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ABSTRACT

Agent harnesses have emerged as a promising mechanism for continual learn-
ing, alongside test-time parametric learning. However, the current benchmarks
have several limitations: they generally focus on a single applied domain, serve
each instance only once, and assume a single family of learner, so memory-based
and weight-based systems are rarely compared on the same scale. We propose
Continual-ARC, a lifelong stream built from the three ARC-AGI editions, whose
tasks need no domain knowledge. The same tasks return after dormant gaps with
fresh instances, while new tasks keep arriving. On each instance, the learner may
pay for demonstrations, submit answers, or act inside the harness, with retries
permitted on incorrect submissions, which are paid for. Each instance is scored
based on the share of this feedback budget consumed. Since a learner may keep
anything between instances, memory-based and weight-based systems are scored
on the same scale. After the stream, the learner is frozen and tested on fresh in-
stances of the tasks it met, which measures memorization, and on unseen tasks,
which measures generalization. We run an agent harness with frozen weights,
with and without persistence, on Qwen3.5-9B and GLM-5.3 Flash, comparing
them with two prompting floors, a program-induction method and Qwen3.5-9B’s
weights trained to imitate GLM-5.3 Flash. We also define a second regime in
which one system learns from several users simultaneously. Persistence in the har-
ness generally does not improve memorization unless provided with explicit ex-
pert guidance. Most harness-based methods still learn less than a floor that simply
caches each task’s demonstrations, across all models we tested. No harness-based
method gains on unseen tasks, whereas weight-based learning shows substantial
gains. This opens the door to future weight-based continual learning that could
teach models to drive harnesses in new domains.

1 INTRODUCTION

Chollet|(2019) argued that intelligence should be measured by how efficiently a system turns priors
and experience into skill, on tasks that lie largely outside its experience and have a verifiable answer.
ARC is the concrete instance of that argument, and on its current edition the gap between what a
person solves in a minute and what a model solves from the same demonstrations is still significant
(Chollet et al.,2026)). For agent systems that continually operate for days and weeks, a more pressing
question is whether a skill acquired on one job is still there the next time a similar scenario is met,
which we call memorization, and whether that experience makes the system better at similar jobs it
has never met, which we call generalization. By design, ARC measures acquisition once, within a
single episode, and does not ask either over longer horizons.

The benchmarks that do ask it have three limitations (Section E]) Firstly, each is built around one
applied domain, such as coding or office work (Wu et al., 2024} [Zheng et al.,[2025; Joshi et al.,|2025),
in which the models under test already know a great deal from the pretraining data, and gains may
come partly from drawing out that knowledge. Secondly, most serve a fixed set of instances, each
seen once, so the same conceptual task never returns with a fresh input. This means a memorized
answer cannot be told apart from a more abstract learned skill. Finally, while some permit both
(Wu et al.l 2024} Zheng et al., 2025), most assume a single family of learner, gradient updates for
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fine-tuning suites such as MLLM-CTBench (Guo et al.,|2025)) and prompting and memory for agent
benchmarks such as AgentCL and PATH-Bench (Shu et al., [2026} [Yang et al., [2026).

We propose Continual-ARC, a lifelong stream built from ARC, where tasks need no knowledge of
any domain beyond core-knowledge priors, such as objectness and counting (Chollet, 2019), and
the rule of each task has to be induced from a few demonstrations. The models we test solve some
of these tasks at first sight, but far from all (Appendix [K)). Continual-ARC has a track for each of
ARC’s three editions, which rise in difficulty (Chollet et al., 2025} |]ARC Prize Foundation| 2026a),
to the point where cheaper models and frontier models are best measured on different tracks. For
our ARC-AGI-1 track, the Re-ARC generators (Hodel, [2024) produce a fresh, verified instance of
any ARC-AGI-1 training task on demand. A task then returns after a dormant gap as often as the
stream asks, each time with a new input that no cached answer fits. New tasks also keep arriving
throughout the stream. On each instance, the system may submit an answer and receive a bare
verdict (paying for incorrect attempts), pay for a demonstration, or take actions inside the harness if
one is provided. We score the instance by the share of this feedback budget it used, all of it if the
instance fails, as |Chollet| (2019) proposed for an interactive version of ARC. After the stream, we
freeze the system and test it on fresh instances of the stream’s tasks, which measures memorization,
and on 100 tasks from ARC-AGI-1’s evaluation set that the stream never shows, which measures
generalization. Because a system may carry anything between instances, prompting, memory and
weight updates all face the same stream and the same tests.

Most of our experiments focus on one agent harness, prime-agent (Karten et al.| 2026), on Qwen3.5-
9B and GLM-5.3 Flash. We compare it with two prompting floors and a program-induction method,
and with the weights of a student, Qwen3.5-9B, trained to imitate a teacher, GLM-5.3 Flash (Ross
etal.l|2011). In some runs GLM-5.3 Flash also writes Qwen3.5-9B’s notes, so that notes and weights
are taught by the same teacher. On returning tasks, we find that the harness saves less than a floor that
simply caches each task’s demonstrations, with either model, and only the teacher’s harness keeps
up with the program-induction method, when explicitly told to store one program per task (Figure[3]
and Section[d)). On unseen tasks, notes and programs save nothing measurable, while training on the
teacher’s moves makes the student considerably better.

We also define collective regimes in which one system serves 2 or 4 users at once, each operating
on non-overlapping tasks of their own (Section [2.5). This simulates a working environment in
which people are responsible for different tasks and the learning is collective over the group. More
concurrent users generate more varied training data over the stream’s 200 rounds, and our results
show that this leads to better generalization to unseen tasks. In contrast, no harness-based method
gains on the unseen tasks whatsoever. Our benchmark highlights significant shortcomings in how
much off-the-shelf harnesses can “learn” in unfamiliar domains, and opens the door to research on
training models to drive harnesses in such domains.

2 THE BENCHMARK

The benchmark serves a learner a stream of ARC task instances and charges it for the feedback it
uses. We define streams for ARC-AGI-1, ARC-AGI-2 and ARC-AGI-3. We focus here on ARC-
AGI-1, with preliminary results for the other two editions in Appendix [K]
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2.1 ONE INSTANCE

An ARC task is a rule that turns an input grid into an

output grid, and an instance of it is one input whose environment

serves task id + fresh input grid

output the learner must produce. For each instance,

the learner observes the task id, the input grid, and T N T "
how many attempts and demonstration requests it submit grid % | requestdemo 8
has used on the instance thus far, but it is told noth- wrong: cost 1 g cost 1 2
ing about its position in the stream. It may submit T ° T ©
a grid, and the environment answers only correct or

incorrect. A correct submission ends the instance, learner

persists state between instances

and an incorrect one costs ¢,, = 1. It may instead
request a demonstration, at a cost of ¢; = 1, which
returns one more input-output pair of the task, up Figure 1: Each incorrect attempt or demon-
to eight per instance (Figure [T). A ninth demon- stration costs one. Unsolved instances cost the
stration request in the same instance is refused and  full budget of sixteen.

costs nothing. An instance ends on a correct submission or on the eighth wrong attempt, and the
learner cannot abandon it. Failing to get the correct answer costs 16, even if there were demonstra-
tion requests to spare. We deliver the verdict on the final submission before any storage step, such
that storage decisions can reflect the outcome.

Let wpax = 8 be the attempt cap and dy.x = 8 the demonstration cap, and on instance ¢ let
s; € {0,1} say whether it was solved, w; be the wrong submissions and d; the demonstration
requests. We express each instance’s charge c¢; as a percentage u; of the budget cap C\,,.x. For a set
of instances Z, the mean budget used U (Z) averages these percentages, and the solve rate P(Z) is
the percentage of instances solved:

Cpw; +cqd; s =1
Ci = {é’u Z - ' ) Ciax = CwWmax + Cddmax = 16, U; =
max S; = max (1)
~ 100
E ula P E Si-
‘I| 1€L |I| i€L

For example, a solved instance with charge c¢; = 4 uses u; = 25% of its budget, and an unsolved
instance has ¢; = 16 and u; = 100%. A set containing only those two instances has U = 62.5% and
P = 50%. For a single instance, U({i}) = u;. Because a failure costs the whole budget however it
came about, failing is never cheaper than asking, and a demonstration is paid for only by an instance
it helped to solve. We take U as the raw measure (lower is better), and quote P beside it, given that
neither number determines the other, and the two are complementary.

We keep the feedback binary, as ARC Prize does and as a deployed system experiences it, since
returning the correct grid on failure would turn the stream into supervised learning. We also expose
the task id on every instance, under an alias drawn for each run, to enable the system to properly
disambiguate between tasks, as the input grid is not a unique identifier for the task. See Appendix

2.2 A STREAM OF INSTANCES

A learner meets instances as a stream of consecutive rounds, each naming a task and an instance
seed (one per user, Section . At round ¢, an active set A; holds at most n,. tasks, from which the
round’s task 7 is drawn uniformly. A task that enters the active set stays for a spell of 3 instances,
after which it rests for p instances before it may return. Never-seen tasks arrive every « instances
and take the next free place:

7t ~ Unif(As), B8 ~ Exp(b), p ~ LogNormal(Inm, o), a~ Exp(a). (2)

We round spells and rests to whole instances, and each is at least one, see Algorithm|[T|in Appendix[B]
The stream keeps a few tasks active at once, each worked in bursts with dormant gaps between them,
see Figure[2| A task can stay dormant for long enough to be forgotten, and since every instance is a
fresh draw from the task’s generator, no answer can be cached.

On ARC-AGI-1, the stream draws 25 of the 400 training tasks and serves 200 fresh, verified in-
stances of them from the Re-ARC generators (Hodel, |2024), and a held-out test after the stream
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Figure 2: The ARC-AGI-1 stream: its 25 tasks, one row each in the order they first appear, and each
instance a mark. A thin line in the task’s color marks a spell in which the task is active.

draws on the 400 evaluation tasks. Four tasks are active at once, spells last about three instances and
rests about thirty, and a new task arrives about every four instances, the last in round 97 (Table E] in
Appendix [A). Every task serves eight instances, after which it is finished. Each ARC-AGI edition
has one fixed stream and fixed tests; other seeds draw other streams from the same process (Ap-
pendix [B)), and all results quoted use a seed of 0. Every system therefore meets the same tasks in the
same order, with the same instances. The streams on ARC-AGI-2 and ARC-AGI-3 (Chollet et al.}
2025}, |[ARC Prize Foundation| 2026a) serve fresh instances from generators of their own. Figures[IT]
and [12]in Appendix [K|are deliberately sparse, leaving these harder tracks open for the community’s
new methods and submissions, with the directions we find most promising presented in Section 6}

2.3 TWO TESTS AFTER THE STREAM

The stream measures what a learner keeps while it learns. To measure what it has at the end, we
freeze the learner and serve it two tests, each a single round of 100 instances. The learner is not told
that a test has begun. We start every test instance from the learner’s state at the end of the stream, and
nothing learned on one test instance reaches another. The seen test consists of four fresh instances of
each of the stream’s 25 tasks, at instance seeds the stream did not use, and measures memorization.
In the held-out test, which measures generalization, 100 evaluation tasks never seen on the stream
are served once each. A learner that keeps one program per task gets cheaper on the seen test but
no cheaper on the held-out test, whereas a learner that has become a better solver of new tasks gets
cheaper on both. Plotting the two tests against each other (Figure [3) is the continual counterpart of
plotting in-distribution against out-of-distribution accuracy (Miller et al., 2021)).

2.4 MEASURING LEARNING

U over the stream mixes what a learner could already do before the stream with what it learns along
the way. To measure the learning alone, we need one more run, the reset: the same learner on the
same stream and the same tests, with its state wiped before each instance. Let Uy(Z) be the reset’s
budget used over the stream’s instances Z, and U*(Z) that of perfect memory on the same system,
which pays the reset’s own charge on each task’s first exposure and nothing on any return. The
learnable budget A = Uy(Z) — U*(Z) is the most any memory can save, giving the share learned:

_ (@) -UT)
=20 1 : 3)

It is O for a learner that keeps nothing, 1 for one that answers every returning task at no cost, and
negative for one that does worse than the reset. L therefore measures learning alone, with base
capability normalized out. On each of the two tests after the stream, the best a learner can spend is
nothing, so we read the same saving as a share of the reset’s whole spend on the test’s instances &:

_ (&) -U(¢)
Uo(€)

We write the share saved on the seen test as Ssee, and on the held-out test as Spelq. Taking it as
a share of the reset’s spend means that a learner whose reset already spends little is not marked

L

S 4)
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Qwen3.5-9B GLM-5.3 Flash
method L Sseen Sheld L Sseen Sheld
notesin -~ Q, G -0.02 1-0.09,0.041 -0.01 [-0.04,0031 -0.01 [-0.05,0031 +0.12 [-0.16,036] +0.12 [-0.03,0271  0.00 [-0.11,0.10]
the harness QF, GE  +0.05 1-0.06,0.16] +0.03 10.08,0.13] -0.01 [:0.05,0.03] +0.62 [0.49,0.751 +0.74 0.64,0841 +0.07 [0.02,0.16]
notesthe QT +0.05 (-0.02,0.14) +0.06 [-0.01,0.14] +0.03 [-0.02.0.07] - - -
;e‘:;fx‘” QTE +0.07 (-0.03,0.16) +0.01 [-0.05,0071 -0.02 [-0.07.0.03] - - -
' QETE  +0.29 (0.19,0401 +0.34 0.26,042] -0.05 [-0.10,0.00] - - -
weights ~ QDE +0.43 [033,0547 +0.57 [048,0671 +0.29 [0.23,0.35] - - -
baselines QP, GP +0.43 [0.25,064] +0.65 [0.46,0.86] +0.03 [-0.02,0.09] +0.68 [0.49,087] +0.81 [059,1.000 +0.05 [-0.06,0.14]
QC, GC +0.31 (0.19,0451 +0.37 10.26,051]  -0.01 [-005,0.03] +0.41 029,053 +0.44 [034,0571 -0.02 [-0.11,0.06]

Table 1: Qwen3.5-9B and GLM-5.3 Flash driving prime-agent: the share learned on the stream, L,
and the share saved on each test, .S, against the method’s reset (Section higher is better), with
95% intervals in small type. Bold marks each model’s best where its interval lies above zero.

down for having less to save. On the seen test, whose tasks the stream has met, Sgee, measures
memorization. On the held-out test there is nothing to remember, so S},c1q measures generalization,
how much better a learner has become at tasks it never met. The learner plays each whole test four
times from where the stream left it, and the reset four times from nothing, on the same instances.
Averaging each instance’s four plays smooths out the model’s random sampling, and .S is computed
from these averages. We give L, Sgeen and Shelq With 95% intervals over tasks (Appendix .

2.5 TWO REGIMES: THE INDIVIDUAL AND THE COLLECTIVE

So far, on the stream, a single system meets one instance at a time, and whatever it carries may
change between any two instances. A deployed system may instead serve many people at once,
learning from all of them, and the collective regime tests such a system. A run has n,, € {1,2,4}
users, each following a separate stream over 25 non-overlapping tasks, so that two users bring 50
unique tasks and four bring 100. A round serves one instance per user, concurrently, and the system
may change its state only between rounds. Any learner can run in either regime, whether it keeps
notes or updates its weights. Each user’s tasks still arrive and go dormant, and every round is charged
(Appendix[B] and Table3]in Appendix [A). All users share one state, both the harness’s notes and the
trained model’s weights, so that whatever a learner keeps, it learns from every user’s games. With
more than one user, the seen test spreads its 100 instances over every user’s tasks (Appendix [B).

2.6 VERIFYING A RESULT

Every task of the benchmark and every task’s solver presented so far is public. External submissions
are therefore verified by running the learner’s code on a private set of 50 new rules that only we
have seen (Appendix [J): 25 for the stream and the seen test, and 25 for the held-out test. For now
this verifies a learner at one user, and we will soon add rules for the collective regimes. A learner
is verified automatically from an issue on the benchmark’s repository. Continual-ARC is designed
to explain how a learner learns rather than to purely rank learners, so we give no single score per
se. For illustration, reducing budget use from 2% for the reset to 1% for the learner saves half the
reset’s spend, but only one percentage point of the full budget. Reducing it from 100% to 90% saves
10% of the reset’s spend, yet still consumes 90% of the full budget. We therefore present all verified
submissions of genuine learning algorithms on the benchmark, with Figure [3|showing the canonical
representation.

3 LEARNERS

Most experiments use Qwen3.5-9B (Q) or GLM-5.3 Flash (G) as learners, from floors and a program
library to an off-the-shelf harness, with or without expert guidance, and GLM teaching Qwen by
notes or weights (Table[T). We present each learner below, and Figure [3]labels them underneath.
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Figure 3: At one user, with DAgger also at two and four. Left: lines join each reset (hollow dot) to
its learner, on complementary log-log axes. Up and right are better; bars show simultaneous 95%
intervals (Appendix [A), hidden where narrower than their point.

Prompting floors (Cy and C). Stateless (Cy) uses a basic interaction loop with no coding tools or
memory between instances. It can request demonstrations and revise wrong answers. Demo-cache
(C) also stores requested demonstrations by task and automatically replays them for free on later
instances. This controls for remembering the demonstrations alone, without learning the rule.

Engineered reference (P). The program library adds program induction to the demo-cache. It
asks the model for a Python program and automatically stores it if it reproduces the demonstrations.
On a return, it automatically runs the program first and asks for a repair after a wrong answer. This
reference assumes that a task’s rule is a grid transformation the demonstrations can verify.
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Agent harnesses (Q and G). We run prime-agent (Karten et al., 2026) with its tools and automatic
refinement, opening a fresh conversation per instance. It may store learnings after the final verdict,
in hindsight, and only its written state carries over. Rows Qg and Gy wipe that state before every
instance, isolating the value of persistence. Rows QA and GA ask it to save liberally after every
verdict, and QE and GE add expert guidance, the program library procedure and guided playing
rules (Appendix [C), to check, save and reuse a program per task. Appendix D] gives the details.

Notes the teacher writes (T). In QT, QTE and QETE, GLM plays the full stream in prime-agent
and also writes the notes. Qwen then plays each instance from the teacher’s state prior to said
instance. QT has no expert guidance, QTE gives it to the teacher, and QETE to both. The teacher’s
play receives uncharged feedback, so these are upper-bound experiments for what GLM can teach
Qwen through the harness. Table 2]in Appendix [A]sets out the comparison.

Weights (DE). DAgger (Ross et al., 2011) (QDE) updates a LoRA adapter (Hu et al. |2022) of
Qwen between rounds, in the same harness as Q (prime-agent). It imitates GLM’s replies at states
the student encountered, with GLM reading expert guidance withheld from the student. All prior
learners run at one user, but DAgger also runs at two and four. Appendix [H| gives the training
schedule and compute, and the unsuccessful policy-gradient and self-distillation variants we tested.

4 RESULTS

We report results on ARC-AGI-1 here, with early results for ARC-AGI-2 and ARC-AGI-3 in Ap-
pendix [E Table [1] gives the share learned on the stream, L, and the share saved on the two tests,
Sseen and Sheg, for GLM-5.3 Flash (G) and Qwen3.5-9B (Q). FigureE]plots absolute and relative
solve rates, and budget used and share saved, Sseen, and Sheiq. Figure[z_f]plots each method’s share
solved and budget by task visit. We also test GPT-6 Luna at high effort in prime-agent (Karten
et al.; 2026), hermes-agent (Nous Research, [2026) and openclaw (OpenClaw contributors, [2026),
see Figure[5] Shares saved below are read at the lower right quadrants of Figures [3|and [5]

Baselines. Against the stateless floors (QCy, GCy), the demo-cache floors (QC, GC) saved Sseen =
0.37 [0.26, 0.51] and 0.44 [0.34, 0.57] respectively (Figure , which is the saving from not paying
for the demonstrations twice. On new tasks there was nothing to replay, so the saving was nil, with
Sheld = —0.01 and —0.02. The program libraries (QP, GP) beat the demo caches by a wide margin
on the seen test, with Sgee, = 0.65 [0.46, 0.86] and 0.81 [0.59, 1.00] respectively (Appendix @, but
they also saved nothing measurable in Sye1q, with 0.03 [—0.02, 0.09] and 0.05 [—0.06, 0.14]. This
is to be expected, as a program verified on the demonstrations of one task does not solve another.

Harnesses as shipped. Left to their own prompting, only G saved measurably on either test across
three harnesses, four models, and GPT-6 Luna’s three efforts (Figures[3|to [5]and Appendix [K]). This
was despite the instructions at the start of every session stating that tasks recur with fresh inputs,
that each instance starts a new conversation, and that each demonstration or incorrect attempt costs
one (Appendix . Neither harness (Q, G) beat its demo-cache floor (QC, GC; Figure . Likewise,
Q’s persistence saved nothing measurable against its reset, with Sgee, = —0.01 [—0.04, 0.03] and
Shela = —0.01 [—0.05, 0.03] (Figure [3), but G’s saved a bit, with Sgeen = 0.25 [0.17, 0.33] over
three runs. Further, neither expert guidance (QE) nor asking the harness to save liberally (QA,
Appendix [H) saved Q measurably, nor did the teacher’s notes (QT and QTE), despite the teacher
leaving 106 and 104 notes and files, respectively. For all of these, Sseer, lies between 0.01 and 0.06,
and Spe1q between —0.02 and 0.03. Even G, which solved nearly every instance, still spent 13.6% of
the budget per solved instance after every task had been met, against 17.5% for Gy (Figure 4 right),
where perfect memory spends nothing. We investigated this: G kept a rule in words for every task
in prime-agent’s store, but the harness only showed six entries per instance, chosen before the task
was known, so the rule reached G on only 40 of 154 returns (Appendix [E.2). To investigate further,
we also read what each of the three harnesses (H) stored with GPT-6 Luna driving (Figure [5] and
Appendix [E). prime-agent kept an entry for later sessions only when the agent saved it as global,
as its prompt explained, and the agent never did. hermes-agent loaded its skills on every return, but
they held general advice which did not affect spend. openclaw never promoted a memory at all, and
an earlier correct answer never came back on any of its returns. None of the three harnesses kept
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Figure 4: At one user. Bands show 95% intervals over task resamples. GLM’s budget is averaged
only over instances it solves.

the demonstrations it paid for, each buying 2.3 to 3.9 pairs per instance where the demo-cache floor
bought 1.4 to 2.6. This suggests that the harnesses’ own prompting is not well suited to this domain.

Asking to store. Given that several harnesses were failing to store anything, we tried explicitly
prompting the harnesses after every verdict to save very liberally anything that could help with the
task’s future instances (H-A). However, this only made a measurable difference for prime-agent on
the seen test. With GPT-6 Luna driving, it saved Sgeen, = 0.42 [0.29, 0.55], while hermes-agent’s
0.18 [—0.01, 0.39] and openclaw’s 0.07 [—0.02, 0.17] were within noise of nothing (Figure |§I)
With GLM driving, it saved 0.26 [0.13, 0.39] (GA), and with Qwen it was also within noise, at 0.02
[—0.02, 0.07] (QA). Overall, the harnesses still gained little from persistence, despite the prompting.

Expert guidance. To see if we could push the performance of the harnesses further, we added
“expert” guidance, which explicitly told the harness to write Python programs to solve the tasks,
verify each program against the demonstrations, save it for its task and reuse it. With it, GE saved
Sscen = 0.74 [0.64, 0.84] and the three harnesses on GPT-6 Luna (H-E) saved 0.62 to 0.72 (Fig-
ure [5). Q memorized only when the teacher wrote its notes and both were given the guidance
(QETE), with Sgeer, = 0.34 [0.26, 0.42]. This shows that the harnesses were fully capable of per-
forming well, and that the failure was a combined lack of judgment of the model and failure of the
harness prompts to encourage the correct behavior in this domain.

Generalization. The Re-ARC generators derive all 400 ARC-AGI-1 training rules from one li-
brary of 160 primitive functions 2024), and therefore the seen and held-out tasks both
share the same building blocks. A harness which learns to abstract and store these shared building
blocks during the stream could then theoretically use these to improve performance on the held-out
tasks. Despite this, none of the harness methods generalized measurably (Table [T} Figure [5] and
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Figure 5: GPT-6 Luna at high effort, as in Figure[3] Appendix [I]gives every effort.

Appendix [A). This includes QETE, in which GLM, given the expert guidance, played the whole
stream and wrote every program and note, solving 98% of the instances, which Qwen failed to put
to use on the held-out test. In contrast, training the weights generalized measurably, with DAgger
(QDE) saving Speiq = 0.29 [0.23, 0.35], half its Sgeen, = 0.57 [0.48, 0.67]. Untrained, Qwen ac-
tually struggled to use the harness at all, solving only 18 of the 100 held-out tasks in prime-agent
(Qo) against 31 in the stateless loop (QCp). As a result, part of what DAgger learned was simply
to drive the harness. This quirk is visible in Figure [3 (top left), where the harness method resets sit
below those of QC and QP. Providing expert guidance to the untrained Qwen in the harness offsets
some of this degradation, lifting its held-out solves from 13-26 to 22-33 per play (Appendix [H).
DAgger, however, solved 47 to 52, beyond both, and so also learned something fundamental about
ARC itself, on top of learning to drive the harness and distilling the expert guidance.

More users. At two and four users (QDE(2) and QDE(4)), each bringing 25 tasks of their own,
DAgger’s adapter trained on the games of 50 and 100 tasks. On the held-out test it then saved



Preprint. Under review.

Shela = 0.40 at two users and 0.39 at four (Figure [3). Seemingly, DAgger reached diminishing
returns for generalization beyond two users. The full training dynamics are shown in Appendix [H]

5 RELATED WORK

We screened roughly two hundred benchmarks and methods. Table [ (Appendix [G) sets the closest
against the five properties that this benchmark combines: a fresh instance on every exposure, recur-
rence after variable gaps, a task set that grows through the stream, binary feedback that is charged,
and a protocol open to prompting, memory and weight updates. We found no work that has all five.

ARC. |Chollet|(2019) notes that ARC’s format is close-ended, a weakness that motivates this work,
and suggests that a better one would let the test-taker query an example generator and submit answers
for feedback repeatedly, with the feedback consumed as the score. To our knowledge, this has
not been implemented, although Re-ARC (Hodel, 2024) supplies the generators and verifiers it
needs. The strongest ARC-AGI-1 systems instead adapt their weights at test time and discard the
adaptation, per task (Akytrek et al., 2024} [Franzen et al., [2025) or over the evaluation set (Pourcel
et al.l 2025), never meeting a fresh instance of a task they have adapted to. ArcMemo (Ho et al.,
2025) writes concepts to memory, but over a single fixed pass. Over a stream of generated ARC-
style tasks, Zhang et al|(2026a) find that a memory the model keeps rewriting first helps and then
degrades. ARC-AGI-3 (ARC Prize Foundation, |2026al) moves to learning over time within a single
game, and a harness that keeps per-game notes across runs (Bedil 2026) has saturated its public
games, untested on others.

Continual learning. The classic protocol (Lopez-Paz & Ranzato, 2017; [van de Ven & Tolias,
2019) is a fixed sequence of tasks with free labels, scored on fixed test sets after each task boundary.
Where tasks come back at all, they return as a planned second pass (Wolczyk et al [2021; |Powers
et al., 2022} |[Veniat et al., 2021)) or as unannounced revisits (Caccia et al.,[2020; Hemati et al., 2023)).
Fresh instances are standard in reinforcement learning environments (Cobbe et al.l 2020; Kiittler,
et al.,2020) and in generated reasoning suites with verifiers (Stojanovski et al., 2025} |Chen et al.,
2025} Zeng et al.l 2026), but these suites train first and test afterwards, and supervision is free.

Agent benchmarks. StreamBench (Wu et al. [2024) gives binary feedback in one shuffled pass,
MemoryBench (Ai et al.l 2025)) feedback from simulated users, LifelongAgentBench (Zheng et al.,
20235)) brings skills back but not instances, and SWE-Bench-CL (Joshi et al., 2025) regroups SWE-
Bench by repository. CL-Bench (Asawa et al.,|2026)) scores a stateful system against a stateless one,
and AgentCL (Shu et al.| 2026) and PATH-Bench (Yang et al., [2020) rerun a stream or reinsert a
probe task. All draw from a fixed pool of instances that appear once or recur unchanged. None
grows the task set, charges for supervision or serves many users, and most evaluate prompting and
memory only. Concurrent work (Anonymous|, |2026c}; [Zheng et al.l 2026} Zhao et al.,|2026a)) neither
charges for feedback nor trains weights.

Memory against weights. The comparison between memory and weights exists only in pieces.
Memory-based agents (Shinn et al.,[2023; [Zhao et al.| 2024} |Suzgun et al., 2025} |Zhou et al.| 2025}
Nekoei et al., [2025; Zhang et al., 2026b)) are motivated by the cost or forgetting of fine-tuning but
seldom compare against it, and the closest to our program library keeps a skill as a program once
it runs correctly (Wang et al.| 2025). On-policy reinforcement learning is reported to forget less
than supervised fine-tuning (Shenfeld et al., 2025} [Chen et al., 2026a), but to forget severely over
a sequence of tasks (Luo et al., 2026)), as does harness learning as tasks drift (Chen et al.| [ 2026b).
SEAL (Zweiger et al.L[2025) runs self-directed weight updates on ARC, test-time curricula (Hiibotter
et al., 2025) train on tasks chosen for the target, and self-improving harnesses (Karten et al., [2026))
rewrite their memory and skills, but each is evaluated on its own terms. Concurrently, Self-Direction
(Kansal et al.,[2026) distills an agent’s reflections into a LoRA adapter, on task sets recurring at most
three times. Memory and weights have yet to be compared on tasks that keep returning.

10
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6 DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

To the best of our knowledge, Continual-ARC is the first benchmark to compare harness-based and
weight-based learners under one score, in a domain where both can memorize and generalize. We
have shown that most harnesses as shipped did not learn measurably in this domain. How well they
learn in other domains remains open. Simple expert guidance greatly improved how much they
memorized (Figure [5), which shows that the default harness prompts were not sufficient to inform
the models what to store, though more powerful models may fare better.

Training the weights proved important in this domain, as DAgger learned from a short stream of tasks
to solve new ones where in-context learning through the harness did not. Continual-ARC targets the
continual learning that one person or a small team meets over a short horizon, from 200 instances
rather than a post-training corpus. We are therefore most excited about weight-based algorithms
that learn from sparse data, model-based reinforcement learning above all (Kaiser et al., [2020).
The DAgger algorithm we used is a relatively simple form of weight-based learning, as it needs a
stronger teacher whose reasoning tokens are available. Teacher-free reinforcement learning from the
sparse reward (Shao et al., |2024), on-policy self-distillation (Shenfeld et al., 2026; |Hiibotter et al.,
2026) and on-policy distillation (Agarwal et al., [2024) are natural next steps (Appendix [H] reports
our first attempts). Trust-region updates (Schulman et al.| |2015) would also keep such a learner from
degrading what its users receive, which is essential in real deployments.

One weakness of this study is that most of its runs used relatively small models on ARC-AGI-1, the
easiest of our three tracks. We leave it to future work to test stronger models on the ARC-AGI-2 and
ARC-AGI-3 tracks (Appendix [K)). This will let us investigate how much guidance frontier models
need in order to store what matters in a harness, and how efficiently they learn it in their weights,
both for memorization and generalization. In the long run, we expect the harness to become less the
system itself and more the infrastructure that trains the inner model, continually distilling content
into the weights and staying thin rather than accumulating an ever-growing list of files.

Al USE STATEMENT

We used an Al coding assistant (Claude, Anthropic) throughout this work. It drafted the abstract and
every section of this paper from the author’s notes, which record each design decision, the reason
for it, the objection a reviewer would raise, and the answer. The author edited every draft, and
then rewrote the main text line by line. It carried out the literature search behind Section [5] and
Appendix [G] screening roughly two hundred works. The author checked every entry in the tables
against the work’s own abstract, and every comparative claim in the paper against those notes. It
proposed parts of the experimental grid of Section [3] and the author decided on them. It wrote
most of the code in the repositories that we release, including the ARC-AGI-2 and ARC-AGI-3
environments, the harness adapters and DAgger’s training, under tests and smoke runs that the author
reviewed. It also launched and monitored the runs on remote machines at the author’s direction.
Finally, it computed the analyses of Sectiondand Appendices|[E]and[[|from the run records, including
the paired comparisons and their intervals, and it read the harnesses’ stored state for Appendix [E]
Every table and figure is regenerated from the run directories when the paper is built. Scripts in
the paper’s repository recompute the numbers quoted in Section ] and the paired comparisons of
Appendices [E]and [F|

No Al was used to generate data. Every instance in the stream comes from the Re-ARC generators,
ARC-GEN’s generators or our level generators for the ARC-AGI game engine. The rules of the
private set are the exception (Appendix [J). Six agents on Claude Opus 5.5, one for each family of
rules, wrote the 98 candidates as generators and solvers in code, and models calibrated them, Claude
Opus 5.5, GPT-6 Luna, GLM-5.3 Flash and Qwen3.5-9B answering fresh instances at first sight.
The filters, the screens and the selection that kept 50 of them are code written with the assistant,
and no person has tried the rules. No Al was used to prove claims, and the equations in Section [2]
are definitions. We take responsibility for the final content of this work, including text, claims or
artifacts produced with the aid of generative Al
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ETHICS STATEMENT

This work involves no human subjects and no personal data. Every public task of the benchmark
comes from the public ARC-AGTI tasks and games or from the Re-ARC and ARC-GEN generators,
which the software fetches from their sources and does not redistribute. ARC-AGI-3 levels are
charged against the human baselines that ARC Prize publishes. The rules of the private set are our
own, and we do not release them (Appendix [J.

The harnesses we evaluate write and run their own code, and one reached the evaluation itself in an
early run. Section [3]and Appendix [D]describe how we confine each one, and we recommend the
same to anyone running agents on the benchmark.

Our findings are negative for three publicly available harnesses, none of them from the author’s em-
ployer, which builds agent systems. We run each as its authors ship it, with its persistence switched
on, and we trace each shortfall to a specific step in its design (Appendix [E). Appendix [D]gives each
one’s configuration and reports that prime-agent’s Python skills, re f ine among them, did not load
in our runs. The adapters are released with the code, so that the harnesses’ authors can check how
their systems were run.

Continual learning in deployment also raises questions of privacy that this benchmark does not
address. In the collective regime, one system learns from many users at once, and what it keeps
from one user could reach another. Our streams are abstract puzzles with no user data, and the
benchmark does not measure leakage between users.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

Section [Z] defines the streams and their measures, which the benchmark computes from a run’s
records, the share learned from a run and the reset’s, and Appendices[A] [B]and [K]give every stream’s
parameters and the process that generates each stream (Algorithm[I)). Streams are deterministic, so
every system meets the same instances in the same order. Appendix |C|gives every text that a learner
is shown, or the file in the code that holds it, and Appendix |D|describes how we run each harness,
with the versions of every component. Appendix [ and Appendix [A] give the model presets and
the rule that chose them, and Appendix [H| gives DAgger’s settings. Every adapter DAgger played
with is kept, so any round’s student can be played again. The code of the benchmark and of every
learner, including the harness adapters, is released with the records of every run this paper reports.
The rules of the private set are withheld by design, since a released rule could be learned before a
run, and Appendix [J| gives how they were made and chosen. Each verified run is requested on the
benchmark repository’s public issues, and its numbers are posted there. The models are sampled
through provider APIs and on our own servers, so a rerun will differ from ours by about the spread
we report, such as how far chance moves S, which the learners that keep nothing between instances
show (Section[d).
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A BENCHMARK DETAILS

ARC-AGI-1. We draw the stream from the 400 ARC-AGI-1 training tasks through the Re-ARC
generators (Hodell 2024)), pinned by commit. Given a task id and a seed, the generator produces an
input grid and the verifier produces its output, and we keep only the pairs that the verifier accepts,
discarding any demonstration whose input equals the test input. Each demonstration request draws
one more such pair. A learner cannot cache outputs, since every instance is fresh, and caching
demonstrations has a price. The held-out test draws on the 400 ARC-AGI-1 evaluation tasks, which
have no generators, and each of them appears once, with its original demonstrations available on
request. A request returns them one at a time, two to seven of them and three or four for most tasks
of the track, and nothing after them.

The held-out tasks are public. The held-out test’s 100 tasks come from ARC-AGI-1’s public
evaluation set, and 90 of them are also among ARC-AGI-2’s training tasks, so a model may have
met them in training. Each learner is read against itself reset, which met them as often, so what it
saves there is what the stream added, not what the model brought.

Why the held-out test can show transfer. ARC tasks differ in their rules but share the operations
from which the rules are built. The Re-ARC generators (Hodel, 2024), from which the ARC-AGI-1
stream is drawn, implement all 400 training rules with one library of 160 primitive functions, and 53
of these primitives appear in ten or more of the generators, among them filling cells, shifting objects
and filtering sets of cells (scripts/rearc_primitives.py). A learner that refactors what
it learns into task-specific compositions of reusable low-level primitives, and keeps the primitives,
should therefore meet a held-out task with much of the machinery that the task needs already in
place. Library learning has shown this on ARC, where abstractions that DreamCoder built from
solved tasks let it solve progressively harder ones (Alford et al.| 2021}, and concept-level memory
distilled from solution traces raised a language model’s score over a no-memory baseline (Ho et al.,
2025). None of the learners in this paper keeps such primitives. The program library stores one
whole program per task, and the harnesses as shipped store prose or general advice (Appendix [E),
and so we attribute the absence of transfer from notes and programs in Sectiond]to these learners.

Task ids. In continual learning, exposing the task id corresponds to the task-oracle setting. We
expose it because recognizing that today’s grid is the same kind of problem as one from last month is
a separate skill from remembering how to solve it, and mixing the two would make the measurement
harder to read. An input grid alone also does not determine the task, as Figure[6]shows with pairs of
training tasks whose inputs are drawn from overlapping distributions. The same grid is then a valid
input to both tasks, and only the demonstrations or the id say which rule applies. A learner may key
its memory on the id, as the floors, the program library and the harnesses given expert guidance do
(Section [3)). It sees the id under an alias drawn for each run. The real id would be a lookup key:
on the ARC-AGI-1 track, a learner with no model that runs the Re-ARC solver named by the id,
and finds each held-out input among the public evaluation files, solves every instance of the stream
and the held-out tasks at no cost, and uses none of the budget without learning anything. The alias
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Kept in the harness’s notes Kept in the student’s weights

Taught by the student  Q: the harness as shipped -
QE: given expert guidance, the program
library’s procedure and playing rules

Taught by GLM-5.3 QT: the teacher plays the stream and QDE: imitates the teacher’s move in
Flash writes the notes, and the student plays each state the student met, the teacher
from them reading expert guidance
QTE: the teacher given the guidance
QETE: both given it

Table 2: The comparison on Qwen3.5-9B. Every method plays the same stream in the same harness,
prime-agent, beside its wiped twin and the baselines, and the methods on each line share their
teacher. The weights taught by the student alone are not shown (Appendix [H).

input outputunder A output under B

A = feca6190
B = 7fe24cdd

>
I}

91413438
B = 007bbfb7

A = c3e719e8
B = ac0a08a4

Figure 6: An input grid does not determine its task. Each row shows one input generated for training
task A, with the output of task A’s rule and the output of task B’s rule on the same grid. Both are
valid ARC tasks, and only the demonstrations or the id say which rule applies. Top: A (feca6190)
draws diagonal lines from each colored cell on a larger black square, and B (7fe24cdd) lays out
the input and its three rotations as four quadrants. Middle: A (91413438) tiles copies of the input,
one per colored cell, and B (007bb £b7) places the input’s pattern in every tile whose cell is colored.
Bottom: A (c3e719e8) places the whole input in every tile whose cell has the most frequent color.
B (ac0a08a4) enlarges every cell into a block. The pairs are selected automatically: an input
generated for A on which B’s verifier runs and returns a different valid grid.

makes such a lookup cost at least one demonstration per task, since a learner can still find the task
by running every solver on a pair it has bought, and so what a learner may bring to the stream is
stated with the code, and a result is verified by rerunning it from its code. A task-free variant would
be a different benchmark, in which the learner must first buy enough demonstrations to identify the
task, and we leave it to future work.

Observation horizon. As the generators produce fresh instances without end, a configuration’s
stream length is only the window over which we observe a learner. It places no limit on how much
the learner may learn. Within a run, a checkpoint is a prefix, and it never changes when the run
is carried further. Every instance is charged, so the budget used against instances is the experience
curve and the budget used at a horizon is its mean (Equation|[I)). A system that becomes competent
after fewer instances then uses less of the budget at every checkpoint, which is the kind of efficiency
that|Chollet|(2019) asked for, and the benchmark sets no cap on data. While a learner cannot choose
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track tasks stream held-out n. b m a

ARC-AGI-1 25 200 100 4 3 30 2

Table 3: The ARC-AGI-1 track’s configuration. Each track is its configuration, in the individual
regime, at seed 0. The stream length is per user, and the held-out tasks, those of the held-out test,
are the same for every user. n., b, m and a are the stream’s parameters (Appendix , in instances,
with 0 = 1 throughout. The number of users n,, € {1,2,4} is a setting of the run, not of the
configuration. At four users, the stream has 200 rounds over 100 distinct tasks, with eight instances
per task and four graded instances per round. Every configuration has an attempt cap of 8 and a
demonstration cap of 8, one pair per request, with ¢4 = 1.

how many instances arrive, it can choose how many demonstrations to buy, which the score charges,
and how much of its experience to train on, which we count as compute and log without scoring.

Intervals and chance. Tables report pointwise 95% intervals from 2,000 paired task resamples,
after averaging each instance’s spend over its plays; L is resampled over stream tasks. The two-
test planes instead show approximate simultaneous 95% intervals across the displayed learners,
separately for each model, reasoning effort, user count, track, test and measure. For k learners, we
take quantiles 0.025/k and 1—0.025/k from 200,000 paired task resamples (Bonferroni correction).
A change is detected when this interval excludes zero for share saved, or one for the solve-rate
ratio. These intervals condition on the learned state: repeated tests do not measure variation across
independent learning runs. Task resampling includes independent play noise, but does not capture
variation shared across a whole play. Two learners differ when the pointwise 95% interval of their
paired task-by-task difference excludes zero.

The exposure curve. We write e; for the exposure index of instance 7, the number of earlier rounds
in which its task appeared (in the individual regime, a round is one instance), from O to 7, since the
tracks serve every task eight times. Over the stream records S, we define

U(k) = mean{wu; : ¢; = k }, 5)

and Figure {4 plots it against the visit to the task, e; + 1. U(0) is the acquisition cost and U (k)
the exposure curve. A system that replays stored demonstrations to a stateless solver moves down
this curve only by the demonstrations it no longer pays for, while a system that has learned a task
falls below the curve of such a replay. The curve also has a solve-rate twin, which replaces u; with
s;. The standard measures of average accuracy, backward transfer and forgetting (Lopez-Paz &
Ranzato, 2017) assume task boundaries and a fixed test set per task, neither of which a recurring
stream scored by attempts has.

Why a simpler reading fails. The drop from a system’s first exposures to its later ones rewards a
poor start, and a stream’s returning instances need not be as hard as its first ones. On the ARC-AGI-1
track at one user, the stateless floor, which cannot learn, uses more of the budget on returns than on
first exposures with every model, from 3 points on Qwen3.5-9B to 16 on GPT-6 Luna at medium
effort. The share learned (Equation[3)) instead pairs a learner with its own reset on the same instances.
Keeping the demonstrations a task was shown is a memory like any other, and the demo-cache floor,
read against the stateless floor, scores above zero. The bare model is no reference. A learner read
against its own reset could score by playing worse whenever its memory is empty. On Qwen3.5-9B
every reset in prime-agent does play both tests below the bare model, since the harness gives up
most of their instances after replies with no readable action (Appendix [D)), so Table[I0] marks each
such reset and gives every learner’s budget beside it, and a verified result is also played bare and
flagged when the reset plays below the bare model (Appendix[J). A learner at more than one user is
read against the reset at the same number of users, which met the same instances (Appendix [H).

Generating data at will. |Chollet| (2019) also wrote that an ideal benchmark should avoid tasks
for which new data can be generated at will, because performance can then be bought with data.
We generate data at will deliberately, for two reasons. In the stream, every demonstration and every
wrong attempt is charged, and so the measure is the feedback consumed, as he proposed, which
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leaves no room for the unpaid practice on the test distribution that concerned him. In the held-out
test there are no generators at all, which rules out buying final skill with data where we measure
transfer. The concern does survive in a weaker form, since Re-ARC covers the public training split,
which any developer knows.

Compute. Each record carries whatever the learner reports, as a per-instance difference in cumu-
lative counters, including tokens, wall-clock seconds, bytes of persistent state and dollars, and, for a
learner that trains on its traces, the number of instances it has trained on. The baselines report these
through the accounting layer so that they do not count for themselves. We log compute without scor-
ing it, because we do not know the exchange rate between a weight update and a hundred thousand
prompt tokens, and any fixed rate would decide the comparison in advance.

B SCHEDULE GENERATOR DETAILS

We generate every schedule deterministically from the configuration name and the seed, and a track
is the seed-0 stream of its configuration (Section [2.2), whose process this appendix gives. The
same process, set otherwise, also serves the stream’s visits in two other orders, which only a side
experiment plays (below); they are not part of the benchmark. Since we derive instance seeds by
hashing the schedule seed, the phase and the slot index, slot ¢ carries the same instance seed in every
order and always yields the same instance. We also ensure that the test input of a slot never appears
among the demonstrations served for it.

The stream process. Algorithm [1| generates every stream, keeping up to n. tasks active and, at
each step, sampling one active task uniformly and emitting a slot for it. A task becomes active for
a spell of S instances, and when the spell is spent it rests for p instances before it is ready to be re-
activated, unless p = oo, in which case it is finished. Never-seen tasks arrive every « instances and
take priority over waiting tasks for the next free place. When no task is ready and no arrival is due,
we wake the soonest-waking dormant task early so that the stream never idles, and we pull unseen
tasks ahead of schedule only when no other task exists. Every task has a supply of s instances, and
a spell never exceeds what the task has left. A task whose supply is spent is finished and does not
rest. Every spell, rest and inter-arrival time is a fresh draw from the distribution that the order sets
for it, and all draws come from one generator seeded by the schedule seed and the order’s name.

The stream and the side experiment’s two orders are settings of (n., 3, p, ), the parameters of
Equation 2}

* one task at a time (sequential): n, = 1, (3 is the constant L/n (the stream length over the
number of tasks), p = co and « is the constant 0, so the process reduces to the tasks in a
shuffled order, each for L/n consecutive instances.

* the stream (workstreams): n. from Table B| 8 = max(1, |Exp(b) + 3]), p =
max(1, [LogNormal(Inm, o) 4+ 1]) and o ~ Exp(a).

* fully shuffled (random): n. = n, 8 = oo and a = 0 (p is never drawn), so every task is
introduced at ¢ = 0 and stays until its supply is spent, and each step is a uniform draw over
the tasks with instances left.

Figure [Z] shows the stream of the ARC-AGI-1 track, and the code and the records name its order
workstreams.

On the ARC-AGI-1 track, a learner has met 14 tasks by step 50 and all 25 by step 100, and the gap
before a re-exposure has a median of 5 instances, a 90th percentile of 49 and a maximum of 141.

Users and rounds. A run sets a number of users n,, € {1,2,4}. With n,, = 1, the schedule is
one stream and every slot forms a round. With n,, > 1, every user has a separate schedule, drawn
by the same process with a separate seed over tasks of their own and the held-out tasks drawn at
the configuration’s seed. User k plays block k of 25 from a nested order of 100 tasks: the track’s
25 sorted by id, then 75 more from a seeded draw of the rest, sorted. User 0, which keeps the
configuration’s seed and its tasks, meets exactly the individual stream at that seed. Round r serves
slot r of every user at once, and the learner acts on every user’s instance with the state that the round
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Algorithm 1 The stream. Parameters: concurrency n.; spell 3, rest p (possibly co) and inter-arrival
time «, each a fresh draw at every use; supply s per task; length L.

1: @ < shuffled task list (never seen); s, < s for every task 7; A + & (active, with remaining
spell); D + & (dormant, with wake step); W < & (ready); tpexs < 0

2: fort=0,...,L —1do

3:  move every task in D with wake step < ¢t to W

4:  while |A| < n. do

5: if @ # @ andt > t,y then

6.

7

8

T pOp(Q), tncxt —tt+a
else if W # & then
: 7 < uniform draw from WV, removed
9: else if D # & then

10: T < the task in D with the earliest wake step, removed
11: else if QO # & then

12: T < pop(Q)

13: else

14: break

15: end if

16: A[7] < min(B, s;)

17:  end while
18: 7 + uniform draw from A; emit slot (7, seed(¢)); A[r] + A[7] — 1; s; < s, — 1
19:  if A[7] = 0 then

20: remove 7 from A; if p < coand s, > 0thenD[r] «+ t+ 1+ p
21:  endif
22: end for

began with. That state is one for all users, a harness’s store included: every instance of a round starts
from it, and what each instance writes is merged into it in user order before the next round begins,
by a rule for files and databases that two users changed alike which the benchmark’s code gives.
Each instance runs from its first action to its verdict at its user’s pace, and the round ends when
every user’s instance has. We compute the exposure index and gap of a slot over rounds and over
the whole team. Every record also carries the count for its user. At n,, = 1, both are the definitions
of Appendix [A] unchanged.

The two tests and their references. After the stream, each test is one round whose every slot is a
user of its own: the seen test serves four fresh instances of each stream task at one user, and at two
and four users the same 100 spread evenly over every user’s tasks (two of each of 50 at two users,
one of each of 100 at four), at seeds the stream did not use, with instance ¢ a task of user ¢ mod n,,.
The held-out test serves one instance of each held-out task, the instances user 0 would meet, at any
number of users. Every user starts from the learner’s state at the end of the stream, so the round
serves 100 users at once and nothing reaches one test instance from another. A learner that cannot
serve them all at once plays the test narrower, with the reset flag on every slot restoring its end state
before the instance. The learner reset before each instance, its reference, plays the same slots from
an empty state, and so does the bare model (Appendix [J).

A side experiment on the order. We were curious whether the order in which the stream serves
its visits changes what the harnesses do, so, outside the benchmark, GPT-6 Luna’s systems also
played the same visits one task at a time and fully shuffled (above). The trends were the same in
every order and at every effort: the demo-cache floor uses less of the budget than the stateless floor,
each persistent harness uses about what it uses wiped, and the program library uses the least, 6.2 to
26.1%. Since the three orders serve the same visits, a comparison in these appendices that needs
more slots pools them.

C PROMPTS

The texts below describe the prompts used for the reported experiments, preserved at the repository
versions listed below. Appendix D] describes how we run each harness, and Appendix [[| gives the
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model presets. The rules below state the charge of Equation [I] in place of the earlier charge they
were first written for (Appendix I).

Expert guidance in the current code. The code now uses |one expert-guidance prompt| for every
harness and DAgger teacher, a deduplicated superset of the playing rules and the program-library
procedure. The historical prompts are preserved in commits b2 fd5a 9|(GPT-6 Luna) and|961 6cbd
(the open models). QDE’s teacher read the playing rules alone, QE and GE read both texts, and GPT-
6 Luna’s guided harnesses read an earlier version of the library procedure. The results reported here
use those earlier prompts, and the consolidated prompt has not been evaluated.

Every learner on the first two tracks is shown the grid protocol’s rules below once per session,
and each instance opens with a message like the one after them. Both are reproduced from the
benchmark’s repository, the same at tag v0 . 3. 0, commit b2 f£d5a 9, which GPT-6 Luna’s methods
read, and at tag v0.5.0, commit fa4b33e, which the rest read, with lines longer than the page
wrapped at spaces; placeholders in braces are filled at run time with the values named in Section 2}
Every other text a learner is shown, from the replies to its actions to what each method adds to the
rules and the third track’s protocol, is in the code released with the paper, in the files of Table 4]

Grid protocol: rules shown once per session (demo cost 1)

You are being evaluated on Continual-ARC, a lifelong stream of ARC-style grid puzzles.
Each puzzle instance has a task id and a test input grid. Tasks recur across the
stream with fresh inputs. Each instance is a separate conversation: the next one
starts without this one’s messages.

On every message you must choose exactly one action and put it as a JSON object
on the last line of your reply:

{"action": "submit", "grid": [[O0, 1, 21, [3, 4, 511} submit an output grid

{"action": "request_demos"} ask for one more demonstration pair
for this task

{"action": "finish"} end the instance, once it is over

Grids are lists of rows; cells are integers 0-9; dimensions are 1-30.

Each demo request returns one more input-output pair of the task, up to the demo cap shown
with the input.

Scoring: an instance you solve costs 1 for each wrong submission and 1 for

each demo request. An instance is over when a submission is correct or when the attempt
cap is reached, and one that ends unsolved costs the whole budget, {max_cost}, however
many submissions and demo requests it used. Feedback on a submission is only
correct/incorrect. There is no way to abandon an instance, and finish is refused until
the instance is over. Each instance is scored on its own, and lower cost is better.

Grid protocol: an instance’s first message, after the rules (an example)

New instance. Task id: task-3f2a9cle

Test input (2x2):

20

0 2

Wrong attempts used: 0/8. Demo requests used: 0/8.
Reply with exactly one action JSON on the last line.

D HARNESS IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

This appendix gives the details of how we run the three harnesses. Each harness’s command line,
configuration, budgets and software versions are in the adapters’ code in the benchmark’s repository
(baselines/), at its public tag. The open models’ methods of Section [4]ran prime-agent 0.9.6,
whose digest gives the agent the same guidance on what to keep as 0.10.0’s (Appendix [E).

D.1 A CONVERSATION PER INSTANCE

Each instance is a new piece of work. At the start of every instance, we open a fresh conversation
with the harness and send the protocol rules again, and at the end of the instance, once the harness’s
end-of-work steps have run (below), we close the conversation. Nothing carries from one instance
to the next except what the harness persisted itself, which is the global harness store, skills and
workspace files for prime-agent, the memory and skill files for hermes-agent, and the memory notes,
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file the texts it holds

systems/protocol.py the grid protocol’s other messages: the replies to an answer or a
request, the verdicts, the re-prompts and the budget notice; the ask
after every verdict of methods QA, GA and H-A; the expert guid-
ance of methods QE, GE, H-E, H-Ej and QETE and its asks

systems/prime_agent.py prime-agent’s one addition to the rules, its fact about its store

systems/bare.py the demo-cache floor’s cached pairs, and the program library’s ad-
dition to the rules, its kept program, its checks and its re-prompt
systems/arc3_protocol.py the third track’s protocol: its rules, messages, feedback and re-

prompt
references.py cl, the page of playing rules that DAgger’s teacher reads
oracle.py the rules and the note with which DAgger’s teacher labels the stu-

dent’s calls

Table 4: Where the benchmark’s code keeps every other text a learner is shown: the
first four files under baselines/src/continual_arc_baselines/ and the rest under
training/src/continual_arc_training/, at tag v0.3.0 for GPT-6 Luna’s methods
and v0 . 5. 0 for the rest, which alone has DAgger’s teacher and the third track.

skills and dream diary for openclaw. This protocol follows the intended use of these systems, one
session per job with anything worth keeping written to files, and under it a method measures only
what the harness chose to keep.

We also ran the alternative, one conversation per cell for the whole stream, and found that it measures
something else. The transcript then carried everything a harness knew about a recurring task, so its
re-exposure gains were in-context learning that every compaction and restart wiped, and prime-
agent’s refinements lived in a session-local store that a restart discarded. Two harnesses also got
worse as their context grew over the stream, which reflects compaction more than learning. A short
run of the per-instance protocol then confirmed, from each harness’s files, that a session opens with
only our observation and that the next session loads what was persisted.

D.2 HOW EACH HARNESS IS DRIVEN

The end of an instance. Every instance ends with one more turn in its conversation, carrying the
verdict on the final submission (“Your submission was CORRECT. Instance solved with 1 wrong
attempt(s).”, or the cap-reached line). The harness may then do what it wants, including storing
what it learned with its own tools, and it ends the instance itself with the finish action of the rules,
which is refused while the instance can still be played, so that no message of ours tells it what to
do after the verdict. Any other reply after the verdict is answered with the fact that the instance is
over, and after two such re-prompts, or when the harness spends its turn’s budget, the instance ends
there. A harness method and its wiped twin end their instances alike, and the rules state the protocol
and give no advice (Appendix [C), apart from the one fact about prime-agent’s store that its agent
cannot know (below). Our first version of the protocol had no such turn. prime-agent’s refine and
the post-turn reviews of hermes-agent and openclaw stored trajectories without their outcome, and
we added the turn to fix this. Without it, a harness that stores only when its agent calls a storage tool
could not store knowing that the answer was right.

Isolation. Each harness runs as one long-lived process per cell, with a fresh session per instance,
in a bubblewrap sandbox whose whole filesystem is read-only, with the benchmark source, its data,
every virtual environment and the run tree of every cell masked by empty tmpfs mounts. Only
the harness’s private state directory, a private HOME and a private TMPDIR are writable. The
sandbox has a private PID namespace and a private network namespace, whose only route out is a
UNIX-socket bridge to a local reverse proxy that holds the real credential, journals every request and
reply with its tokens and charge, and forwards the body unchanged apart from the run’s reasoning
effort and session id. Every measure of cost in this paper uses the proxy’s counters. A harness
sees each task as task—-<8 hex>, derived from the real id with a salt drawn once per run. The
proxy forwarded a request to any path, so a harness’s own code could reach any of the provider’s
endpoints on the run’s key. In the open-model methods, where it also set each chat completion’s
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model to the method’s, the agents’ own code sent it 5,302 other requests, mostly to paths they had
invented, and nearly all were refused. Apart from reads of the model list, 20 succeeded, in five
games. Eight of them, in a stream game of method Qg at two users, went to OpenRouter’s responses
endpoint and were served by the other model they named; the agent asked that model for the task’s
demonstrations, which it could not know, and then solved the game from the demonstrations the
game gave. The other four games were charged the whole budget. The released proxy forwards
chat completions and reads of the model list alone, and sends every chat completion to the method’s
model.

Wiped methods. Before every instance, we stop the harness and delete everything it wrote, from
its home directory, memory and skill files to its sessions, workspace and temporary files. Only the
adapter’s provider configuration survives, and we then start the harness again. We also skip its idle
gap, since nothing could survive it.

What each harness keeps by design. prime-agent’s automatic refinement runs at its default, every
25 assistant turns, and writes the session-local store, while the global store that later sessions load
changes only when the agent calls the continual harness with global_=True (Appendix [E.I)),
and its rules add that entries created without global_=True belong to the session and are lost
with it. hermes-agent’s post-turn background review of memory and skill files stays on, as shipped,
and fires after any turn once ten tool iterations have accumulated, and its MEMORY .md, USER.md
and skills index are injected into every new session’s system prompt. openclaw keeps one session,
reset in place at every instance, which drops the transcript and keeps the workspace, memory files
and skills. We enable its memory plugin’s dreaming and set its sweep to hourly, from a nightly
default, to match the time scale of the stream, and leave memory search unset, so openclaw looks
for OpenAl embeddings, which the sandbox cannot reach (Appendix [E.4). After every instance we
idle for 40 seconds, since openclaw’s experience review, the step that turns a session into a skill
proposal, starts only after 30 seconds of quiet with no run active.

prime-agent’s Python skills. Several of prime-agent’s bundled skills are Python packages that
its kernel imports, among them refine, which hands the conversation to prime-agent’s host to
review and update the harness store, and edit, compact and goal. prime-agent installs them
only into a kernel environment it manages itself, and our adapter points it at an interpreter of its
own instead (PRIME_AGENT_KERNEL_PYTHON), so in every prime-agent run of the first track,
the trained methods’ included, they failed to import. Calling one raised an error, and releases 0.9.6
and 0.10.0, which those runs used, also told the agent so once its kernel started. The store it-
self stayed writable through the calls that prime-agent’s system prompt documents beside refine
(rlm.harness.create_memory and the rest), and the agents stored through them: a call to
refine.run failed in at most a tenth of any harness method’s games, while asked to store (meth-
ods QA, GA and H-A, Appendix [F), GLM-5.3 Flash wrote to its store directly in 79% of its games,
GPT-6 Luna in 52 to 83% by effort and Qwen3.5-9B in 18%. On the second and third tracks, Kimi
K3.1 Pro called none of the skills in its streams. Played again with the skills installed, beside the
same games without them, method G used 13.0 against 15.4% of the budget over one pair of 200
games and 15.8 against 17.5 over a second, neither difference beyond chance by a sign test over the
games (p = 0.25 and 0.11), and method Q 89.2 against 85.4 over its 200 games (p = 0.31). The
released adapter installs the skills, and stops a run in which they do not import.

D.3 INTERRUPTIONS, THE SERVER’S WINDOW AND GIVE-UPS

Pauses and restarts. Every cell stopped after its first 25 instances while we checked it, and 53
of the sequential and random cells were started again, some several times, after their runner’s disk
filled. On the runners’ code, the first instance after a start did not always begin as every other
did. Methods Hy, H-Ey and PLy skipped their wipe there, so 66 of their 15,692 instances began
on what the instance before had left, 23 of them on the same task and 6 of those solved without
a demonstration, all at the 26th instance of a sequential cell. openclaw’s bridge takes up its one
session at every start, so 75 instances of its methods H, H-A and H-E, after such a start or a restart
between instances, went on in an earlier instance’s conversation; 29 of them were on that instance’s
task, and 14 of those were solved without a demonstration, against a quarter of the other instances
that followed one on their task. While the disk was full, openclaw gave no answer at 67 instances of
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its sequential and random cells, which were given up under the adapters’ restart rule. The released
adapters begin every instance alike.

The window on our own server. The server that plays the trained methods and their references
serves Qwen3.5-9B with a window of 131,072 tokens, and our player asked on every call for replies
of up to 65,536, so the server refused every prompt longer than 65,536 tokens. Once a long tool
result had carried a game’s conversation that far, prime-agent’s compactions were refused too, and
most such games were given up and charged the whole budget. Every frozen-test game this cut,
98 over DAgger, its reset and the untrained student given only its teacher’s guidance, was played
again with the player fixed, on the same adapter and instance, and three were refused again and
ended as they had. Replayed, DAgger saves 0.29 of the reset’s spend on the held-out test rather than
0.28. On the streams the cut games stand as they ended, 7 of DAgger’s 200 at one user, 19 of 400
at two and 69 of 800 at four. Scored as the same task’s other visits went, its share learned would
be 0.44 rather than 0.43 at one user, 0.48 rather than 0.47 at two and 0.55 rather than 0.53 at four.
Through OpenRouter, whose providers allow longer windows, the window cut three games of the
other methods, which stand. We fix the released player so that no request overruns the window.

Refused requests. An instance played while the model provider refused requests, as OpenRouter
does for an account out of credit, measures the outage rather than its learner. Every instance with a
model call in such a window, which the proxy’s call log gives, is left out of every measure whatever
its outcome, and, since the measures pair instances across runs, out of every comparison it entered;
the runs themselves played on. Two plays of a frozen test in which the provider answered nothing
at all to 26 and 12 instances are left out whole, and each method played the test once more in their
place. The three methods in which the teacher writes the notes played each test four times more after
their first four plays met a storm of rate-limited requests, in which 9 to 11% of their requests failed
or were cancelled against 2 to 3% in the four plays after, and their measures read the later four.

Readable replies. Since the benchmark is not a test of output formatting, we count a reply as
readable if it holds an action object anywhere, parsed leniently (stray or missing brackets, single
quotes, trailing commas), with the action and the grid under any of the usual keys or inside a run-
time’s argument object or envelope. Qwen3.5-9B still often wrote none: a give-up ended 48 to 68%
of the stream’s instances in every one of its harness methods, the wiped ones among them, nearly all
after two re-prompts had drawn no readable action, about four actions into the instance, and about
two thirds of the untrained student’s instances on the tests. DAgger gave up 28% of its stream’s
instances, 42% of the held-out test’s and 18% of the seen test’s; the floors, which play without a har-
ness, 1 to 2%; and GLM-5.3 Flash at most one of its 200 in any harness method. Every learner on
Qwen3.5-9B in the harness is read against a reset that gives up as often, so a share it saves includes
what it learned about writing a readable action.

E WHAT THE HARNESSES PERSIST, AND WHAT OF IT CARRIES

Every reading in this appendix but those of Appendices and [E.6] comes from GPT-6 Luna’s
ARC-AGI-1 cells of Appendix [ which run with the finish action of Appendix [D]so that the verdict
of an instance reaches the harness before it finishes the instance. No message of ours asks a har-
ness to store. We examined each harness in its three persistent cells on the stream, one per effort,
hermes-agent through its session database, and openclaw through its session log, which keeps the
last 85 to 157 of each cell’s 200 instances. We read the stores of these cells as the stream left them
(scripts/store_readings.py), so that the behavior a reading explains and the store that
explains it come from the same cells.

Stores and retrieval. For each method, Table E] lists the store that its design writes between in-
stances and the path by which the store reaches the model when a task returns. These are properties
of the designs, which we took from their code and configuration (Appendix D)), and they do not
depend on any run. The three harnesses are built for lessons that transfer across unrelated work, and
none of them ties its store to the task id, as the program library does. The rules of the stream tell
each harness that tasks recur and that each demonstration request is charged, and we examine below
what each does with this.
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system store written between instances

written by

how it reaches the model on a
re-exposure

program library one Python program per task,
P) kept only if it reproduces ev-
ery demonstration the model has,
plus the demonstrations bought,
up to eight per task

memories, prompt notes, func-
tions, skills, sub-agents

prime-agent

hermes-agent skill files and a user memory

openclaw a consolidated memory, skills,

workspace files

the learner, whenever a pro-
gram passes its checks

the agent, at will; an au-
tomatic refinement every 25
turns

a background review after a
turn with ten or more tool it-
erations; the agent, at will

a scheduled consolidation
over transcripts and a skill
workshop; the agent, at will

run first; a model call only
when it fails

a digest of the store, capped in
size, injected at session start; a
search tool

the agent reads its skills at ses-
sion start or on demand

skills listed at session start;
search over the consolidated
memory and over the conver-

sation of every earlier instance

Table 5: What each method is built to persist between instances and how it reaches the model when
a task returns, read from the designs. The subsections below give what the stores held and delivered
on the cells.

Harnesses without persistence. The stateless floor makes one model call per attempt and asks
for the whole grid in that call. A harness has tools that the floor lacks, code execution above all, so
it can write the candidate rule as a program and check it against the demonstrations before it costs
an attempt. This advantage lies within the instance, and so it would appear at the first exposure,
not grow with exposure, and survive the wipe of method Hy. Paired with the stateless floor on the
stream’s 25 first exposures, the stateless harnesses save between —3.8 and 2.5 points of the cap at
medium and high effort, within noise. At low effort they save between 1.8 and 17.0, within noise
but for hermes-agent’s 17.0 [3.0, 31.8].

The value of persistence. Whether a store can answer a task depends on what kind of store it
is. An executable artifact per task, tested before it is stored, answers the task at zero model cost
and cannot be misapplied, and the program library keeps such an artifact. A rule written in words
answers the task only through a model that trusts and applies it. If the rule ends by telling the agent
to confirm it against the demonstrations, it also costs the very demonstration request it was meant to
save. A lesson about method, such as how to analyze demonstration pairs or when to stop guessing,
improves every instance a little, without favoring re-exposures. Finally, a retrieval path that shows
a recent window of a capped digest, or that depends on a search the agent must think to make, may
not deliver even a stored rule when the task returns. From the designs alone, we would expect only a
store that holds a tested, executable rule per task to bend the exposure curve below the demo-cache
reference.

E.1 PRIME-AGENT ON GPT-6 LUNA: NOTHING CROSSED A SESSION

prime-agent keeps its lessons as entries of a harness store, memories, prompt notes, functions, skills
and sub-agents, and each session writes to a store of its own, which dies with it. Only an entry
written with global_=True, by the agent or by a refinement asked to go global, enters the global
store that later sessions see, as a digest injected at their start, and every default points to the session.
In the 600 sessions of its three persistent cells, the global store was never created, and after the
verdict the agent wrote to its store in none of the 600 instances. Each of those sessions carried
prime-agent’s notice that refine and its other Python skills had failed to import (Appendix [D),
and the automatic refinement ran in none of them on the release the cells ran, 0.10.0. Every re-
exposure therefore opened on the digest of the empty store, “No saved harness entries yet.”, as the
stateless method’s sessions do, and on re-exposures the two methods use the same budget within
noise at every effort. prime-agent’s learning across sessions is opted into write by write, and GPT-6
Luna never opted in.
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E.2 PRIME-AGENT ON GLM-5.3 FLASH: RULES THE DIGEST SELDOM SHOWS

GLM-5.3 Flash, unlike GPT-6 Luna, wrote to prime-agent’s global store. We read method G at one
user from its store as the stream left it, the digest the harness injected at the start of each instance, and
the events of all 200 instances (scripts/glm_store_readings.py). Gsaved 106 memories,
arule in words for each of the 25 tasks, and kept some tasks’ rules as up to nine entries, one for each
rewrite. None held a program. The harness listed at most six entries at the start of an instance, each
cut off after a few lines, and it chose them before the instance’s task was shown. Of the 175 returns,
154 came back to a task that already had an entry, and the digest listed it on 40 of them. On those
40, G bought 0.88 demonstrations per instance, spent 10.6% of the budget and solved every one. On
the other 114 it bought 2.11, spent 23.7% and solved 108, close to Gy, which bought 2.29 and spent
24.7% on its returns. The agent searched or read its store on 43 of the 154 returns. Returns that the
digest reached thus cost G less than half as much as those it missed, and the harness, not the model,
decided which those were.

E.3 HERMES-AGENT: ADVICE THAT CHANGES EVERY INSTANCE

hermes-agent keeps skills, markdown files with reference files beside them, and two memory files,
one of notes and one about its user, which a background review writes after a turn with ten or more
tool iterations. The memory files and an index of the skills sit in the system prompt of every session,
with an instruction that a skill matching the task must be loaded. Its store holds general method, and
files about individual tasks only at low effort, where 41 of its files are named for a task. Its skills
reach the model reliably, a skill having been loaded on 175, 175 and 174 of the 175 re-exposures at
low, medium and high effort, and something naming the task at hand came back on 46 of them at
low effort. These retrievals did not make those re-exposures cheaper, since the 46 were solved 52%
of the time, at 72.7% of the budget, against 81% and 37.8 on the other 129. Its persistence instead
changes how it attempts a task, with 0.72 more pairs bought per re-exposure than its stateless method
at low effort (SE 0.21), and the mandatory skills displace its own tool use: the persistent method
calls its code tool 2.7, 1.8 and 2.0 times per instance at low, medium and high effort, against 15.4,
13.2 and 8.4 in the stateless method. On the stream’s re-exposures, persistence neither pays nor
costs measurably at any effort. We suspect that advice on method helps only a model that is able to
act on it, although we have not tested this directly.

E.4 OPENCLAW: A CONSOLIDATION THAT CANNOT PROMOTE

openclaw keeps one conversation for its agent, in which each of our instances opens with a reset,
in a database searchable by text. Dreaming, openclaw’s scheduled consolidation, ran every hour of
the stream and never promoted a memory into MEMORY .md, which every later session reads: its
gate needs three recall signals and three distinct queries from the agent’s own memory searches,
and no entry of its short-term store had more than two signals or a recall by the agent. The skill
workshop wrote three skills in the low-effort cell and none at medium and high effort. Of the 73
re-exposures of a task it had solved before at low effort, the earlier correct answer came back on
none, and at medium and high effort on none of 122 and 138. At low effort, 10 of its 11 memory
searches failed, on our configuration, which left memory search unset. With memory search set,
in the first 50 instances of three cells played under the earlier charge (Appendix [[), nothing was
promoted either, and neither its share solved nor the pairs it bought changed beyond noise. On
the stream’s re-exposures, persistence neither pays nor costs measurably at any effort, and what the
persistent method carries is general.

E.5 ACROSS THE THREE

Demonstrations bought again. None of the harnesses keeps the demonstrations it has already
paid for, as the demo-cache floor does, and so each pays for them again. On the stream, where 175
of the 200 instances are re-exposures, hermes-agent and openclaw buy 2.3 to 3.9 pairs per instance,
and prime-agent 3.5, 2.9 and 2.8 at low, medium and high effort. The demo-cache floor, which sees
its cached pairs again for free, still buys 2.6, 2.0 and 1.4 per instance.
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E.6 THE TEACHER’S NOTES ON QWEN3.5-9B

This subsection reads Qwen3.5-9B’s methods at one user in which the teacher writes the notes
(Section [3)), from their captured calls and the state the teacher’s harness kept after every round, in
the stream’s last 50 games. QT’s teacher, given nothing, wrote its notes into prime-agent’s own store,
101 entries by round 190, and left 5 files in the harness’s workspace. Given the expert guidance,
the teacher of QTE and QETE kept each task’s pairs and program in a folder and left the student a
memory in the store naming them, 35 entries by round 190, beside 69 files in the workspace: the
25 tasks’ programs and pairs, and 19 other notes and drafts. In all, the teacher left the student 106
notes and files in QT and 104 in QTE and QETE. The harness shows the student six of the store’s
entries at the start of every instance and counts the rest, so QTE’s student, not given the guidance,
saw its own task’s memory in 10 of the 50 games; it opened its task’s program in seven of the 50, six
times by its first answer, and solved two without buying a demonstration. QETE’s student, whose
guidance tells it to look in the folder when the task’s memory is not among those shown, opened
one in 30, 29 times by its first answer, and solved 17 of the 50 without a demonstration. Run on
each game’s test input, the kept program it opened returned the right grid in 27 of those 30 games,
and it solved 17 of them, 15 without a demonstration. Of the 22 games in which it opened a correct
program before buying a demonstration it solved 14 at no cost, and in two of the others it ran the
program on a test grid it had retyped with an error. Given to the teacher alone, the guidance put the
programs where the student was told of them but seldom looked. On the seen test QETE saves 0.33
[0.23, 0.44] more of the reset’s spend than QTE, while QT and QTE save no more than each other
or than the harness as shipped (QT less QTE, 0.05 [—0.03, 0.14]; QTE less method Q, 0.02 [—0.04,
0.07]). On the held-out test QT and QTE read as their reset does, since notes about tasks already met
cannot help with new ones. QETE reads a little below the reset, —0.05 [—0.10, 0.00]. Each of these
methods reads its stream against a reset played beside it at the same hours. Four earlier plays of
each test and one of each stream, in which 8 to 14% of the model’s requests failed or were cancelled
against 2 to 5% in those we read, are left out: on them QETE saves 0.11 [0.01, 0.19] on the seen test
and learns 0.30 [0.17, 0.43] on the stream, and no other reading moves by more than 0.06.

QETE with the teacher’s letter. To see whether what the student found in the harness held QETE
back, we also played it with the teacher’s teaching in the student’s prompt, where it could not be
missed. Given every file its state held after the stream’s last round, the teacher wrote its student
a letter, teaching whatever would help most on future tasks, unseen ones included. It could not
decline and could write up to 131,072 tokens, the room left in the student’s context, and it wrote
1,784 of the student’s tokens. The letter ended the student’s system prompt in every request of its
own conversation. The student played both tests four times from the teacher’s state at the stream’s
end, read against QETE’s reset as QETE is. On the held-out test it saved Spelq = —0.05 [—0.10,
—0.01], as QETE did (less QETE, —0.01 [—0.05, 0.05]), and DAgger at one user saved 0.34 [0.26,
0.43] more. On the seen test it saved 0.25 [0.15, 0.35], and QETE 0.09 [0.01, 0.18] more, a gap we
have not traced. So the teacher’s teaching, in every request, carried the student no further on new
tasks, and on tasks already met it saved less than QETE. The plays failed or cancelled 2.0 to 2.4%
of their requests, against 1.9 to 2.8% in QETE’s, and in 17 of the 800 instances the student opened
a child agent, whose prompt lacks the letter (scripts/read_taught.py).

F HARNESSES ASKED TO STORE, AND GIVEN EXPERT GUIDANCE

Method H runs each harness as it ships: no message asks it to store, and none tells it what to keep
(Section [3). This appendix reports methods that change that, on GPT-6 Luna’s ARC-AGI-1 cells of
methods H and Hy, for the three harnesses at three efforts, and one method that removes the memory
from the program library, method PL, these methods named for the harness since GPT-6 Luna plays
three; Qwen3.5-9B and GLM-5.3 Flash also play the first of them, and GLM-5.3 Flash the expert
guidance with a library of building blocks, kept (GB) or given (the library ceiling). Sectionreads
their main results, and this appendix gives them in full. On GPT-6 Luna every comparison pools
the stream with the side experiment’s two orders, which serve the same visits (Appendix [B), while
the share learned reads the stream alone, and the paragraph on why asking pays reads the stream’s
cells, whose stores we read (Appendix [E). In every harness method of this appendix, openclaw
runs with its memory search set, as keyword search over its memory files and session transcripts
(Appendix [E.4). Its H-A comparison with Hy therefore also changes the search configuration.
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Asked to store (H-A). Method H, with one message after every verdict. It asks the harness to save
liberally anything that could help with the task’s future instances, adds that only demonstrations and
wrong attempts are scored, and gives prime-agent the fact about its global store that its rules already
carry (Appendix [C). The rules are unchanged, and a stateless method is never asked. H-A is read
against Hy on the same slots.

Given expert guidance (H-E and H-E(). Method H, with expert guidance added to its rules: the
program-library policy, as a procedure that the harness carries out with its own tools. It keeps a
program per task in a folder of its workspace and runs the task’s program first when the task returns.
Before submitting, it checks a program on every demonstration it has received, and it submits only
the program’s output. After the verdict it saves the program, and a message asks it to (Appendix [C).
H-E, receives the same messages, with its state wiped before every instance.

The program library with nothing kept (PLy). Method PL, with its kept programs and its cache
of demonstrations wiped before every instance, and the one sentence of its rules about keeping pro-
grams removed. Every submission is still a program, checked free on the instance’s demonstrations.

What the methods show. Table[/| gives what each method saves against its reference. Asked to
store, prime-agent saved 6.3 to 7.4 points of the budget against its stateless method at every effort,
where method H saved nothing, and hermes-agent saved 8.0 and 7.2 points at medium and high
effort. What pays is the keeping. Against H-E(, which follows the same procedure with nothing
kept, H-E saved 7.6 to 13.3 points, about what keeping saves the program library, 12.5 to 14.4 points
against PLj, while what the harnesses keep of their own accord saves at most 1.7 points (method
H). Read as the share learned on the stream (Equation [3)), a harness given expert guidance saves
0.17 to 0.62 of its learnable budget, method PL 0.49 to 0.62, and a harness asked to store from
—0.22 to 0.50, measurably for prime-agent at every effort and for hermes-agent at medium and high
(scripts/text_numbers.py).

Why asking pays on the stream for two harnesses and hardly for openclaw. A returning task is
solved at cost 0, with no demonstration and the first answer right, almost only by a learner that uses
something it kept about the task. On the stream’s cells, whose stores we read, the stateless methods
never do so, and method H on at most one of a cell’s 175 returning instances, while H-A does so on
18, 31 and 47% at low, medium and high effort for prime-agent, 15, 41 and 38 for hermes-agent, and
on none for openclaw. H-E does so on 46 to 80% for every harness, and PL on 72 to 86. openclaw
did store when asked: its H-A cells wrote 47, 59 and 84 notes at low, medium and high effort, 40, 39
and 50 of them named for a task. What it lacks is a path back. It loads only its MEMORY . md at the
start of a session, wrote none, and read a note named for the task on none of the 67 and 131 returning
instances its replay log holds at low and medium effort, and on 1 of 131 at high. H-E’s rules name
the file and tell the agent to look first, and every harness does so, touching the task’s program before
its first action on 75 to 100% of returning instances. So openclaw follows either instruction, and
only one of them tells it where its knowledge is.

Asked to store, on the open models. Qwen3.5-9B and GLM-5.3 Flash also play methods QA
and GA in prime-agent, read as the main text reads its methods (Table @) Asked to store, the
student’s harness still saved nothing measurable, on the stream or on either test. The teacher’s saved
a measurable share on the stream and on the seen test, 0.31 [0.20, 0.39] and 0.26 [0.13, 0.39],
where as shipped it did not, but by no measurable margin over method G (GA less G, 0.19 [—0.04,
0.45] and 0.14 [—0.03, 0.29]), and nothing on the held-out test. On the instances it solved once
every task had come up, method GA spent 16.0% of the budget, against 13.6 as shipped and 17.5
wiped (Table [9). Neither model’s harness kept measurably more for being asked than as shipped
(scripts/ablations_open.py).

Expert guidance as building blocks (GB). The Re-ARC generators compose the stream’s rules
from one library of primitives, 122 of its 160 at one user, so a library of small, shared functions
is what could carry a harness from the seen tasks to the held-out ones (Section ). Method GB
gives GLM-5.3 Flash the expert guidance’s procedure with its library kept as building blocks: a file
lib.py of small, general grid functions, each task’s program a short composition of them, and
after each verdict on a working program, the parts another task could reuse moved into 1ib.py.
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As examples it is shown six Re-ARC primitives that no rule of the stream uses, and two other
tasks’ programs composed from them. GB,, the same wiped before every instance, is shown the
same, and GB is read against it. GB saved nothing on the held-out test, Syelq = —0.04 [—0.16,
0.07], where GE saved 0.07 [—0.02, 0.16], and on the seen test it saved 0.64 [0.48, 0.78] against
GE’s 0.74 [0.64, 0.84], by no measurable margin either way (GB less GE, —0.11 [—0.27, 0.05]
and —0.10 [—-0.30, 0.06]). GLM followed the guidance in letter only. At the end of the stream
lib.py held 75 functions and all 25 kept programs imported it, but 21 of them were a single call
to their task’s whole solution saved there, and only one function, background, was imported by
two programs. Told to keep building blocks, GLM kept one whole program per task all the same
(scripts/read_blocks.py, scripts/block_library.py).

The library ceiling. GB’s library never became building blocks, so we also gave GLM-5.3 Flash
the library the stream’s rules are built from, the most a harness could keep of them. To GE, which
follows the expert guidance with its state wiped before every instance, we handed the Re-ARC
primitives that the stream’s rules use, with every primitive they call: 131 functions at one user and
153 at four. Each instance’s opening message showed the library whole, about 8,400 and 10,000
tokens, with the line that imports it, and the workspace held it as a module. In one held-out play
prime-agent compacted the conversation of 22 of the 100 instances, and its summaries kept none
of the source. Each library played the held-out test four times, and the one-user library the seen
test too, against GE(y without a library played in the same hours. Neither library saved anything
measurable on the held-out test, Spelqg = —0.06 [—0.17, 0.04] and —0.09 [—0.20, 0.01]. Nor did the
one-user library save on the seen test, Sgeen = —0.04 [—0.16, 0.07], although that test’s rules are
built from its own functions. GLM used the library in 33 to 36 of each test’s 400 instances, wrote its
other programs in plain Python, and spent no less when it did use it. Every instance buys at least one
demonstration, and GEg spent 1.86 of its 2.60 per held-out instance on demonstrations, which no
library replaces. So handed the stream’s building blocks, GLM saved nothing on new tasks, which
bounds what a harness storing them could give it here, but not what they could give a model that
used them (scripts/read_ceiling.py, scripts/ceiling_use.py).

method L Sseen Sheld
Owen3.5-9B, notes in the harness

Q -0.02 1-0.09,0.041 -0.01 [-0.04,0.03] -0.01 [-0.05, 0.03]
QA -0.05 [-0.11,0.01] +0.02 [-0.02,0.071 0.00 [-0.05, 0.04]

QE +0.05 [-0.06,0.16] +0.03 [-0.08,0.13] -0.01 [-0.05,0.03]

Owen3.5-9B, notes the teacher writes

QT +0.05 [-0.02,0.14] +0.06 [-0.01,0.14] +0.03 [-0.02,0.07]
QTE +0.07 [-0.03,0.16] +0.01 [-0.05,0.071 -0.02 [-0.07,0.03]
QETE +0.29 [0.19,040] +0.34 [0.26,0.42] -0.05 [-0.10, 0.00]

method L Sseen Sheld
GLM-5.3 Flash, notes in the harness

G +0.12 [-0.16,0.36] +0.12 [-0.03,0.27] 0.00 [-0.11,0.10]
GA +0.31 [0.20,0.39] +0.26 [0.13,0.39] -0.03 [-0.14,0.06]
GE +0.62 [0.49,0.75] +0.74 [0.64,0.84]7 +0.07 [-0.02,0.16]
GLM-5.3 Flash, baselines

GP +0.68 [0.49,0.87] +0.81 [0.59,1.00] +0.05 [-0.06,0.14]
GCy 0 -0.06 [-0.16,0.04] +0.03 [-0.10, 0.14]
GC +0.41 [0.29,0.53] +0.44 [0.34,0.57] -0.02 [-0.11, 0.06]
Go 0 -0.05 [-0.23,0.11]1 +0.13 [-0.01, 0.26]
GE, 0 -0.06 [-0.24,0.071 -0.01 [-0.15,0.12]
GPy 0 0.00 [-0.16,0.13] -0.05 [-0.22,0.09]

Table 6: Every method on Qwen3.5-9B that keeps notes in the harness at one user, QA among them
(top), and every method on GLM-5.3 Flash at one user, GA and the methods that keep nothing
among them (bottom), read as in Table[I] Bold marks each column’s best among the values whose
95% interval lies above zero.
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The baselines of Figure The program library is read against itself wiped (QPy and GPy) and
the demo-cache floor against the stateless floor, and on GLM-5.3 Flash the two references differ.
Checking each program free on the pairs before it is submitted cuts that model’s wrong answers on
the seen test from 2.97 per instance to 0.88 with nothing kept, so GPy spends 19.2% of the budget
there against the stateless floor’s 39.0. For Qwen3.5-9B the check helps little (4.97 wrong answers
per instance against 5.32), and its two references spend alike, 64.9 and 66.5%. As a share of what
the reset spends (Equation [, the program library saves more than the demo-cache floor on both
models, 0.81 against 0.44 on GLM-5.3 Flash and 0.65 against 0.37 on Qwen3.5-9B, by 0.36 [0.16,
0.57] and 0.29 [0.16, 0.43]. On a task it has not met, neither baseline can change anything, and on
the held-out test neither reads beyond chance on either model, from —0.02 to 0.05 (Table[I). Plays
of one system differ about as their instances do: across the one-user methods’ 46 sets of four plays,
the variance of the plays’ mean charges over what independent instances predict has a median of 0.5
to 1.1 by model and test, the largest 2.8 (Appendix[E.6)), so the bootstrap over tasks carries the noise
of playing a test (scripts/ablations_open.py); since some of a panel’s intervals would
still exclude zero by chance alone, its methods are judged together (Section[2.4).

method low medium high
prime-agent H, as it ships -1.0 +o.8 -0.2 +038 -0.3 0.6
H-A, asked to store +6.3 £13 +7.4 £15 +6.6 t1.4
H-E), expert guidance, nothing kept +5.0 £1.7 +2.9 +1.1 +2.4 +09
H-E, expert guidance +17.2 £31  +13.1 £16  +12.4 +15
H-E against H-Eo, what keeping adds ~ +12.2 +2.6  +10.2 14  +10.1 £1.1
H-E against PL -5.3 +25 -1.9 +12 -1.2 +1.8
hermes-agent  H, as it ships -3.2 17 +1.7 +038 -1.7 +10
H-A, asked to store 2.7 +22 +8.0 +17 +7.2 +13
H-E), expert guidance, nothing kept -5.1 £17 +0.1 +14 +0.4 +1.1
H-E, expert guidance +2.5 +29  +13.4 +26  +109 +17
H-E against H-E(, what keeping adds +7.6 £21  +13.3 £21 +10.5 +£1.6
H-E against PL -17.1 +28 -5.0 £1.2 -4.7 £13
openclaw H, as it ships +0.8 +13 +0.5 +14 +0.1 +09
H-A, asked to store +1.1 +13 +2.8 +13 +1.2 +12
H-E), expert guidance, nothing kept +7.2 +23 +5.9 +138 +1.2 +18
H-E, expert guidance +16.6 +40 +13.7 +28 +14.3 +16
H-E against H-E(, what keeping adds +9.3 +26 +7.8 £1.8  +13.1 19
H-E against PL 47 +22 -5.6 +12 -1.6 +15
bare model PL against the stateless floor +17.8 £35  +10.1 +27 +8.3 +25
PL against the stateless floor +31.9 +46 +24.5 +39  +20.8 £32
PL against PLy +14.1 +20 +14.4 +24  +12.5 +15

Table 7: ARC-AGI-1: budget saved by each method against its reference, in percent of the cap
(higher is better), on the stream slots both methods have reached, pooled with the side experiment’s
two orders, with a bootstrap standard error over tasks in small type. A harness method is read against
the same harness’s stateless method Hy, except for the last two lines of each harness, which read H-E
against H-E and against method PL; the bare model’s methods are read as named. Bold marks each
column’s best among the savings whose 95% interval, 1.96 standard errors either side, lies above
Zero.

G RELATED WORK: EXTENDED TABLE

In Table [8] we place the benchmarks and methods closest to this one, out of those we screened,
against the properties that this benchmark combines. Other benchmarks cover aspects that ours does
not, such as drift in real domains (Lomonaco & Maltoni, 2017} [Lin et al., 2022), natural-language
feedback (A1 et al.,|2025) and side effects on general ability (Wang et al.| 2023)).
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H THE METHODS ON THE OPEN MODELS

DAgger trains Qwen3.5-9B on the stream, each run on a node of eight HI00 GPUs rented for it. A
vLLM server on the node serves the base model and every adapter by name, and the student plays
every move through prime-agent 0.9.6 under the same rules as method Q. It samples at the setting of
Qwen3.5-9B’s model card for thinking mode (temperature 1, top-p 0.95, top-k 20, presence penalty
1.5), as do the untrained student that DAgger is read against and the student told the page alone
(Appendix [H): at temperature 1 with no truncation, as the methods served through OpenRouter
sample, a trained adapter’s replies ran into incoherent text up to the token cap, which they never did
at the card’s setting. Every model call is saved as it was served, and every game’s outcome goes to
the run’s records, as for every other method.

The schedule. Training waits until the base model has played 24 games. From then on, after each
round, a phase trains a LoRA adapter (Hu et al.| [2022) of rank 128 and alpha 128 on the query, key,
value, output, gate, up and down projections, starting from the last one, on every game the stream has
given so far, with one game in ten held out, and it stops once the held-out measure stops improving.
The round after next plays with the new adapter, a lag of one round, so that play never waits for
training. Every phase’s adapter is kept, so the student of any round can be restored and played again.
It trains at a learning rate of 10~*, with 64 of the student’s calls to each optimizer step. Its held-out
measure is the likelihood of the teacher’s labels on the held-out games, taken before the first step
and every five steps after it; the phase keeps the adapter at the best of them, and it ends once six in a
row have not improved on it, or at 120 steps.

Most of DAgger’s phases kept the adapter they started from, since no later measure improved on the
first: 152 of the 177 at one user, and 90 of the 100 from round 100. The held-out measure is doing
its work there: once the adapter has learned what the games so far teach, further steps only fit the
labels it has already seen, and from round 50 at one user the held-out games’ negative log-likelihood
per token averaged 0.14 to 0.20 above that of the labels the adapter trained on, against 0.02 before.
How often a phase still found something to learn grew with the number of users (Figure[7): 25 of
the 177 phases changed the adapter at one user, 39 of the 189 at two and about a third at four, where
nearly one in three still did after round 100. A single user’s stream soon brings little that it has not
already taught, so most of its later phases spend their compute and change nothing, while more users
bring more new games each round for the student to learn from. The variety of the stream and its
size grow together with the users, so the figure does not tell the two apart.

Training and validation loss. Figure [8|compares the same adapter at the start of each phase: its
first training minibatch’s loss, before any update, and its validation loss. Validation draws whole
games from the accumulated pool to reach about 1,000 labeled calls, with a new sample each phase.
The training curve is a minibatch reading, since full training-set evaluations were not logged. Both
the data and the student states differ across user counts, so these curves do not establish which learns
more on a common test.

DAgger with an expert-guided teacher (DE). In each state that the student met, the teacher,
GLM-5.3 Flash at medium effort, is asked for its own reply, reading the playing rules alone, the
expert guidance without its program-library procedure. Its reply, reasoning included, is the target of
a supervised loss on the student’s own context (Ross et al.,[2011). Methods QE and GE receive those
rules plus the program-library procedure (Appendix [C). DAgger’s student sees neither directly. At
one user the teacher was asked about 21,096 of the student’s moments, and 21,047 of its replies
became training examples: 39 moments got no label after every re-ask, and 10 labels did not render.
It took 1.07 asks per label, and 94% of labels came at the first ask.

Other weight-based methods. We also trained the student by a policy gradient on each game’s
outcome (Schulman et al., 2017) and by self-distillation from the teacher’s move (Shenfeld et al.,
2020), but got neither learning reliably. The policy gradient, learning only from the games the
student wins, stalled after its few early wins; in self-distillation the student often read the teacher’s
move inside the tool’s output as a move already made, learned that and played worse than untrained.

How the configuration was chosen. The search that set DAgger’s final configuration scored its
candidates on 100 ARC-AGI-1 evaluation tasks that the stream never serves, 23 of which are among
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Figure 7: How often DAgger’s phases changed Qwen3.5-9B’s adapter at one, two and four users.
Above, a triangle marks each round after which the phase kept a later checkpoint than the adapter it
started from, on a rule over the rounds that had a phase, which begin once the base model has played
24 games; on the right, how many of the phases did. Below, how many had by each round.

the held-out test’s, and played some of them on both tests as well. Leaving those 23 tasks out,
DAgger saves 0.27 [0.20, 0.34] of the reset’s spend on the held-out test at one user and 0.39 [0.32,
0.46] at two, against 0.29 and 0.40 on all 100.

Training compute. At one user DAgger ran 177 training phases, one after each round from round
23, for 84.7 hours on two to four of its node’s eight H100 GPUs: 263 GPU-hours, $1,182 at the
node’s on-demand price of $4.50 per GPU-hour, and the teacher’s labels cost $71 more. Both are
apart from the cost of serving the student, which four other GPUs of the node do.

The page alone. The untrained student also plays both tests told only the playing rules its teacher
reads, wiped before every instance as Qy is, four plays of each at the model card’s setting, as DAgger
and the reset play them. On the held-out test it solves 22 to 33 of the 100 tasks per play, against 13 to
26 untrained and 47 to 52 for DAgger. It answers before seeing a demonstration on 5% of instances,
against 35% untrained, and DAgger never does; it asks for 1.6 demonstrations per instance and
makes 2.2 wrong answers, against 1.1 and 2.5 untrained. It saves 0.09 [0.05, 0.14] of the untrained
student’s spend, and DAgger 0.19 [0.13, 0.26] more. On the seen test, where it keeps nothing of
the stream, it saves 0.16 [0.08, 0.26], against DAgger’s 0.57 [0.48, 0.67], DAgger 0.41 [0.32, 0.50]
more.

The teacher on solved instances. Table[9|gives GLM-5.3 Flash’s methods from round 100, when
every task has been met, as Section E|reads them, beside its stateless floor.

The two tests in absolute terms. A share saved is a share of the reset’s own spend, so a learner
whose reset already spends little can save a large share of very little, and a share is read beside the
budgets it comes from. Table[I0| gives every method of Table[I]in those terms: the budget used on
each test and the share of the held-out test solved, the learner’s own beside the reset’s.

DAgger at every number of users. Table [T1] gives DAgger on Qwen3.5-9B with its floors and
wiped learners at each number of users it served, as Table [T gives the methods at one user. At two
and four users every user brings 25 tasks of their own, and each method plays the stream and each
test once, as does its wiped twin at the same number of users, which it is read against, except that
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Figure 8: QDE’s training and validation token loss at the start of each phase, with common axes
and no smoothing. Ticks mark new games entering the validation pool; its sampled subset can also
change between ticks. Values above each panel are from the final phase, which kept its incoming
adapter in all three runs.

system solved (%) budget a solve used (%) solved at no cost (%) demonstrations wrong answers

GLM-5.3 Flash (medium), prime-agent

GCy 83 20.5 [16.0,25.7] 0 1.8 1.5
Go 93 17.5 [14.3,20.7] 0 1.9 0.9
G 94 13.6 [9.3,18.3) 23 1.4 0.7
GA 98 16.0 [12.4,20.0] 9 1.7 0.9
GE 99 4.6 [2.8,6.3] 74 0.4 0.3
GP 99 1.4 [0.3,29] 92 0.1 0.1

Table 9: GLM-5.3 Flash in prime-agent, rounds 100 to 199 of the stream at one user: the share of
instances solved, the budget a solve used in percent of the budget with its 95% interval over task
resamples, the share of solves that used none of it, and the demonstrations and wrong answers behind
a solve. Perfect memory on any of these systems spends nothing here. Bold marks each column’s
best.

DAgger plays each test four times and its twin the seen test four times. The seen test then serves
every user’s own tasks, so only that twin played its instances. The held-out test is the same at any
number of users, so there the twin’s one play joins the four plays of the method’s reset at one user,
the same wiped system. A method that keeps nothing is its own reset, with no second play of the
seen test to be read against at two or four users, and the table gives it at one user alone.
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Qwen3.5-9B GLM-5.3 Flash
methOd Useen Uhcld Phcld Useen Uhcld Phcld
notes in the harness
Q,G 84.7" ga2* 88.0% 872* 15.5165 19.2218 22.9229 94.2 942
QE,GE  71.8" 7138* 80.6" 797 23.0248 4.6177 16.7 180 97.0 9.5
notes the teacher writes
QT 79.2% sa2*  85.0" 872 18.5 165 - - -
QTE 83.2% sa2* 88.7% s72* 14.5 165 - - -
QETE 48.9 738* 83.3% 797* 20.5248 - - -
weights
QDE 36.0 840*  60.4347* 49.0 192 - - -
baselines
QP, GP 224649 73.0759* 32.6285 37192 17.9187 98.0 95
QCy, GCy 64.4 638.6 74.1 7118 313335 40.1378 409419 77.5785
QC, GC 42.0 665 73.6732 325321 21.7390 423414 75.8780
Qo, Go 84.0" 844* 86.0" 885 18.0150 224212 21.3245 96.0 925
QEy, GEy  75.8" 71.8*  79.5% 798* 245250 182171 18.1179 96.5 95
QPy, GPy 639658 75.6" 76.1* 29.0280 192192 19.2182 96.0 970

Table 10: Every method at one user in absolute terms, on Qwen3.5-9B (left) and on GLM-5.3 Flash
(right): U is the budget used on a test in percent, lower is better, and P;¢1q the share of the held-out
test solved in percent, each the mean of four plays, the learner’s own in normal type and the reset’s
beside it in small type, each marked with an asterisk where it is above the bare model’s, the stateless
floor’s, as Appendix [J] flags. Table[T] gives each method’s share saved, which is one minus the ratio
of the two budgets. Bold marks each column’s best.

method users L Sseen Sheld

QOwen3.5-9B, weights

QDE 1 +0.43 [0.33,0.54] +0.57 [0.48,0.67] +0.29 [0.23,0.35]
QDE 2 +0.47 [0.38,0.56] +0.55 [0.46,0.64] +0.40 [0.34,0.47]
QDE 4 +0.53 [0.46,0.60] +0.51 [0.45,0.57] +0.39 [0.33,0.46]

Owen3.5-9B, baselines

QP 1 +0.43 [0.25,0.64] +0.65 [0.46,0.86] +0.03 [-0.02,0.09]
QP 2 +0.41 [0.28,0.55] +0.58 [0.43,0.75] +0.03 [-0.05,0.11]
QP 4 +0.43 [0.33,0.53] +0.50 [0.38,0.62] -0.03 [-0.11, 0.04]
QCo 1 0 +0.06 [-0.03,0.151 -0.02 [-0.10,0.05]
QC 1 +0.31 [0.19,0.45] +0.37 [0.26,0.51] -0.01 [-0.05,0.03]
QC 2 +0.27 [0.19,0.36] +0.30 [0.19,041]  0.00 [-0.08,0.07]
QC 4 +0.28 [0.22,035] +0.31 [0.19,0.43] -0.02 [-0.09, 0.05]
Qo 1 0 0.00 1-0.05,0.071 +0.03 [-0.03, 0.08]
QEy 1 0 -0.06 [-0.14,0.011 0.00 [-0.05,0.06]
QP 1 0 +0.03 [-0.07,0.12] +0.01 [-0.06, 0.07]

Table 11: DAgger on Qwen3.5-9B, and its baselines, at each number of users they served, read as in
Tablem the share learned on the stream and the share saved on each frozen test, against the method’s
wiped twin at the same number of users, and on the held-out test against the reset’s plays at one user
as well. At two and four users DAgger plays each test four times, and its baselines once. Bold marks
each column’s best among the values whose 95% interval lies above zero.

Why four users saved no more than two. On the held-out test DAgger saved 0.40 [0.34, 0.47]
at two users and 0.39 [0.33, 0.46] at four (Table[TT), although four users gave it the games of twice
as many tasks. We think the brake was the stream’s training procedure, not the games. A phase
measures its adapter every five steps and stops after six measures without a gain, so a phase that
finds no gain within 30 steps stops at any number of users, while the games it trains on grow with
the users: 30 steps are about a tenth of a pass over one user’s final labels, but a fiftieth over four
users’. Rolling back to each phase’s best, the runs kept 760 of their 6,060 steps at one user, 1,375 of
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7,010 at two and 2,147 of 7,852 at four, about 2.5, 1.9 and 1.4 passes over their final 19,243, 46,744
and 97,580 labels. To test this, we trained the student once more from the base model on all of each
run’s final labels, shuffled, with no phases, warm starts or rollbacks, at the run’s learning rate, batch
and held-out games. It measured about eight times a pass and stopped after eight measures without
a gain, and its best adapter, reached after about two passes at every number of users, played both
tests from the run’s own end-of-stream memory, four times at four users and once at one and two.
At one and two users the fit saved what its run did on the held-out test (the fit less the run, —0.01
[—0.08, 0.06] and —0.01 [—0.09, 0.07]). At four users, where the run had kept the fewest passes,
the fit saved Sphelq = 0.46 [0.40, 0.53], 0.07 [0.02, 0.13] more than its run and 0.06 [0.01, 0.11]
more than two users’ run, and Sgeen, = 0.59 [0.53, 0.66], 0.08 [0.04, 0.12] more than its run. The
held-out loss did not show this: each fit’s best was about 3% below its run’s last at every number of
users. So four users’ games held more than the stream’s procedure drew from them. Whether they
hold more than two users’ games fit the same way is not yet measurable, at 0.07 [—0.01, 0.15] from
the two-user fit’s one play, and whether generalization keeps growing with more users, up to all 400
of ARC-AGI-1’s training tasks at 16 users, we leave to future work.

Forgetting. Every task of the stream is visited eight times at any number of users, in a burst whose
rounds differ from task to task: at one user the first task’s visits end at round 44 and the second’s at
round 160. A task’s last visit therefore says how long it went unpracticed before the seen test, with
practice held equal. We read each task’s share saved on the seen test against the reset on the same
task, so that the task’s difficulty cancels, and compare the tasks visited most recently with those left
longest (Figure[9). No method forgot measurably. DAgger shows no measurable gap at one, two or
four users. At four users, with 100 tasks, the half of the tasks visited last saved 0.55 and the half
left longest 0.47, a gap of 0.08 [—0.05, 0.21], as replaying every game in each phase should give.
Over the ten methods whose Sseen i above zero, splitting the tasks into halves and quarters by their
last and by their first visit, and taking the slope on each, 4 of 70 readings exclude zero, about what
chance alone gives. The largest, GC’s, cannot be forgetting, since the demo cache keeps each task’s
pairs and never drops one: it comes from two tasks of its oldest quarter that a cache of pairs barely
helps with, on which QC saved as little (scripts/forgetting.py).
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Figure 9: Each task’s share saved on the seen test against the round of its last visit in the stream,
for DAgger at one, two and four users and for the two demo-cache floors. A dot’s area is the reset’s
spend on the task, and each line is the fit weighted by it.

I RESULTS ON GPT-6 LUNA

We run three harnesses on GPT-6 Luna, a commercial model, at low, medium and high reason-
ing effort: prime-agent (Karten et al.l 2026), hermes-agent (Nous Research, |2026) and openclaw
(OpenClaw contributors), 2026)), each with its persistence on, as it ships (H), and with its persistence
switched off (Hy), beside the two floors and the program library. GPT-6 Luna’s weights are closed,
so this grid has no trained method, and it checks what prime-agent does on the open models against
two other harnesses.

Figure [5] draws the grid at high effort, with each harness also asked to store (H-A) and given the
expert guidance (H-E, Appendix [F), and Table [12] gives the frozen tests at every effort. Figure
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sets each system’s share learned on the stream against what its model calls cost. The records of
every cell come with the paper (the reproducibility statement).

The two models. GLM-5.3 Flash and GPT-6 Luna are strong in different ways. On Atrtificial
Analysis’s Intelligence Index (v4.3.2), GLM-5.3 Flash scores 42 against 33 for GPT-6 Luna at high
effort, with its widest margin on Terminal-Bench, 33 against 5% (Artificial Analysis, [2026). At first
sight on ARC the order reverses: from three demonstrations, GLM-5.3 Flash solves 26.8% of the
track’s public tasks against 62.5 for GPT-6 Luna at high effort (Table [T3). In the harness the two
solve about as often. Once every task has been met, GLM-5.3 Flash in prime-agent solves 93%
of instances with its notes wiped (Table [9), and GPT-6 Luna at high effort 93 to 95% in its three
harnesses.
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Figure 10: The share learned on the stream (Equation [3] higher is better) of every GPT-6 Luna
system that keeps something, with its 95% interval, against what its model calls cost per instance
of the stream (log scale), a panel per effort: each harness in its color, as it ships (circle), asked
to store (square) and given the expert guidance (diamond), beside the program library (P) and the
demo-cache floor (C). Each system is read against itself reset before every instance. The program
library learns as much as any system for the least spend.

The share learned. On GPT-6 Luna, no harness as shipped saves a measurable share of the learn-
able budget at any reasoning effort (Figure[T0). Against their own methods Hy, the persistent meth-
ods lie between —0.15 and 0.04, and every 95% interval includes zero, while the program library
saves 0.49 [0.31, 0.73] of its learnable budget at low effort, 0.60 [0.38, 0.88] at medium and 0.62
[0.37, 0.93] at high, and the demo-cache floor, which only keeps the pairs it bought, saves 0.19
[0.10, 0.29], 0.24 [0.09, 0.40] and 0.28 [0.11, 0.44] of its own. The learnable budget of the model
alone falls as the effort rises, from 50.8 points at low effort to 26.5 at high, because a stronger model
pays less on every instance, returns included. A model that leaves little of it has outgrown the track

(Section [Z:4).

The state that each harness stored shows why the harnesses saved nothing (Appendix [E). Left to
decide, none stored what answered a returning task. The three are built for lessons that transfer
across unrelated work, none ties its store to the task id, and each breaks at a different step between
an instance and its return. prime-agent kept nothing beyond a session in any of its three persistent
cells, so the digest of its store that it shows the model was empty on every return. hermes-agent
always shows the model what it stored, but it stores general advice on how to approach a task, with
files named for a task only at low effort, where the re-exposures on which one came back cost more
than the rest. openclaw seldom searches its history, and its consolidation never writes a memory,
so no earlier correct answer came back on any re-exposure its replay log holds. Told what to keep,
they keep it: with the expert guidance, the program library’s procedure, added to their rules (method
H-E, Appendix [F)), every harness saves a measurable share of its learnable budget at every effort,
0.17 to 0.62 against the same harness given the guidance and wiped (method H-E,), and prime-
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agent’s matches the program library within noise at medium and high effort, and openclaw’s at high.
The harnesses on GPT-6 Luna therefore memorize when they are told what to keep, as GLM-5.3
Flash’s harness does, while Qwen3.5-9B’s, told the same, saved nothing measurable (Section Ef[)

The model and its presets. We choose the models from the ARC Prize leaderboard at the time
of submission. A preset (a model at one reasoning effort) qualifies when its verified semi-private
zero-shot score lies between about 15 and 60%, the band in which we expect a harness to have room
to learn. One model family, GPT-6 Luna, covers the track from within the band at the lowest cost
on the board, and we use its reasoning effort as the ability axis. We run low, medium and high
effort on ARC-AGI-1, the last above the band. The board is measured on the evaluation set, but the
ARC-AGI-1 stream serves easier, generated training instances. For this reason, we also check each
preset against the stateless floor’s first-exposure solve rate on the stream itself. On ARC-AGI-1,
pooled with the side experiment’s two orders, the stateless floor solved 33% of its 75 first exposures
at first answer at low effort, 61 at medium and 67 at high, against board scores of 37.7, 61.0 and
70.3%. Low and medium effort leave room to learn. On every preset we run, the model alone leaves
a learnable budget of 26.5 to 50.8 points. On ARC-AGI-1, every method runs at every effort, which
lets us compare the harnesses on identical weights at each effort.

The charge these runs were played under. Every GPT-6 Luna cell, the side experiment’s on the
order among them, and its frozen tests, was played under rules that state the charge of Equation [I]
(Appendix [C). The rules were first written for an earlier charge, under which an instance that ended
unsolved cost the attempt cap, 8, plus its demonstrations. Under the current charge a learner that
will fail anyway loses nothing by buying every demonstration before its last attempt, so the rules
it reads can change its play. We therefore played GPT-6 Luna’s cells again under the current rules
rather than charge their records again, and no cell played under the earlier rules enters a number we
report.

The frozen tests. After the stream, every system plays the two tests of Section from its final
state, and the reset plays them from an empty state, apart from it (Table [I2). A system that keeps
nothing between instances, a floor or a wiped method, reads half its plays against the other half, so its
spread, —0.06 to 0.13 on the seen test and —0.17 to 0.07 on the held-out test, is the noise of playing
a test. Judged with the other learners of its effort (Appendix [A), every method that kept a program
per task saved more than chance on the seen test, as did the demo-cache floor and prime-agent asked
to store, while the harnesses as shipped did not. On the held-out test, none of the 30 readings of the
methods that keep something saved more than chance once each effort’s eleven learners are judged
together, and four cost more, three of them hermes-agent’s. The tests detect memorization, and no
positive held-out saving survives the correction.

J THE PRIVATE SET

Every task of the track has a public answer, and every task of its stream a public solver, so the
statement of what a learner may use, which comes with the code, forbids the lookup of Appendix [A]
but cannot make it impossible. A new seed changes the instances and not the rules. The private set
holds new rules that only we have seen, on which we rerun a learner’s code to verify a result. We
keep it as ARC-AGI keeps its private evaluation set (Chollet et al.l [2025): the code comes to the
tasks, and the tasks never go to a submitter’s machine, which could keep whatever it was shown.
We name no rule here and show no instance, since anything shown of a rule publishes it. The
construction below took the first track’s set from 98 candidates to the 50 kept; the second and third
tracks’ sets, built by the same method, follow it.

The rules. Six agents on Claude Opus 5.5 wrote the 98 candidates, one agent for each family of
rules: objects, geometry, lines and paths, patterns and sequences, panels and logic, and physics and
topology, with 16 or 17 rules each. A rule is a module with a generator, which draws an instance
from a seed, and a solver, which computes the output from the input alone. The benchmark serves
the rules as one more task source, with a fresh pair for every test input and every demonstration, so
any learner that runs on the public track runs on the private set unchanged. Its held-out rules are
generated as well, and a request there returns a fresh pair up to the cap of eight, where the public
held-out test serves each task’s own two to seven pairs. The agents were asked for one idea that a
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method share saved on the seen test share saved on the held-out test

GPT-6 Luna, effort low medium high low medium high
Sfloors

stateless 0.00 [-0.07,+0.06] +0.12 [+0.01,+0.24] -0.04 [-0.14,+0.05] +0.02 [-0.03,+0.07] -0.04 [-0.15,+0.08] -0.12 [-0.23,-0.02]
demo-cache +0.21 [+0.08, +0.36] +0.34 [+0.22,+0.48] +0.51 [+0.38,+0.67] +0.03 [0.00,+0.07]  0.00 [-0.07,+0.07] -0.01 [-0.10,+0.07]
program library

PLo +0.02 [-0.06,+0.09] -0.04 [-0.14,+0.05] +0.05 [-0.05,+0.13] +0.07 [-0.03,+0.15] +0.05 [-0.08,+0.16] -0.02 [-0.11, +0.05]
PL +0.54 [+0.35,+0.78] +0.77 [+0.54,+0.97] +0.73 [+0.47,+0.98] -0.06 [-0.12,0.00]  -0.06 [-0.15,+0.04] -0.02 [-0.08, +0.05]

hermes-agent

Ho +0.04 [-0.05,+0.14] +0.01 [-0.07,+0.09] +0.01 [-0.12,+0.12]  0.00 [-0.08,+0.08] -0.17 [-0.35,-0.03] -0.07 [-0.20, +0.06]
H-Eo +0.03 [-0.08,+0.13]  -0.03 [-0.12,+0.06] +0.03 [-0.09,+0.13] +0.03 [-0.06,+0.12] +0.02 [-0.10,+0.13]  0.00 [-0.16, +0.13]
H +0.03 [-0.09,+0.15]  -0.07 [-0.22,+0.05] +0.03 [-0.05,+0.10] -0.02 [-0.09,+0.04] -0.21 [-0.32,-0.10] -0.01 [-0.09, +0.06]
H-A -0.04 [-0.22,+0.13] +0.18 [+0.05,+0.35] +0.18 [-0.01,+0.39] -0.25 [-0.34,-0.17] -0.09 [-0.18,0.00]  -0.01 [-0.11, +0.07]
H-E +0.30 [+0.14,+0.49] +0.52 [+0.36,+0.71] +0.62 [+0.45,+0.81] -0.09 [-0.16,-0.03] +0.11 [+0.01,+0.19] +0.13 [+0.04, +0.21]
openclaw

Ho +0.01 [-0.08,+0.091 -0.06 [-0.15,+0.01]  0.00 [-0.10,+0.10] -0.04 [-0.12,+0.04] -0.11 [-0.27,+0.02]1 +0.02 [-0.11, +0.14]
H-Eo +0.06 [-0.02,+0.14] +0.01 [-0.12,+0.13]  0.00 [-0.08,+0.08] -0.02 [-0.11,+0.07] -0.02 [-0.14,+0.08] +0.06 [-0.05, +0.15]
H -0.04 [-0.13,+0.03] +0.02 [-0.09, +0.12] -0.04 [-0.12,+0.03] +0.01 [-0.05,+0.07] -0.06 [-0.17,+0.04] -0.05 [-0.13, +0.03]
H-A -0.11 [-021,-0.02] +0.04 [-0.08,+0.18] +0.07 [-0.02,+0.17] -0.07 [-0.14, 0.00] 0.00 [-0.10,+0.10]  -0.14 [-0.23,-0.04]
H-E +0.28 [+0.12, +0.48] +0.58 [+0.38,+0.78] +0.64 [+0.44,+0.82] -0.06 [-0.14,0.00] +0.02 [-0.07,+0.11] -0.02 [-0.11, +0.06]
prime-agent

Ho -0.05 [-0.17,+0.051 40.02 [-0.11,+0.14] +0.02 [-0.14,+0.14] +0.03 [-0.07,+0.12] -0.05 [-0.22,+0.09] -0.08 [-0.21, +0.05]
H-Eo -0.03 [-0.13,+0.06] +0.13 [0.00,+0.24]  +0.07 [-0.01,+0.15] +0.04 [-0.04,+0.12] -0.01 [-0.15,+0.11] -0.05 [-0.23,+0.10]
H -0.02 [-0.09,+0.05] +0.06 [-0.03,+0.14] -0.05 [-0.17,+0.04]  0.00 [-0.05,+0.06] -0.03 [-0.15,+0.07] +0.06 [-0.05, +0.14]
H-A +0.19 [+0.08,+0.35] +0.37 [+0.27,+0.49] +0.42 [+0.29,+0.55] +0.01 [-0.05,+0.07] +0.05 [-0.06,+0.15] +0.12 [+0.03,+0.21]
H-E +0.35 [+0.17,+0.58] +0.57 [+0.34,+0.80] +0.72 [+0.63,+0.82] +0.02 [-0.05,+0.08]  0.00 [-0.10,+0.08] +0.05 [-0.03, +0.12]
Table 12: GPT-6 Luna’s frozen tests: the share of the reset’s spend on each test that a system

no longer pays, against itself reset (Equation [4] higher is better), with its 95% interval over task
resamples in small type. A harness is read against its method Hy, and H-E against H-Ey; the demo-
cache floor against the stateless floor, and the program library against PLy. A floor or a wiped
method reads half its plays against the other half, so these methods show the noise of playing a test.
Bold marks each column’s best among the values whose 95% interval lies above zero.

person could infer from three examples, with every color role, count or direction that the answer
depends on visible in the grid, one answer for every instance, varied sizes, positions and colors, and
no public task or plain ARC trope, such as gravity or symmetry completion, without a twist that
changes the rule.

Filters and screens. A candidate passes the mechanical filters when, over 300 draws, its generator
and solver always finish, every grid is valid, the solver reproduces every generated output, its inputs
and outputs vary, and the output is not always the input under one fixed rotation or reflection; all
98 passed, and the thresholds are in the set’s code. Two screens then look for a rule that already
exists. Re-ARC’s 400 verifiers, the solvers of the ARC-AGI-1 training tasks, reproduced none of
the candidates, and each candidate’s own solver, given every pair of all 1,920 public ARC-AGI-1
and ARC-AGI-2 tasks, dropped six candidates, each of which matched one to three public tasks. No
candidate contained another.

Calibration. We measure how often a model solves a rule at first sight. An item is one fresh
instance with three demonstrations, drawn as the demo-cache floor first meets the task, in a fixed
prompt, and the model gives one answer, which must match exactly, with no feedback and no sec-
ond attempt. Claude Opus 5.5 at max effort answered four instances of each of the 92 remaining
candidates and solved 360 of the 368. GPT-6 Luna answered eight of each at low, medium and high
effort. Both answered the ARC-AGI-1 track’s 50 public tasks in the same way: fresh instances of
its 25 stream tasks from the Re-ARC generators, as many as for a rule, and each test pair of its 25
held-out evaluation tasks with up to three of the task’s own pairs. A candidate that Opus solved
fewer than three times in four was set aside, which two were, and one that Luna solved every time
at every effort would have been too easy, which none was. The calibration cost about 60 US dollars
on Opus and 6 on Luna. These rates are not the floors’ first-exposure rates of Appendix [l since a
floor chooses its own demonstration requests and often answers before it asks for any.
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Selection. From the 90 eligible candidates, we removed one at a time, each time the one whose
removal brought the rest nearest the public tasks’ first-sight rates over the four presets of Claude
Opus 5.5 and GPT-6 Luna, keeping the families near equal shares, until 50 were left, 8 or 9 per
family, and split them into 25 for the stream and 25 held out, each family dealt to both halves
(Table[T3)). The 92 calibrated candidates were easier for GPT-6 Luna than the public tasks, by 3.7 to
5.6 points, and the selection removes the difference. The other 40 eligible candidates are a reserve,
for a kept rule that has to be retired. The set is frozen, since a run on it is comparable with another
only while its rules stay as they are. It serves one user, since every further user brings 25 rules of
their own, and we will add rules to verify learners in the collective regimes.

Two models the selection never saw. After the set was frozen, GLM-5.3 Flash and Qwen3.5-9B
at medium effort answered eight instances of each of the 92 candidates and the ARC-AGI-1 track’s
public tasks in the same way, as a check on models that the selection did not match. GLM-5.3 Flash
solves 26.5% of the kept rules and 26.8% of the public tasks, though its halves part in opposite
directions, the streamed rules 6.5 points under the public stream and the held-out rules 6.0 points
over the public held-out tasks. Qwen3.5-9B solves 5.5% of the kept rules and 8.5% of the public
tasks, its streamed rules about as often as the public stream and its held-out rules 6.5 points less
often than the public held-out tasks. The public held-out rates rest on 26 answers, one to each test
pair, of which GLM-5.3 Flash solved 6 and Qwen3.5-9B 3, so one answer moves them by up to
four points. More than nine in ten of Qwen3.5-9B’s replies, on the rules and on the public tasks
alike, reached the cap of 32,000 tokens before an answer, so its rates mostly count replies cut off.
GLM-5.3 Flash’s reached it on 22% of its replies on the rules and 25% on the public tasks, almost
none of them solved, so its rates also count some replies cut off, about equally on both sides. The
two cost about 9 US dollars together.

stream held out all
model, effort private public private public private public calibrated
GPT-6 Luna, low 31.5 31.5 21.0 20.0 26.3 25.8 314
GPT-6 Luna, medium 54.0 54.0 56.0 56.0 55.0 55.0 58.7
GPT-6 Luna, high 59.0 59.0 66.5 66.0 62.8 62.5 67.7
Claude Opus 5.5, max 97.0 97.0 100.0 100.0 98.5 98.5 97.8
GLM-5.3 Flash, medium 23.0 29.5 30.0 24.0 26.5 26.8 29.2
Qwen3.5-9B, medium 5.5 5.0 5.5 12.0 5.5 8.5 4.9

Table 13: First-sight solve rates, in percent, on the private set and on the ARC-AGI-1 track’s pub-
lic tasks, measured the same way: three demonstrations, one answer and an exact match. Private
columns are the 25 streamed rules, the 25 held-out rules and the 50 kept; public columns are the
track’s 25 stream tasks, its 25 held-out ARC-AGI-1 evaluation tasks and all 50. Calibrated is all
92 candidates that passed the filters and screens. Each rate is a mean over rules or tasks, of eight
instances per rule or stream task for GPT-6 Luna, GLM-5.3 Flash and Qwen3.5-9B and four for
Claude Opus 5.5. The selection matched the first four rows; the last two were calibrated after it.

The second track’s set. Seven agents on Claude Opus 5.5 wrote 116 candidate rules for the sea-
son, one agent for each of seven families new to the track: legends and keys, context, compositions,
programs and procedures, relations and graphs, assembly and shape matching, and counting and
reading out. Each was asked for ARC-AGI-2’s character: symbols whose meaning the grid sets,
rules that compose or apply by context, and grids up to 30 by 30. All 116 passed the filters and both
screens, against the 1,920 public tasks and fresh draws of the track’s ARC-GEN generators, and
none contains another or one of the first track’s rules. Claude Opus 5.5 at max effort solved 450 of
its 464 answers, and the two rules it solved only twice in four were set aside. The selection matched
Kimi K3.1 Pro at medium effort, the track’s model, with 24 answers per rule, and kept 50 rules, 7
per family and 8 of counting, 25 for the stream and 25 held out, with 64 in reserve. Kimi solves 32%
of the kept rules and of the public tasks, the stream 45 against 45 and the held-out rules 18 against
18, and Opus 95 against 91. Two models the selection never saw agree: Kimi-K3 at medium effort
solves 38% against 40 and GLM-5.3 Flash 12 against 12, though half or more of GLM-5.3 Flash’s
replies reach the cap. These readings are of OpenRouter’s routing on 7 November 2026, which
served Kimi from many providers; pinned to Moonshot AI’s own endpoint, which served all our
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Kimi runs, Kimi solves 30% of the kept rules against 27 of the public tasks, the stream 46 against 41
and the held-out rules 15 against 14. On eight fresh instances of each kept rule, which the selection
never read, Kimi still solves 32%, but its halves part less, the stream 38 and the held-out rules 26, so
some of the spread the selection matched was chance, and the held-out rules may read easier than
the public held-out tasks. The calibration cost about 660 US dollars.

The third track’s set. ARC-AGI-3 keeps no hidden games that anyone outside ARC Prize can
use, so agents on Claude Opus 5.5 wrote 28 candidate games for the season on ARC Prize’s engine,
each with sprite types and mechanics of its own, a first level, a generator and a solver, and each
designed away from the 25 public games. Several are versions of well-known puzzles, and none is
an ARC-AGI-3 game. All 28 pass the public track’s checks at 50 seeds, draw the same levels in
another process, and draw without failing at 500 of the seeds a run derives. A first-sight reading
plays fresh levels as Appendix [K]does, the model wiped before each level and free to ask for three
demonstrations. Claude Opus 5.5 at max effort solved all 112 levels it played, and all 100 of the
public games’. Kimi K3.1 Pro at medium effort, the track’s model, first solved fewer levels of the
candidates than of the public games, 19 against 28% on the first 22, and the eight of which it solved
none, puzzles that need planning ahead, were made easier with their rules unchanged, with smaller
boards, fewer pieces or shorter first levels, before the selection. The selection kept 25 games, 15 for
the stream and 10 held out, with 3 in reserve, on which Kimi solves 28% of the levels against 28 on
the public games, the stream 31 against 31 and the held-out games 24 against 24, on OpenRouter’s
routing of 7 November. That match is selected on the readings that measure it. Pinned to Moonshot
ATl’s own endpoint, which served all our Kimi runs and serves every verified run, the same levels
read the kept games somewhat harder, 27% against 33, the stream 29 against 35 and the held-out
games 24 against 29, a gap of about one standard error over games. GLM-5.3 Flash at medium
effort, which the selection never saw, solves 43% against 40 on the routing, the held-out games 50
against 42, within the noise of 40 levels. The kept games are mostly played by clicking, 15 by
clicks, 8 by keys and 2 by both, where the public games are 8, 4 and 13. A learner no better than
its reset reads a held-out share saved within about [—0.14,0.12] on the 10 held-out games, against
[—0.11, 0.10] on the public track’s. No person has played the games. The calibration cost about 580
US dollars.

The verified run. A submitter opens an issue on the benchmark’s public repository with a public
commit, the learner, the published models it uses and a budget for their calls, which it pays ahead.
We run the learner, its reset and each of its models bare on the private set at a seed drawn for the
run and not disclosed, inside the sandbox of Appendix [DJon a machine of its own that has no public
network and holds neither the rules nor the key, and the learner reaches nothing but the tracking
proxy, which makes every model call on a key of ours, each model served by one endpoint for
the whole run, capped at that budget. The issue then receives each test’s share saved with its 95%
interval, the share learned, the budgets and shares solved of the learner and the reset, and what the
model calls cost, with the flags below. Only these numbers come back. The records, and anything
the learner kept, stay with us, since they show the rules.

Checks against gaming. A submission names every model its learner uses, each being a published
model that must start as released. Each share is read beside its budgets (Table [I0), and a test on
which the reset plays below any of the learner’s models played bare at no greater cost, or below
the cheapest of them at any cost, is flagged, so that a deliberately weakened reset cannot inflate the
learner’s relative gain, and so is one on which the learner plays no better than such a model, so that
switching to a stronger model cannot read as learning, and one on which the learner sends a larger
share of its calls than its reset to any of its models but the cheapest, so that switching to a stronger
model for only some calls cannot either.

What remains open. No person has tried the rules. Claude Opus 5.5 at max effort, solving every
kept rule at least three times in four from three demonstrations, stands in for the human testers who
solved each ARC-AGI-2 task (Chollet et al.| 2025). The same model wrote the rules, and since it
solves 98.5% of both the kept rules and the public tasks, at the ceiling, the calibration cannot show
whether rules written by a model are easier for that model. An Opus learner is read against itself
reset on the same instances, which shares any such advantage. The match of Table @] is at first
sight and says nothing of how much a rule can be learned on its return, so the private set’s learnable
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budget need not equal the public stream’s, and a verified run measures it with the reset. We read
a share learned on the private set below the one on the public stream, beyond both intervals, as a
sign of tuning to the public stream. A learner chooses its own scores, so the numbers a verified
run publishes carry a little of what it was served. They are rounded, a submitter’s runs in a season
are capped, and the set can be retired for new rules, but only rules drawn fresh for every run would
remove this. Learners that train their weights are verified on machines we rent, since a submitter’s
own machine would keep the instances it trained on.

K THE SECOND AND THIRD TRACKS

Both tracks keep the first track’s protocol. Tasks return with fresh instances after gaps while new
tasks keep arriving, the learner may ask for a demonstration or act, a failure costs the whole budget,
and after the stream the learner is frozen and plays a seen test and a held-out test, each read against
the learner wiped before every instance. Each is its edition’s configuration in the released code
(v0.6.0), at seed 0. Since users bring tasks of their own, the second track’s pool serves at most
four users and the third’s one. A verified run on either track plays a private set of its own, 50 new
rules on ARC-AGI-2 and 25 new games on ARC-AGI-3 (Appendix [J).

ARC-AGI-2. Of ARC-AGI-2’s 1,000 public training tasks, 767 are ARC-AGI-1 tasks, as are 6 of
its 120 evaluation tasks (Chollet et al., [2025)), so the track draws only on tasks new to the second
edition. ARC-GEN (Moffitt, [2025) has generators for 172 of the 233 new training tasks, and a task
enters the pool when its generator passes a screen over 1,000 draws, the private set’s mechanical
filters (Appendix E[) and two checks of fidelity. ARC-TGI (Lehmann et al., [2026)) also offers genera-
tors for part of ARC-AGI-2, but the track uses ARC-GEN alone. ARC-GEN’s own validation must
reproduce every published pair, and every draw must keep what all the published pairs share, such as
the output’s shape, its scale and colors drawn from the input; the thresholds are in the track’s code.
Of the 172, 117 pass. The track streams 25 of them, eight fresh instances each, in the first track’s
order, and its held-out test is 100 of the 114 evaluation tasks new to ARC-AGI-2, each served with
its own pairs. A demonstration is a fresh generated pair, as on the first track. The stream’s tasks
are training tasks, which, unlike the evaluation tasks, were not calibrated on people (Chollet et al.,
2025)), so the stream may be the easier half.

ARC-AGI-3. Each of ARC-AGI-3’s 25 public games is a 64 by 64 grid that responds to seven
actions and a reset over a fixed sequence of levels (ARC Prize Foundation, 2026a). In 22 of the
games the later levels add sprite types, and in several they change a rule’s parameters, so a game’s
levels are not instances of one task. A task of the track is therefore a game’s rules at its first level,
and an instance a fresh level of those rules, with the same sprite types and data in a new layout. A
generator we wrote for each game draws the level, and the game’s solver, a search over the game’s
state, solves it and checks the answer by replaying it in ARC Prize’s engine. A game enters the track
only if its generator passes a gate over 50 seeds, which checks that every level is drawn quickly,
solved and won on replay, close in length to the game’s own first level, distinct from the others and
from the public first level, and made of the first level’s sprite types alone, with the thresholds in the
track’s code. All 25 games pass, and they are split once, at seed 0, into 15 that the stream serves and
10 held out. The track serves eight fresh levels of each stream game in the first track’s order, its seen
test four fresh levels of each, and its held-out test four of each held-out game.

An instance’s baseline is the human count of actions for the game’s first level, scaled by the in-
stance’s solution length over the first level’s. Its budget of actions is five times its baseline, at most
1,000, and every action and every reset of the level counts toward it. A solved level costs its ac-
tions and resets over its baseline, at most 5, and one more for each demonstration, at most three;
an unsolved level costs the whole budget of 8, so that failing is never cheaper than trying, as on
the first track. A demonstration is the solver’s play of another fresh level of the same game. Since
no instance is a level anyone has played before, a memory of the public levels, with which a har-
ness has solved that set (Bedi, 2026), as have three concurrent ones (Wul, [2026; [Zhao et al., 2026b}
Anonymous, 2026a), does not help. Compiled Worlds (Anonymous|, 2026b), also concurrent, edits
the public games’ programs into variants, resampled layouts and mutated rules among them, and
prices what each change adds to a harness’s cost on the original level. A game’s later levels, with
their new rules, are left for a mode of the benchmark in which the rules drift.
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First sight. Table 14| gives how often three models solve each track’s instances at first sight. On
ARC-AGI-2 a model sees three demonstrations and answers once, as the private set’s calibration
does (Appendix [J). On ARC-AGI-3 it plays the held-out test, four fresh levels of each held-out
game, wiped before each and free to ask for up to three demonstrations per level. Qwen3.5-9B’s
replies reached their cap before an answer on 61 of its 100 ARC-AGI-2 instances, and a provider’s
error ended 7 more, so its rate mostly counts replies cut off, as on the first track. On ARC-AGI-3,
where a level takes tens to hundreds of moves, a quarter of its replies reasoned to the cap, some for
over 20 minutes, and after two and a half hours it had made 30 of its first level’s 110 moves, so we
report no result there.

Kimi K3.1 Pro on ARC-AGI-2. Kimi K3.1 Pro has no published ARC-AGI-2 score, but its 15%
or so on our held-out test, which serves 100 of ARC-AGI-2’s own evaluation tasks with their own
pairs, is in line with ARC Prize’s results for Kimi K3 at low reasoning effort on the same tasks, 16
solved against 45 at high effort and 55 at max (ARC Prize Foundation, 2026b). Kimi offers only
low, high and max effort, and at the medium we requested through OpenRouter its first-sight replies
ran about 1,000 tokens at the median, a fifth of Kimi-K3’s at the same setting, with none reaching
the cap; played again on 50 of those instances on Moonshot Al’s own endpoint, which served all
our Kimi runs, medium solved 19 and 24 at replies as long as low’s, which solved 23, against 40
and 44 at high, so our runs, which request medium, play Kimi at what is in effect its low effort. Its
higher rates elsewhere come from easier tasks: ARC-AGI-2’s training tasks in the stream and the
seen test, which were not calibrated on people, and each ARC-AGI-3 game’s first level, which ARC
Prize designed to be easy (ARC Prize Foundation, |2026a), and nearly every level Kimi solved there
it solved after watching the solver play another level of the same game.

Table 14: First-sight solve rates on the second and third tracks, in percent, with the number of
instances, requested at medium reasoning effort through OpenRouter, a level Kimi does not offer.
ARC-AGI-2: four fresh instances of each of the track’s 25 stream tasks (two of each for Kimi-K3),
three demonstrations and one answer, an exact match, a reply capped at 32,000 tokens, which no
reply of the Kimi models reached, and at 65,536 for Qwen3.5-9B. ARC-AGI-3: the track’s 40 held-
out levels, the bare model wiped before each, a reply capped at 64,000 tokens, and the mean charge
out of 8. A dash marks a track a model is too slow to play.

ARC-AGI-2 ARC-AGI-3
model solved instances solved mean charge
Kimi K3.1 Pro 29 100 25 6.8
Kimi-K3 56 50 35 6.0
Qwen3.5-9B 22 100 - -

Initial results. Kimi K3.1 Pro also plays nine of Section [3[s methods on ARC-AGI-2 and five
on ARC-AGI-3 at one user: the two floors (KCy and KC), prime-agent as shipped (K), wiped (Ky)
and asked to store (KA), and on ARC-AGI-2 also the program library (KP) and the expert guidance
(KE) with their wiped twins. Each plays its stream once and each test four times for the floors and
twice for the rest, which we pinned to Moonshot AI's own endpoint (Table [I5). On ARC-AGI-2
the program library and the expert guidance learn their stream, saving 0.82 and 0.66 of the learnable
budget, and save most of the seen test, 0.92 and 0.66 of the reset’s spend, the program library solving
99% of it on 3% of the budget, but nothing on the held-out test. Besides them, on both tracks only
the demo-cache floor gains more than chance, and only on returning tasks. It saves 0.35 of the
learnable budget on ARC-AGI-2’s stream and 0.37 of the reset’s spend on the seen test, and 0.11
and 0.13 on ARC-AGI-3, but nothing on either held-out test. What prime-agent kept, as shipped or
asked to store, saved nothing measurable against the same harness wiped, on either track’s stream or
tests: its 0.10 on ARC-AGI-3’s held-out test lies above zero pointwise, but not once corrected over
the track’s three learners (Appendix [A). On ARC-AGI-3 the harness solves about two and a half
times as many of the stream’s levels as the model alone, 65.8% as shipped and wiped alike against
the stateless floor’s 25.8, so what it brings there is its way of playing, not what it keeps. Figures
and[I2]draw Figure 3]s four panels for these methods with broad axis ranges, and they are sparse on
purpose. We studied ARC-AGI-1 in depth and tested only lightweight methods on the harder tracks:
playing every method of Section[3]on them, with each model and number of users, would cost tens of
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Table 15: Initial results on the second and third tracks: Kimi K3.1 Pro, requested at medium rea-
soning effort, at one user, the two floors through OpenRouter and every other method pinned to
Moonshot AI’s own endpoint. P is the share of the stream’s instances solved, in percent. L, Sgeen
and Spelq are read as in Table El, the demo-cache floor against the stateless floor, KA against K
and every other method against itself wiped, from four plays of each test by each floor and two by
every other method, a method that keeps nothing reading half its plays against the other half. A dash
marks a method that does not play ARC-AGI-3 beyond the pilot of Table[I6] Small type is the 95%
interval over task resamples. Bold marks each column’s best, for L and S among the values whose
95% interval lies above zero.

ARC-AGI-2 ARC-AGI-3
method P L Sseen Sheld P L Sseen Sheld
KCy 61.0 0 -0.01 -0.13,0.101 -0.01 [-0.05,0.03] 25.8 0 -0.06 [-0.12,0.001 +0.01 [-0.05, 0.06]

KC 71.0 +0.35 [0.22,0481 +0.37 [0.26,048] +0.01 [-002,0041 32.5 +0.11 [001,023] +0.13 [0.04,024] -0.02 [-0.10,0.04]
KP 91.0 +0.82 (0.74,0901 +0.92 [086,0981 -0.02 [-0.09,0.04] - - - -

KPy 70.5 0 +0.01 0.18.0.181 -0.08 [-0.18,0.01] - - - -
K 74.0 +0.04 [-0.09,0.16) -0.04 [-0.15,0071 +0.02 [-003,008) 65.8 -0.02 [-0.13,0071 +0.03 -0.06,0.121 +0.10 [0.01,0.18]
Ko 71.0 0 +0.11 [0.02,0231 -0.05 [-0.15,0041 65.8 0 +0.01 o021,018] +0.02 [-0.21,0.25]

KA 72.0 +0.05 (0070181 +0.11 [-004,0251 -0.02 [-008,003] 63.3 +0.02 [-0.14,0.171 +0.09 -0.02,0.21] +0.02 [-0.09,0.10]
KE 87.5 +0.66 [047,0831 +0.66 [049,0821 -0.01 [-0.07,0.04] - - - -
KEy 79.5 0 +0.10 -0.06,0.231 +0.05 1-0.03,0.13] - - - -

thousands of dollars, and the student we train cannot yet play ARC-AGI-3, as the first-sight results
above show. We expect Figure [3[s trends to recur on both tracks, and leave the rest of each plane
open for new methods and submissions, including from labs with the compute to play every method.
Both tracks leave models far more to learn than ARC-AGI-1, so they should stay relevant as models
improve.

Table 16: The pilot of the program library (KP) and the expert guidance (KE) on ARC-AGI-3, beside
Table[I3]'s methods on the same 120 instances of its stream, a first visit and seven returns of each of
the 15 games, in the same order. Kimi K3.1 Pro is requested at medium reasoning effort, at one user,
the two floors through OpenRouter and every other method pinned to Moonshot AI’s own endpoint.
Each method played the stream once. Solved is the share of instances solved, in percent, and the
number solved of the 15 first visits; charge is the mean charge out of 8. Bold marks each column’s
best.

stream first visits returns

method solvedt charge| solved{ charge] solved? charge|

KCy 25.8 6.69 5 6.29 24.8 6.75
KC 325 6.04 6 5.99 314 6.05
KP 25.8 6.32 1 7.82 28.6 6.11
K 65.8 4.88 12 4.13 63.8 4.98
Ko 65.8 4.79 9 5.11 66.7 4.75
KA 63.3 4.70 10 441 62.9 4.75
KE 77.5 3.25 13 3.45 76.2 3.22

A pilot of KP and KE on ARC-AGI-3. On ARC-AGI-3 an answer is a sequence of actions rather
than a grid, so we built a version of each procedure for games. The program library keeps a world
model per game, a program that gives the board after an action and whether a board is won. It is
checked at no cost against every transition the game has shown, the demonstrations’ and the learner’s
own, and kept once it gets none wrong. When the game returns, a fixed search plans the level with
the kept program, and the plan is played before the model is asked, stopping at the first board the
program did not predict. The expert guidance tells prime-agent to request a demonstration of a new
game, try each action it did not show and keep notes on the controls and the win condition. It also
tells it to write, check and plan with a world model through the check and the search, given as tools.
Each played the stream once, with no test and no wiped twin, and Table @] reads them beside the
methods of Table[I5]on the same instances. KE solved the most and spent the least, and on returns
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Figure 11: Figure 3]s four panels for ARC-AGI-2, with broad axis ranges: every learner Kimi K3.1
Pro has played on this track so far, requested at medium reasoning effort, at one user, each against
its reset. The dashed boxes mark the space no learner here reaches yet, which we leave open for
new methods and submissions: on the left panels everything above the points drawn, where a learner
better on the held-out test than any here would stand, and on the right an open region above and to
the right of no gain.

it solved 12.4 points more than K [7.6, 18.1] at 1.77 less charge [—2.44, —1.09], with 95% intervals
over the 15 games. Its first visits gained as much, and its returns solved no more than its first visits,
so the gain lies in how it plays a game it meets. What it learned across visits is for its wiped twin to
show. It kept notes and trajectories for every game, and no program. KP did no better than the floors.
It kept programs for three games, and their plans won sp80’s last six visits and ft09’s last four with
no model call, each for 0.09 to 0.10 of the budget of 8. It lost its first visits, solving 1 of 15 against
the demo-cache floor’s 6, for a reason we have not shown (scripts/read_arc3_pilot.py).
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Figure 12: Figure[3[s four panels for ARC-AGI-3, as Figure[TT|draws them for ARC-AGI-2, with the
space left open boxed the same way. The program library and the expert guidance are procedures for
grids, so they do not play this track, beyond the pilot of a version of each for games in Appendix [K]
which played no test.
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L CosTs

Inference at common token prices. Figure[I3|reprices the stream tokens of Figure[3[s learners at
the same tariff per model (Table [I7). For QDE this is an API-equivalent serving cost, not its GPU
bill or a claim that the provider hosts its adapters. QT, QTE and QETE include the teacher’s online
play; QDE excludes training compute and teacher labels. Costs are divided by all users’ valid stream
instances and exclude the reset runs and final tests.

Per-run resource records do not retain cache-hit counts. We therefore assume 70% cached input
for both models and show the full sensitivity to that fraction, from 0 to 100%. These are serving
scenarios, not measured bills. Output counts already include reasoning tokens.

Model Provider Input Cached input  Output
Qwen3.5-9B Primelntellect  0.020 0.018 0.030
GLM-5.3-Flash  Z.ai 0.150 0.030 0.500

Table 17: US dollars per million tokens, retrieved on 7 November 2026. Qwen uses Primelntellect’s
BF16 endpoint on OpenRouter; GLM uses Z.ai.
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Figure 13: Inference cost and share learned on the stream, with labels as in Figure 3] Vertical bars
are pointwise 95% task-bootstrap intervals; horizontal bars span O to 100% cached input, with points
at 70%. QDE(2) and QDE(4) serve two and four users; every other learner serves one.
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Recorded experiment spending. Table|18|sums the recorded API charges for the final run fam-
ilies, their controls and test repeats, the Luna order comparisons, and the reported calibrations.
Shared controls and teacher streams are counted once. The training estimate uses completed phase
durations and GPU allocations, with corrections when a resumed phase changed allocation, at $4.50
per H100-hour.

The API subtotal is incomplete: some provider charges and failed teacher-label calls were not
recorded. GPU serving, idle allocation, earlier configuration searches and failed methods are also ex-
cluded. These figures therefore give a documented portion of the experiment costs, not the project’s
total bill. The released cost manifest lists every included source and the exclusions.

Experiment group Recorded API ($) H100 hours Est. training ($)
ARC-AGI-1, Qwen and GLM 5,735.66 - -
ARC-AGI-1, Luna (three efforts and orders) 4,406.10 - -
ARC-AGI-2, Kimi methods 898.03 - -
ARC-AGI-3, Kimi methods 698.62 - -
Private-set and ARC-AGI-2 calibration 83.18 - -
QDE, 1 user: labels and training 70.81 262.8 1,182
QDE, 2 users: labels and training 170.33 2933 1,320
QDE, 4 users: labels and training 344.00 368.4 1,658
Subtotal 12,406.75 924.5 4,160

Table 18: Recorded API charges and estimated H100 training costs, in US dollars. QDE’s rows give
its teacher-label charges and training over all completed phases of its one-, two- and four-user runs.
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