: π ← A if k = H , else r; T ← π ⊕ q ▷ the mask just used
6: if f = 2 and 0 < k < H and |T |1 = 1 and T ∧ (A⊕B) = 0n then
7: if a then
8: B ← B ⊕ T
9: else

10: A← A⊕ T
11: end if
12: r ← T ; a← ¬a; k ← k + 1 ▷ T is adjacent to the frontier
13: else if f = H + 1 and k = 0 and |T |1 = 1 then
14: A← T ; r ← T ; a← TRUE; k ← 1 ▷ T is a read coordinate
15: end if
16: π′ ← A if k = H , else r
17: return (π′ ⊕ bitsρ(u), A, B, r, a, k)
18: end procedure

Potential. With k+(s) the label count after one step from s with the true fitness and truncated
subtraction −̇: Φz(s) = 0 if Fσ(q) = 3h, else Φz(s) =

(
1 + (H −̇ k+(s))

)
/(H + 2). Runtime.

ε1 = 1
H+2 , p1 = 1

3(n+1) : E [TA] ≤ 12(n+ 1)(2⌊n/2⌋+ 2) = O(n2).

F.8 CYCLEUNCOVER, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 (ZERO-SHOT ABLATION; COMPLETE)

This algorithm was obtained in an ablation run which did not include the staged pipeline. The
algorithm samples a bitstring uniformly at random in each iteration, i.e., it is essentially identical to
the baseline algorithm provided.

Algorithm 10 Random search with a recorded incumbent (CYCLEUNCOVER, zero-shot, Claude
Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(z)
2: return (bits1/2(z), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(z, (x′, b, x, fx), f )
5: if not b or f ≥ fx then
6: (x, fx)← (x′, f)
7: end if
8: return (bits1/2(z), TRUE, x, fx) ▷ the query ignores the state
9: end procedure

Potential. No potential is constructed because the agent does not use the staged pipeline. Runtime.
E [TA] ≤ 2n/2.

F.9 CYCLEUNCOVER, CLAUDE SONNET (STAGED; INCOMPLETE)

Claude Sonnet did not complete the pipeline with problem card CYCLEUNCOVER. The following is
a description of the algorithm constructed in generation 4 of 5. The algorithm is (1+1) EA, except
that the current search point is accepted only if the mutant is strictly better than the parent.
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Algorithm 11 Design 4 (CYCLEUNCOVER, Claude Sonnet).

1: procedure init(z)
2: return (bits1/2(z), 0

n, 2h) ▷ 0n has fitness 2h
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(z, (x′, x, fx), f )
5: if f > fx then
6: (x, fx)← (x′, f)
7: end if ▷ Design 5: also accept ties if fx > 2h
8: pi ← (n− 1)/n if xi = 1, else 1/n, for all i
9: return (bitsp(z), x, fx)

10: end procedure

Potential. Φz(s) =
(
3h−Fσ(q)

)
/(3h). Runtime. None proved (stopped at Stage 10h); ε1 = 1/(3h),

and p1 = 1/(en).

F.10 VERTEXCOVER, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

Let N = n2, ρ = 1/(n+ 1), uj = ⌊j/n⌋ mod n, and vj = j mod n. Let probe(j) be 1n with bits
uj , vj cleared. Let opt(A) be a minimum-size string covering every edge recorded in the table A,
and target(k,A) = probe(k) if k < N , else opt(A).

Algorithm 12 Edge probing, then solve (VERTEXCOVER, Claude Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (probe(0)⊕ bitsρ(u), 0, A∅) ▷ empty edge table
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, k,A), f )
5: if q = target(k,A) then ▷ hit: the probe was queried exactly
6: A[uk, vk]← [f < −n] ▷ probe is a non-cover iff ukvk is an edge
7: if k < N then
8: k ← k + 1
9: end if

10: end if
11: return (target(k,A)⊕ bitsρ(u), k, A)
12: end procedure

Potential. For non-optimal states, the potential is Φz(s) =
1
2 + U(s)/

(
2(2N + 1)

)
where U(s) =

2
(
N −min(k,N)

)
+ [q ̸= target(k,A)]. Runtime. ε1 = 1

2(2n2+1) , p1 = 1
n+1 : E [TA] ≤ 8(2n2 +

1)(n+1) = O(n3). The bound counts fitness evaluations only; opt(A) is defined non-constructively
(as some minimum cover of the learned graph), so the computation between queries is not bounded.

F.11 BANDWIDTHVC, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 (STAGED, FLAT FITNESS; COMPLETE)

Let K = k + 1, L = 2nK, ap = ⌊p/K⌋, bp = ap + 1 + (p mod K), let probe(p) be 1n with bits
ap, bp set to 0. Note that probe(p) is a vertex cover if and only if apbp is not an edge in the graph.
Let opt(A) be as in Appendix F.10, plan(t, A) = probe(t/2) if t is even and t < L, else opt(A),
and β(y)i = n/(n+ 1) if yi = 1, else 1/(n+ 1).
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Algorithm 13 Interleaved window probing and solving (BANDWIDTHVC, Claude Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bitsβ(plan(0,A∅))(u), 0, A∅)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, t, A), f )
5: if q = plan(t, A) and t < L then
6: if t even then
7: A[at/2, bt/2]← [f < −n]
8: end if
9: t← t+ 1

10: end if
11: return (bitsβ(plan(t,A))(u), t, A)
12: end procedure

Potential. Off the optimum, Φz(s) =
(
2(L −̇ t) + [q ̸= plan(t, A)] + 1

)
/(2L + 2). Runtime.

ε1 = 1
2L+2 , p1 = 1

4 : E [TA] ≤ 16(2L + 2) = 64n(k + 1) + 32 = O(kn). The bound counts
fitness evaluations only; opt(A) is defined non-constructively (as some minimum cover of the learned
graph), so the computation between queries is not bounded.

F.12 BANDWIDTHVC, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 (STAGED, GRADED FITNESS; INCOMPLETE)

Let κ = clamp[ 1
2(n+4)

, 2
n+4 ]

.

Algorithm 14 Direction-adaptive asymmetric mutation (BANDWIDTHVC, Claude Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0, 1

n+4 ,
1

n+4 )
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, a, fa, ρdown, ρup), f )
5: if not b then
6: (a, fa)← (q, f)
7: else if f ≥ fa then
8: if |q|1 < |a|1 then
9: ρdown ← κ(2ρdown); ρup ← κ(ρup/2)

10: else
11: ρdown ← κ(ρdown/2); ρup ← κ(2ρup)
12: end if
13: (a, fa)← (q, f)
14: end if
15: pi ← κ(ρdown) if ai = 1, else κ(ρup), for all i
16: return (a⊕ bitsp(u), TRUE, a, fa, ρdown, ρup)
17: end procedure

Potential. With e(s) = q if ¬b or Fz(q) ≥ Fz(a), else a: off the optimum Φz(s) =
1
2 + −Fz(e(s))

4n if
e(s) is a cover and Φz(s) =

3
4 + uncz(e(s))

4(kn+1) otherwise. Runtime. None proved (stopped at Stage 10h);
ε1 = 1

4((k+1)n+1) , p1 = 1
16(n+4) .
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F.13 BANDWIDTHVC, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 (ZERO-SHOT ABLATION; INCOMPLETE)

Algorithm 15 (1+1) EA with rate 1/n (BANDWIDTHVC, zero-shot, Claude Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗), f )
5: if b and f < f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f)
9: end if

10: return (c⊕ bits1/n(u), TRUE, c, cf )
11: end procedure

Potential. None. Runtime. The bound E [TA] ≤ 2n/n was left as sorry.

F.14 BANDWIDTHVC, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1, SECOND SESSION (STAGED; INCOMPLETE)

Algorithm 16 Fill-then-prune mutation (BANDWIDTHVC, Claude Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗), f )
5: if b and f < f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f)
9: end if

10: if cf < −n then ▷ incumbent is not a cover: fill
11: pi ← 1/(n+ 1)2 if ci = 1, else 1/2, for all i
12: else ▷ incumbent is a cover: prune
13: pi ← 1/(n+ 1) for all i
14: end if
15: return (c⊕ bitsp(u), TRUE, c, cf )
16: end procedure

Potential. Off the optimum, Φz(s) =
(
1+ [¬b]+ (−Fz(x

∗))/((n+1)(kn+1))
)
/3. Runtime. None

proved (stopped at Stage 10c); ε1 = 1
3(n+1)(kn+1) , p1 = (n+ 1)−n.

F.15 BANDWIDTHVC, CLAUDE OPUS 5.5 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

Let L = 2k + 1 and ℓ = min{L, n}.
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Algorithm 17 Window-repair random search (BANDWIDTHVC, Claude Opus 5.5, attempt 2).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗), f )
5: if b and f < f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f)
9: end if

10: y ← bits1/2(u); m← bits1/3(u
+n)

11: if yi = 1 for all i < ℓ then ▷ an optimum never chooses all of 0, . . . , 2k
12: yi ← ci ⊕mi for all i < ℓ ▷ redraw the window near the incumbent
13: end if
14: return (y, TRUE, c, cf )
15: end procedure

Potential. With F opt
z = maxy Fz(y), e(s) = q if ¬b or Fz(q) ≥ Fz(x

∗), else x∗, η = 1/(4 · 3L) and
R = (n+ 1)kn+ n: off the optimum Φz(s) = (1− η) + ηmin

{
1, (F opt

z − Fz(e(s)))/(R + 1)
}

.
Runtime. ε1 = 1 − η, p1 = 2−n(1 + 3−L): E [TA] ≤ 4 · 2n/

(
(1 − a/4)(1 + a)

)
= Θ(2n) with

a = 3−(2k+1).

The algorithm is close to random search with expected runtime bound O(2n). The algorithm
maintains a currently best search point x∗ with corresponding fitness f∗. In each iteration, the
algorithm samples uniformly at random a new search point y. If all the first ℓ bits of y are 1-bits, then
each of these bits is copied from the current search point x∗, and then mutated with probability 1/3.

F.16 SUBMODULARMIN, INTEGER-VALUED, CLAUDE OPUS 5.5 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

The problem card contains the following advice (verbatim apart from a corrected typo): “Note that
this is a challenging problem domain where naive algorithmic designs, such as elitist hill-climbing
with a single individual, are unlikely to succeed. Current efforts in designing efficient evolutionary
algorithms for this problem are ongoing, so your design must be innovative and well-justified. You
need to carefully consider the properties of submodular functions and how to exploit them in your
algorithm design. Note that the minimisation [of] sub-modular functions is a well-studied problem in
combinatorial optimisation which allows for polynomial time algorithms.”

The state (q, b, λ, k, g, fprev, t, ϕ) holds the query q, the initialisation flag b, a point λ ∈ [0, 1]n,
the position k in the current chain, the accumulated subgradient g ∈ Rn, the previous chain value
fprev, the intended query t and a flag ϕ recording that an optimum has been seen. Sk(λ) is the
set of the k coordinates with the largest values of λ (ties broken by index), η = 1/(nB2) and
m = bits1/(n+1)(u).

32



Preprint

Algorithm 18 Projected subgradient descent on the Lovász extension (SUBMODULARMIN, Claude
Opus 5.5).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (S0 ⊕m, FALSE, ( 12 )

n, 0, 0n, 0, S0, FALSE)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, λ, k, g, fprev, t, ϕ), f )
5: if not b then
6: t← S0(λ); k ← 0 ▷ start the first chain
7: else if ϕ then
8: no update ▷ t is the recorded optimum; the next query is again t⊕m
9: else if f ≥ 0 then

10: t← q; ϕ← TRUE ▷ an optimum was queried
11: else if q = t then ▷ the intended level set was queried exactly
12: gi ← fprev − f for the coordinate i added at position k ▷ marginal value
13: if k < n then
14: k ← k + 1; fprev ← f ; t← Sk(λ)
15: else
16: λ← clamp[0,1](λ− ηg); k ← 0; g ← 0n; t← S0(λ) ▷ subgradient step
17: end if
18: end if ▷ otherwise the query was perturbed: repeat t
19: return (t⊕m, TRUE, λ, k, g, fprev, t, ϕ)
20: end procedure

Potential. With y∗ a fixed minimiser of f , D(s) = ∥λ − 1y∗∥2 and c = η/(2n + 4): Φ(s) = 0 if
Ff (q) ≥ 0; otherwise Φ(s) = c/(n+1) if ϕ, and Φ(s) =

(
min{D(s), n}+ c (2(n+1− k)− [q =

t])
)
/(n+ 1) if not (c(2n+ 3) replaces the second term before initialisation). Runtime. Generation 1:

ε1 = 1/
(
nB2(2n+4)(n+1)

)
, p1 = 1

3 : E [TA] ≤ 12nB2(2n+4)(n+1) = O(n3+2c). Generations
2–5 give 16n2B2(n+ 2), 32nB2(n+ 1), 128

15 B2(n+ 1)2 and 512
63 B2(n+ 1)2 = O(n2+2c).

F.17 WELLCOVEREDVC, ANONYMISED CARD, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 (STAGED; INCOMPLETE)

Let κ(x) = clamp[ 1
4n , 1

2n ](x) (applied only when sampling).

Algorithm 19 Polarity-adaptive asymmetric mutation (wcvc, Claude Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0, 1

2n ,
1
2n )

3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗, rup, rdown), f )
5: if not b then
6: (c, cf )← (q, f)
7: else if f ≥ f∗ then
8: if |q|1 > |x∗|1 then
9: (rup, rdown)← (2rup, rdown/2)

10: else if |q|1 < |x∗|1 then
11: (rup, rdown)← (rup/2, 2rdown)
12: end if
13: (c, cf )← (q, f)
14: else
15: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
16: end if
17: pi ← κ(rdown) if ci = 1, else κ(rup), for all i
18: return (c⊕ bitsp(u), TRUE, c, cf , rup, rdown)
19: end procedure
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Potential. With F eff
z (s) = max{Fz(x

∗), Fz(q)} if b, else Fz(q), and R = (n+ 1)(n2 + 1) + 1: off
the optimum Φz(s) = min{1, (1 − F eff

z (s))/R}. Runtime. None proved (stopped at Stage 10h);
ε1 = 1/R, p1 = 1

8n .

F.18 WELLCOVEREDVC, ANONYMISED CARD, CLAUDE OPUS 5.5 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

Algorithm 20 Regime-switching asymmetric mutation (wcvc, Claude Opus 5.5).

1: procedure init(u)
2: return (bits1/2(u), FALSE, 0n, 0)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗), f )
5: if b and f < f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f)
9: end if

10: if cf ≥ −n then ▷ incumbent is a cover: shrink
11: pi ← 1

n+1 if ci = 1, else 1
(n+1)2 , for all i

12: else ▷ uncovered edges remain: grow
13: pi ← 1

(n+1)2 if ci = 1, else 1
n+1 , for all i

14: end if
15: return (c⊕ bitsp(u), TRUE, c, cf )
16: end procedure

Potential. With c(s) = q if ¬b or Fz(q) ≥ f∗, else x∗, and N = (n + 1)
(
n+1
2

)
+ n + 2: off

the optimum Φz(s) = (1 − Fz(c(s)))/N . Runtime. ε1 = 1
N , p1 = 1

n+1

(
n

n+1

)n−1
: E [TA] ≤

4N(n+ 1)
(
n+1
n

)n−1
= O(n4).

F.19 WELLCOVEREDVC, NAMED CARD, CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 (STAGED; COMPLETE)

Algorithm 21 Fitness-directed asymmetric mutation (WELLCOVEREDVC, Claude Fable 5.1).

1: procedure init(u)
2: q ← bits1/2(u); return (q, FALSE, q, 0, TRUE)
3: end procedure
4: procedure step(u, (q, b, x∗, f∗, γ), f )
5: if b and f < f∗ then
6: (c, cf )← (x∗, f∗)
7: else
8: (c, cf )← (q, f)
9: end if

10: γ′ ← [cf < −n] ▷ grow while the incumbent is not a cover
11: if γ′ then
12: pi ← 1

2(n+1) if ci = 1, else 1
n+1 , for all i

13: else
14: pi ← 1

n+1 if ci = 1, else 1
2(n+1) , for all i

15: end if
16: return (c⊕ bitsp(u), TRUE, c, cf , γ

′)
17: end procedure

Potential. Off the optimum, Φz(s) =
(
1 + min{ℓz(q), ℓz(x∗)}

)
/(n2 + n + 2), where ℓz(x) =

|x|1 −m∗
z for a cover x and ℓz(x) = n+ 1 + uncz(x) otherwise, with m∗

z the minimum cover size.
Runtime. ε1 = 1

n2+n+2 , p1 = 1
(n+1)2 : E [TA] ≤ 4(n2 + n+ 2)(n+ 1)2 = O(n4).

34



Preprint

G PIPELINE PROGRESS AND PER-STAGE STATISTICS

Figure 4 shows how each run of Table 2 progressed through the stages of the pipeline, and Figure 5
where the runs spend their effort.
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(a) completed runs

1: ONEMAX (Opus 5) 2: LEADINGONES (Opus 5.5)

3: LEADINGONES, e−1 (Opus 5.5) 4: JUMPk (Opus 5.5)

5: JUMPk , e−1 (Opus 5.5) 9: WELLCOVEREDVC, anon. (Opus 5.5)

14: BANDWIDTHVC (Opus 5.5) 15: SUBMODULARMIN (Opus 5.5)
6: CYCLEUNCOVER (Fable 5.1) 7: WELLCOVEREDVC (Fable 5.1)
10: VERTEXCOVER (Fable 5.1) 11: BANDWIDTHVC (Fable 5.1)
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(b) incomplete runs

8: WELLCOVEREDVC, anon. (Fable 5.1)
12: BANDWIDTHVC (Fable 5.1)
13: BANDWIDTHVC (Fable 5.1)
17: CYCLEUNCOVER (Sonnet)
19: ONEMAX (open-weight)
20: ONEMAX (open-weight)
21: ONEMAX (open-weight)

Figure 4: Progress through the 28 pipeline stages for the runs of Table 2, numbered as in the table,
one point per round. (a) Runs that completed the pipeline: the number of stages passed, including the
drops caused by backtracking; the final point at 28 marks completion. Row 14 includes a first attempt
that stalled at Stage 10c before the pipeline restarted.x1 (b) Runs that did not complete: the highest
stage reached so far, on a logarithmic round axis (rows 12 and 17 continue for thousands of automatic
rounds after their best level). The zero-shot runs (rows 16 and 18) have a single stage and are omitted.

algorithm potential drift and runtime

0 1 1c 2 3 4 5 6 7 7a 7b 8 9a 9b 9c 9d 9e 9f 10a 10b 10c 10d 10e 10f 10g 10h 10i 10j

1: ONEMAX (Opus 5) 3 2 2 2 2 4 5 4 5 3 9 12 3

2: LEADINGONES (Opus 5.5) 2 2 2 2 2 2

3: LEADINGONES, e−1 (Opus 5.5) 2 3 8 2 2 2

4: JUMPk (Opus 5.5) 3 3 2 2 3 4 2

5: JUMPk , e−1 (Opus 5.5) 2 5 2 2 3 2 2

6: CYCLEUNCOVER (Fable 5.1) 2 3 2 2 4 7 2 2 2

7: WELLCOVEREDVC (Fable 5.1) 4 4 2 2 2 3 2 2

8: WELLCOVEREDVC, anon. (Fable 5.1) 4 4 2 2 3 3 2 2

9: WELLCOVEREDVC, anon. (Opus 5.5) 2 5 4 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 3

10: VERTEXCOVER (Fable 5.1) 2 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 4 2

11: BANDWIDTHVC (Fable 5.1) 3 3 5 5 6 20 3 3 3 3

12: BANDWIDTHVC (Fable 5.1) 3 4 3 3 2 4 3 3 5 2 3 7 5 2 3 2 3

13: BANDWIDTHVC (Fable 5.1) 2 4 4 2 2 3

14: BANDWIDTHVC (Opus 5.5) 2 3 6 2 3 2 4 2 2 3 2 3 4 7 6 7 8 9 10 11 49 2 2

15: SUBMODULARMIN (Opus 5.5) 2 5 10 3 3 2 2 2 2 4 3

17: CYCLEUNCOVER (Sonnet) 205 1.0k 480 380 296 254 204 156 160 135 120 109 54 253 186 153 155 122 71 306 288 165 94 70 6 3

19: ONEMAX (open-weight) 2 3 4 13

20: ONEMAX (open-weight) 2 3 4 5 6 24

21: ONEMAX (open-weight) 2 3 4 5 16 6 5 11 15

share of wall-clock
time, mean over

12 completed runs
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Figure 5: Per-stage statistics of the runs of Table 2, numbered as in the table. Top: number of attempts
per stage (colour on a logarithmic scale; the number is shown when a stage needed more than one
attempt); a red frame marks the stage at which an incomplete run stopped. For rows 19–21 (vLLM
backend) one attempt is a batch of 256 samples. Bottom: share of wall-clock time spent in each stage,
averaged over the 12 completed frontier-model runs. Each run is counted up to its first completion or,
if it did not complete, up to its last round at its highest stage. The zero-shot runs (rows 16 and 18)
have a single stage and are omitted.
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Figure 5 shows where the runs spend their effort. Over the 12 completed frontier-model runs, the drift
and runtime stages (Stages 10a–10j) account for 53% of the wall-clock time, algorithm construction
(Stages 0–8) for 34% and the potential (Stages 9a–9f) for 13%. The most expensive stages are the
pointwise drift and mass proofs: PositiveDrift (10f, 13%), DriftSetMass (10h, 9%) and
NegativeDriftAndJump (10g, 8%). Two stages fail at the first attempt in almost every run for
technical rather than mathematical reasons: DriftConstantProperties (10c) failed first in
all 12 completed runs (81 attempts and 13 backtracks in total), mostly on the normal form of the
baseline constants, and StepMeasurability (1c) in 11 of them. The incomplete frontier-model
runs stop at a drift stage: rows 8, 12 and 17 at the mass bound (10h), which is false for their designs,
and row 13 at 10c. The open-weight models stop much earlier, at NotRandomSearch (Stage 4,
rows 19 and 20) and PotentialFineGrained (Stage 9d, row 21), after 13–24 batches of 256
samples at that stage. The Sonnet run (row 17) needed between 54 and about 1,000 attempts at every
stage it passed before Stage 10g.
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