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DID TURING PROVE THE UNDECIDABILITY OF THE

HALTING PROBLEM?

JOEL DAVID HAMKINS AND THEODOR NENU

Abstract. We discuss the accuracy of the attribution commonly given to
Turing [Tur36] for the computable undecidability of the halting problem, even-
tually coming to a nuanced conclusion.
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The halting problem is the decision problem of determining whether a given com-
puter program halts on a given input, a problem famously known to be computably
undecidable. In the computability theory literature, one quite commonly finds at-
tribution for this result given to Alan Turing [Tur36], and we should like to consider
the extent to which these attributions are accurate. After all, the term halting prob-
lem, the modern formulation of the problem, as well as the common self-referential
proof of its undecidability, are all—strictly speaking—absent from Turing’s work.
However, Turing does introduce the concept of an undecidable decision problem,
proving that what he calls the circle-free problem is undecidable and subsequently
also that what we call the symbol-printing problem, to decide if a given program
will ever print a given symbol, is undecidable. This latter problem is easily seen
to be computably equivalent to the halting problem and can arguably serve in di-
verse contexts and applications in place of the halting problem—they are easily
translated to one another. Furthermore, Turing laid down an extensive framework
of ideas sufficient for the contemporary analysis of the halting problem, including:
the definition of Turing machines; the labeling of programs by numbers in a way
that enables programs to be enumerated and also for them to be given as input to
other programs; the existence of a universal computer; the undecidability of several

Commentary can be made about this article on the first author’s blog at
https://jdh.hamkins.org/turing-halting-problem. The second author would like to thank
Peter Millican for many fruitful conversations on Alan Turing’s work over the years, and for
sparking his initial interest in the titular question.
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2 HAMKINS AND NENU

problems that, like the halting problem, take other programs as input, including the
circle-free problem, the symbol-printing problem, and the infinite-symbol-printing
problem, as well as the Hilbert-Ackermann Entscheidungsproblem. In light of these
facts, and considering some general cultural observations, by which mathematical
attributions are often made not strictly for the exact content of original work, but
also generously in many cases for the further aggregative insights to which those
ideas directly gave rise, ultimately we do not find it unreasonable to offer qualified
attribution to Turing for the undecidability of the halting problem. That said, we
also find it incorrect to suggest that one will find a discussion of the halting problem
or a proof of its undecidability in [Tur36].

1. The halting problem

The halting problem can be formulated for essentially any desired notion of
computability—Turing machines, multi-tape big-alphabet Turing machines, regis-
ter machines, flowchart machines, oracle machines, or what have you—and in each
case, the main observation to be made is that there is no computable procedure
using that notion of computability to determine whether a given program of that
sort will halt on a given input.

One of the most commonly seen contemporary arguments proceeds as follows.
We suppose toward contradiction that there is a computational procedure to decide
whether or not a given program halts on a given input. We fix a particular such
procedure, which we shall use as a subroutine in the following algorithm q. What
program q does on input p, a program, is that it asks the subroutine whether p
would halt if given p itself as input. If yes, then our program q goes immediately
into a nonhalting infinite loop; if no, then our program q halts immediately. In
each case, therefore, program q performs the opposite halting behavior on input p
than p itself would. It follows from this that if we should run program q on input
q, then we would see that q halts on q if and only if q does not halt on q, which is
a contradiction. So there can be no computational procedure to decide the halting
problem.

2. Did Turing prove the undecidability of the halting problem?

One quite commonly finds in the research literature the attribution for the un-
decidabilty of the halting problem given to Turing and specifically to his 1936
paper, “On computable numbers with an application to the Entscheidungsprob-
lem” [Tur36]. Let us provide a number of suggestive quotations in support of this
claim.

(1) John Stillwell ([Sti22, p. 370], bold original): “The problem of deciding whether
a given machine halts of a given input—the so-called halting problem—must
be unsolvable. This result was also observed by Turing (1936).”

(2) Graham Priest ([Pri17, pp. 105-107]): “Is there an algorithm we can apply to a
program (or, more precisely, its code number) and inputs, to determine whether or
not a computation with that program and those inputs terminates? The answer
is no. And this is what Turing proved. (...) The result is known as the Halting

Theorem”
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(3) Scott Aaronson ([Aar13, p. 21], [Aar99]):

(a) “Turing’s first result is the existence of a ‘universal’ machine (...) But this
result is not even the main result of the paper. So what is the main result?
It’s that there’s a basic problem, called the halting problem, that no program
can ever solve.”

(b) “Turing proved that this problem, called the Halting Problem, is unsolvable
by Turing machines. The proof is a beautiful example of self-reference. It
formalizes an old argument about why you can never have perfect introspec-
tion: because if you could, then you could determine what you were going to
do ten seconds from now, and then do something else. Turing imagined that
there was a special machine that could solve the Halting Problem. Then he
showed how we could have this machine analyze itself, in such a way that it
has to halt if it runs forever, and run forever if it halts.”

(4) Thomas Cormen ([Cor13, p. 210], bold original): “(T)here are problems for
which it is provably impossible to create an algorithm that always gives a correct
answer. We call such problems undecidable, and the best-known one is the
halting problem, proven undecidable by the mathematician Alan Turing in 1937.
In the halting problem, the input is a computer program A and the input x to
A. The goal is to determine whether program A, running on input x, ever halts.”

(5) Dexter Kozen ([Koz12, pp. 243-244]): “The technique of diagonalization was
first used by Cantor to show that there are fewer real algebraic numbers than
real numbers. Universal Turing Machines and the application of Cantor’s diag-
onalization technique to prove the undecidability of the halting problem appear
in Turing’s original paper.”

(6) Oron Shagrir ([Sha06, p. 3]): “[In his 1936 paper] Turing provides a mathemat-
ical characterization of his machines, proves that the set of these machines is
enumerable, shows that there is a universal (Turing) machine, and describes it in
detail. He formulates the halting problem, and proves that it cannot be decided
by a Turing machine. On the basis of that proof, Turing arrives, in section 11, at
his ultimate goal: proving that the Entscheidungsproblem is unsolvable.”

(7) Douglas Hofstadter ([Hof04, p. XII]): “Fully to fathom even one other human
being is far beyond our intellectual capacity — indeed, fully to fathom even one’s
own self is an idea that quickly leads to absurdities and paradoxes. This fact Alan
Turing understood more deeply than nearly anyone ever has, for it constitutes
the crux of his work on the halting problem.”

(8) Roger Penrose ([Pen94, p. 30, our emphasis]): “The mathematical proofs that
Hilbert’s tenth problem and the tiling problem are not soluble by computational
means are difficult, and I shall certainly not attempt to give the arguments here.
The central point of each argument is to show, in effect, how any Turing-machine
action can be coded into a Diophantine or tiling problem. This reduces the issue

to one that Turing actually addressed in his original discussion: the computational

insolubility of the halting problem.”

(9) Piergiorgio Odifreddi ([Odi92, p. 150]): “The name [of the following theorem]
comes from its original formulation, which was in terms of Turing machines, and
in that setting it shows that there is no Turing machine that decides whether a
universal Turing machine halts or not on given arguments.

Theorem II.2.7 Unsolvability of the Halting Problem (Turing [1936])
The set defined by 〈x, e〉 ∈ K0 ↔ x ∈ We ↔ ϕe(x) ↓ is r.e. and nonrecursive.”
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(10) Hartley Rogers, Jr. ([RJ87, p. 19], underline original): “There is no effective
procedure by which we can tell whether or not a given effective computation
will eventually come to a stop. (Turing refers to this as the unsolvability of the
halting problem for machines. This and the existence of the universal machine

are the principal results of Turing’s first paper.)”

Finally, the first author of this paper:

(11) Joel David Hamkins ([Ham21, §6.5]): “Is the halting problem computably de-
cidable? In other words, is there a computable procedure, which on input (p, n)
will output yes or no depending on whether program p halts on input n? The
answer is no, there is no such computable procedure; the halting problem for
Turing machines is not computably decidable. This was proved by Turing with
an extremely general argument, a remarkably uniform idea that applies not only
to his machine concept, but which applies generally with nearly every sufficiently
robust concept of computability.”

The question we should like to consider is the extent to which these attributions to
Turing are accurate.

3. The prima facie case against the Turing attribution

The prima facie case against the Turing attribution, to be sure, consists of the
observation that nearly all of the things attributed to Turing in the quotes above
are not actually to be found in Turing’s paper. He doesn’t define or even discuss
the halting problem as a decision problem; the phrase “halting problem” does not
occur in his paper; there is no theorem in the paper called the Halting Theorem or
any theorem or statement making an equivalent or even similar assertion; indeed,
the word “halt” is absent; he does not discuss the halting of his machines at all,
and makes no provision for the computational processes undertaken by his machines
ever to stop; in particular, he has no convention as in contemporary accounts of
a halt state for the machines; none of the notation ϕe(x)↓, K0, and We occurs in
Turing’s paper, nor does any equivalent notation appear for these ideas; he doesn’t
use the undecidability of the halting problem to resolve the Entscheidungsproblem,
but rather another undecidable decision problem; there are no remarks about the
self-contemplative nature of Turing machines; and there is nothing like the self-
referential proof of undecidability that we gave earlier to be found in Turing’s
paper. All his undecidability arguments proceed instead in multi-step reductions
ultimately through the undecidability of his circle-free problem, which is not even
computably equivalent to the halting problem, but rather strictly harder in the
hierarchy of computational strength.

The Turing attribution for the undecidability of the halting problem has been
challenged by a number of Turing scholars, including Jack Copeland [Cop04, p. 40],
who explicitly claims that crediting Turing with stating and proving the halting
theorem is erroneous. Copeland—as well as many others, e.g. Petzold [Pet08, p.
179]—views Martin Davis as the mathematician to whom we should attribute the
result under discussion. This is primarily owed to Davis’s influential book from
1958, Computability and Unsolvability, where the phrase the halting problem first
appears in the literature:

[L]et Z be a simple Turing machine. We may associate with Z the
following decision problem:
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To determine, of a given instantaneous description α, whether or not

there exists a computation of Z that begins with α.

That is, we wish to determine whether or not Z, if placed in a given
initial state, will eventually halt. We call this problem the halting prob-

lem for Z. [Dav58, p. 70]

This quote of Davis is followed by a proof of the undecidability of the halting
problem for Turing machines. We would note that Kleene seems, however, to
have already had the self-referential argument earlier in his classic book from 1952,
Introduction to Metamathematics :

[As an example of an unsolvable decision problem,] there is no algorithm
for deciding whether any given machine, when started from any given
initial situation, eventually stops. For if there were, then, given any
number x, we could first decide whether x is the Gödel number of machine
Mx, and if so whether Mx started scanning x in standard position with
the tape elsewhere blank eventually stops, and if so finally whether x,1
is scanned in standard position in the terminal situation. [Kle52, p. 382]

We shall explain in our nuanced conclusion the reasons why nevertheless one may
find it reasonable to offer a qualified attribution for the undecidability of the halting
problem to Turing, even if the first clear articulation of the problem and the now-
familiar self-referential proof of halting undecidability may be due to Kleene and
Davis.

4. The circle-free problem

The central undecidability result of Turing’s paper concerns the problem of de-
termining whether a given program is what he calls circle-free, a concept arising in
connection with his analysis of the computable real numbers. So let us go through
his argument.

4.1. Computable real numbers. In the first sentence of his paper, Turing defines
the computable real numbers as those for which there is a computable procedure to
enumerate the decimal digits. He clarifies in §2 that he intends to refer to binary
notation, representing real numbers with their integer part and the sequence of
their “binary decimal” digits, a sequence of 0s and 1s after the decimal point.

The first thing to say about this definition is that it is not the standard definition
in use today in the subject of computable analysis, one of the numerous subjects to
which Turing’s paper gave rise. Turing’s definition is problematic for several specific
but subtle reasons, and adopting it would ultimately contradict several claims that
Turing seems to make about the computable numbers.

One major issue, for example, is that with Turing’s definition, we cannot compute
sums a+ b in a uniform computable manner—the mathematical fact of the matter
is that there is no computable procedure to produce a program for enumerating the
digits of a+ b, given programs that enumerate the digits of a and b, respectively, as
input. Turing himself recognizes the issue in his corrective note [Tur38], published
a few years later. To see the problem, suppose we are performing the following
sum, which for the purpose of this illustration we shall undertake with the familiar
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decimal digits, although the same phenomenon occurs in binary:

0.22222 . . .

+ 0.77777 . . .

0.99999 . . .

For the sum, it would be wrong for us automatically to begin enumerating the digits
as 0.99999 . . . as shown, since we don’t actually know that the input summands will
continue in that pattern, and there could eventually be a carry term, if later digits
add to ten or more, which would cause all these 9s in the answer to roll over to 0,
with a 1 in the front. That is, in this case the correct answer would have to begin
1.0000 . . ., and so forth. But it would likewise also be wrong for us automatically
to start with 1.000 . . ., since the later digits of the summands might add up to less
than 9 in some place, making the answer strictly less than 1, and so we should have
started with the 9s. The critical point is that we just can’t determine even a single
digit of this sum until we know whether there will be a carry or not, and this is a
problem that is undecidable, computably equivalent to the halting problem. Using
the Kleene recursion theorem, one can prove that there is no computable resolution
of this issue (see [Ham18], [Ham21, §6.6]).1

For similar reasons, we cannot computably multiply or apply any of the other
standard analytic functions such as sinx, ex, lnx, and so forth, which Turing says
that he wants to do. The main problem is that although these are continuous
functions, nevertheless the digits of the output reals for these functions, including
addition, are not continuous in the digits of the input, because it can happen that
very small changes in the input can cause a carry digit in the output, which will
propagate to many digits prior.

The standard definition of computable real number used today in computable
analysis, in contrast, is that a computable real number is one for which there is a
computable sequence of rational numbers converging to it at a known computable
rate of convergence—the nth approximation should be within 1/2n of the limit.
With this definition, all the problematic features of Turing’s definition on this
point are resolved. One can computably add computable real numbers, multiply
them, compute trigonometric functions, exponentials and logarithms, in each case
computing the result uniformly from the programs that compute the inputs to these
functions.

Since the sequence of digits of a number does provide a convergent sequence of
approximation, however, we may view Turing’s original conception of computable
real number simply as a slightly-too-strong notion. Nevertheless, his notion is suf-
ficient to establish the undecidability of the various decision problems he considers,
and so we shall proceed with it as he does.

Meanwhile, there is an interesting philosophical point to make in regard to this
issue about extension versus intension, since the particular real numbers that are

1Namely, let a be the program that enumerates 0.222 . . ., with all 2s, and let b be the program
that starts enumerating 0.777 . . ., but at the same time runs the supposed program for a+ b until
it sees what the first digits of the sum are. If that sum begins 0.999 . . ., then b should suddenly

switch to all 8s, which would make the answer wrong since there would be a carry; and if the sum
begins 1.000 . . ., then b should suddenly switch to digit 0s, which again would make the answer
wrong. The Kleene recursion theorem is used to know that indeed there is such a self-referential
program b that can look at the sum of a + b while it is computing.
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realized as computable under Turing’s original definition and under the modified
definition in computable analysis are exactly the same—the differences have not to
do with the extension of the set of computable real numbers, but rather entirely
with how those numbers are to be represented as programs for the purpose of further
computing with them as input and output.

4.2. Circle-freeness. Turing defines that a program is circular when it produces
only finitely many binary output digits, and otherwise it is called circle-free. So the
computable real numbers are those computed by the circle-free programs, which
produce the desired infinitely many binary digits on the write-only output tape.2

Let us remark on the terminology. Although it is true that a program caught
in an endlessly repeating computational loop will be able to produce only finitely
many digits on the output tape, nevertheless this is not the only way for this
to happen. Consider, for example, an algorithm that plans to produce another
output digit for each additional twin-prime instance that it finds, and so it begins
searching for larger and larger twin-prime instances, producing another output
digit for each new pair it finds. If there are infinitely many twin primes (an open
question), then this program is circle-free. But if there are only finitely many twin
primes, then the program will produce only finitely many digits. The issue we
want to highlight is that in this second case, the program will count as “circular”
in Turing’s terminology, even though there is no sense in which the algorithm
is caught in a repeating computational loop—rather, the program is computing
furiously, searching hopelessly amongst larger and larger numbers for the sought
next twin-prime instance without success. But it is certainly not repeating itself.

So, it is easy to object to the “circular” terminology on the grounds that it
wrongly suggests that a program might fail to produce infinitely many digits only
because it is caught in a repeating computational loop. This is just not true. So it
will be best for us to keep in mind exactly the meaning that Turing has provided
for these terms, namely, a program is circular, when it produces only finitely many
digits of the output digit sequence, and circle-free, when it has succeeded in giving
us an infinite digit sequence for the output real number.

A rather worse problem is that we have observed people sometimes have a far
more serious misunderstanding of Turing’s terminology, by taking “circular” on a
superficial reading to mean that the program has failed to halt, which leads to
a misimpression that the circle-free problem is exactly the halting problem. In
section 8, we speculate that this misreading of Turing might explain some of the
misattributions.

It may be interesting to mention also that the repeating-computational-loop in-
stances of nonhalting are actually computationally easy—semidecidable—since a
repeating loop can be recognized for what it is when it occurs. Consequently,
the difficulty of the halting problem lies rather with the nonrepeating nonhalting
instances. We can eventually recognize instances of halting and instances of re-
peating computational loops. What we cannot eventually recognize are instances
of nonhalting non-loopy computation.

2He doesn’t actually have a separate output tape, but models this by allowing the program
on its one tape to mark certain cells as special, making them part of the output, and these will
not be overwritten. In effect, it is like allowing a write-only output tape, but taking the output
to consist only of the digits 0 and 1 on the output tape, ignoring other symbols or blank cells.
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4.3. The circle-free problem is computably undecidable. Turing’s main un-
decidability result is to show that there is no computable procedure to determine
whether a given program is circle-free—in short, the circle-free problem is undecid-
able. Let us briefly sketch the argument, which amounts to a computable analogue
of Cantor’s proof that the space 2N of all binary sequences is uncountable. Namely,
we assume toward contradiction that the circle-free problem is computably decid-
able; we then use this program to make a computable listing of all computable
infinite binary sequences; and then, by flipping digits on the diagonal, we produce
a computable binary sequence that isn’t on the list, a contradiction.

To begin, we assume toward contradiction that there is a computable procedure
to decide if a given program is circle-free. Using this, we can produce a computable
listing of all and only the circle-free programs p1, p2, p3, and so forth. To do so,
simply consider all the possible programs in turn, ordered by what Turing calls
the “description numbers” of the programs, which are numbers encoding the full
instruction details of the program, and then test each one, keeping only those that
are circle-free on the list. Now we are ready to define the diagonal real number β,
whose binary representation is

β = 0.d1d2d3 . . .

where the nth binary digit dn is obtained by flipping the nth binary digit of the
binary sequence produced by pn, that is, swapping 0 for 1 and conversely. The
binary digit sequence of β is computable, by the process we have just described,
but it cannot be the binary digit stream producing by any particular program pn,
since that digit stream differs from β at the nth place dn, since we had flipped that
bit. This is a contradiction, and so the the circle-free decision problem must be
computably undecidable.3

Following Peter Millican [Mil21], we remark that Turing’s diagonal proof of the
foregoing fact occurs in §8 of his paper, which starts with a paragraph that includes
a subtle footnote to E. W. Hobson’s [Hob21] book, referencing pages 87 and 88.
Interestingly, these two pages contain an unexpected discussion of paradoxes of
natural language definability, such as those advanced by Julius König and Jules
Richard. Based on this fact, plus the overall structure of Turing’s paper and line
of argumentation, Millican makes a forceful case that Turing likely stumbled upon
the undecidability of the circle-free problem by experimenting with variations of
Richard’s paradoxical diagonal argument, in which the problematic notion of an
“English-definable number” is replaced by Turing with the rigorous notion of a
“computable number.”4 Given Turing’s mathematically precise understanding of

3Note that since we are diagonalizing against the binary sequences, rather than the real-number
values of those sequences, there is no issue here about nonunique binary representations, such as
with 0.111 . . . = 1.000 . . ., which occurs in some presentations of Cantor’s theorem. In this sense,
the proof is closer to Cantor’s proof that 2N is uncountable than it is to the proof that R is
uncountable.

4Richard’s paradox “shows” that the set of English-definable real numbers is both countable
and uncountable. An example of such a number is 0.5555..., for there is at least one English phrase
which specifies it, e.g. “Point five recurring.” The overall argument starts with an observation
that the set of finite English phrases which succeed in specifying a real number is countable

(for they can be sorted by size and lexicographic order), hence the set of definable real numbers
is countable as well. However, one can diagonally exhibit a real number which is not part of
any proposed list that enumerates this set using the standard Cantorian strategy. Trivially, this
generated number happens to be defined by the complex (yet finite) English phrase which merely
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computable numbers in terms of his proposed model of computation, a Richard-
style diagonal argument for the case of computable numbers can only work now if
there would be a computable procedure to determine whether a given program is
circle-free. Hence, on the pain of paradox, such a program cannot exist.

4.4. Circle-free problem is harder than the halting problem. We would
like to remark on a rather curious aspect about the situation here. Although as
we mentioned, Turing is commonly credited with proving the undecidability of the
halting problem, nevertheless the central undecidability result in his paper concerns
the circle-free problem, which in fact is strictly harder than the halting problem in
the hierarchy of Turing degrees. The claim that it is undecidable, therefore, would
be a strictly weaker result.

Let us explain. The circle-free decision problem has a natural logical complexity
of Π0

2, that is, with quantifier complexity ∀∃, since a given program is circle-free if
and only if for every natural number k, there is a stage at which the program has
produced at least k output digits. The halting problem, in contrast, has simpler
complexity Σ0

1, an arithmetical existential ∃ assertion, since any given instance of
halting is witnessed by the length of the halting computation itself.

Indeed, the circle-free problem is a complete Π0
2 problem, meaning that every

∀∃ problem reduces to the circle-free problem, and this shows that the Π0
2 classi-

fication cannot be simplified. To see this, let us reduce an arbitrary Π0
2 assertion

∀n∃k ϕ(n, k, x), where ϕ has only bounded quantifiers, to the circle-free problem.
Let e be the program which on input x systematically considers n = 0 and then
n = 1 and n = 2 and so on in turn. For each n, it looks for a k for which ϕ(n, k, x).
If found, then e produces another digit on the output tape, say, digit 1, and then
moves on to n+ 1. The original assertion ∀n∃k ϕ(n, k, x) is true for x if and only
if program e is circle-free. So we have reduced any given Π0

2 statement to the
circle-free problem.

In particular, this means that the circle-free problem is Turing equivalent not to
the halting problem, but to the double jump 0′′, the double halting problem, that
is, the halting problem relativized to the halting problem. This is the version of
the halting problem for oracle programs having access to an oracle for the ordinary
halting problem. This is strictly harder than the halting problem, since it is the
halting problem for oracle programs that know how to solve the ordinary halting
problem. Since the circle-free problem is thus strictly harder than the halting
problem, it means that for Turing to have proved that it is undecidable is actually
a weaker result than proving that the halting problem itself is undecidable.

4.5. Refining the argument. Neverthless, an easy modification of the diagonal-
ization argument relies only on a weaker version of the circle-free problem, namely,
the question whether a given program will produce at least a given finite number
of digits on the output tape. Let us call this circle-free for n digits.

Turing could have undertaken his diagonalization argument using only this weaker
decision problem. Namely, with a solution to this problem, we could enumerate all
possible programs, and cut down to a list of those programs p1, p2, p3, and so
forth, such that pn is circle-free for at least n digits. The idea is that this list would

describes the details of its diagonal construction. Putting these observations together entraps us
into a contradiction. See also the first author’s remarks on the related Math Tea Argument in
[HLR13].
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include all the fully circle-free programs, which are the ones we want, but it may
also include some other programs, which may produce only finitely many digits,
but enough to cover the diagonal digit used in the diagonalization procedure of the
argument. Now, with this list we define the diagonal binary sequence β as before,
flipping the nth digit in the sequence produced by program pn, and so this will
be a computable infinite binary sequence that is different from every computable
infinite binary sequence, a contradiction.

Our point is that this weaker problem, which would have sufficed in Turing’s
diagonal argument, is computably equivalent to the halting problem. The question
whether a given program e produces n digits on the output tape, for example, is
reducible to the halting problem, since for any e and n we could design a program
p that runs e until n digits appear and then halts. Program p halts if and only if
e produces at least n digits. Conversely, the halting problem is reducible to the
circle-free for n digits problem, since given any program e to be run on input x, we
can design a program q that runs e on x and if this halts, afterwards produces the
digits of π. So e halts on input x if and only if program q produces at least 1 digit,
or at least n digits for any particular n.

Alternatively, Turing could have used instead the one-more-digit problem, which
asks of a given program p and time number t, whether p will produce another digit
after time t. Having a method for this problem would be enough to perform the
Turing diagonalization, since at stage n we can test the next candidate program to
see if it will produce n digits by running it and repeatedly asking whether it will
produce one more digit, until either we have n digits or we know that it will not
produce n digits (in which case that program drops off the list and we move on to
the next program). In this way, Turing’s argument shows that the one-more-digit
problem also is computably undecidable.

And again the point is that this one-more-digit problem, which would have suf-
ficed in Turing’s undecidability argument, is computably equivalent to the halting
problem. It reduces to the halting problem, since e will produce at least one more
digit after time t if and only if the program p that we would design to halt in that
event actually halts. And conversely, the halting problem reduces to the one-more-
digit problem, since e halts on input x if and only if the π program q we considered
above produces one more digit after time 0.

Turing doesn’t use either of these problems, however, but takes instead a different
approach.

5. The symbol-printing problem

Turing uses a very clever method to show a certain other problem is undecidable,
what we shall call the symbol-printing problem, and this problem is easily seen to
be equivalent to the halting problem. Specifically, Turing proves there can be
no computable procedure to determine whether a given program will ever print
a certain symbol as output, say, the symbol 0. The problem is very close to the
halting problem, since printing a certain special symbol can be taken as a triggering
event for halting, and so we can immediately reduce the symbol-printing problem
to the halting problem. And conversely, we can reduce halting to symbol-printing,
since for any given program/input combination, we design a new program that
would operate exactly the same, except that if a halting event should occur, it
makes beforehand a one-time printing of a special character right at that moment.
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In this way, Turing’s symbol-printing problem and the halting problem can be seen
as close natural variations of one another, almost identical.

5.1. Alternative halting criterion. To press this point further, let us imagine
a computationally equivalent model of Turing machines in which halting is deter-
mined not by reaching a special halting state, as usual in contemporary accounts,
but rather by the printing of a special halt symbol, perhaps the symbol ↓ . That is,
for this model of computability, a computation would stop, by definition, exactly in
the event that ↓ is printed. For this model, the halting problem becomes identical
to the symbol-printing problem for this special symbol. In our view, this conven-
tion would in many respects appear to be a more natural approach to halting than
the standard halt-state convention, and in any case, as we have mentioned, the
halt-state convention does not appear in [Tur36]—being focused on the computa-
tion of infinite binary sequences, he simply does not specify any criterion at all for
the halting of a computation. In this sense, one may regard the symbol-printing
problem to be a very close variant of the halting problem.

5.2. Turing’s clever proof of undecidability. Let us now explain Turing’s
clever argument proving the computable undecidability of the symbol-printing prob-
lem. He mounts an unusual kind of reduction, showing that if symbol-printing were
decidable, then also the circle-free problem would be decidable, which he had al-
ready proved is not the case.

What is both interesting and unusual about this argument is that it is not a sim-
ple relative computability result as might be expected, showing that the circle-free
problem is computable relative to the symbol-printing, since in fact no such re-
duction is possible. The circle-free problem, after all, has complexity complete-Π0

2,
which cannot be reduced to a Σ0

1-problem such as symbol-printing. Nevertheless,
Turing does argue that if we could actually solve the symbol-printing problem com-
putably, then we would be able computably to solve the circle-free problem, which
we cannot. And so, he concludes, the symbol-printing problem is undecidable.

He argues as follows. Assume we had a computable procedure for deciding
whether a given program would ever print the symbol 0 on the (write-only) output
tape. Next, we show on this basis that the infinite-symbol problem is computably
undecidable, the problem whether a given program will produce infinitely many of
the given symbol on the output tape (this is a Π0

2-complete problem). To see this,
for any given program p, we can systematically produce programs pk that would
replace the first k instances of 0 on the output tape, if these occur, with a different
symbol, say, 0̄. Now, we consider a program q that would consider each pk in turn,
asking whether it ever prints 0. If yes, we move on to the next pk+1. If no, however,
if some pk is found that would never print 0, then q will print 0 at that moment
(and only in this kind of case). Finally, we don’t actually run the program q, but
instead observe that p prints infinitely many 0s just in case q does not print a 0,
since the only way q prints a zero is if some pk does not print a 0, which would
mean that the original p printed at most k zeros.

This is not a straightforward reduction of one problem to another, but rather an
argument that if one problem were actually computably decidable, then so would be
the other. At bottom, the logic of the argument is like this: if we had a computable
way of finding whether existential statements are true, then we could iterate this
with negation to also compute ∀∃ assertions, since ∀k∃nϕ fails just in case there
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is some k for which the existential statement about it fails. In short, if in general
existential statements are decidable, then the whole arithmetic hierarchy collapses.

Thus, Turing has proved that if the symbol-printing problem were computably
decidable, then so also is the infinite-symbol problem. But now the circle-free
problem is easily computable from this, since a program produces infinitely many
output binary digits just in case it produces either infinitely many 0s or infinitely
many 1s. This would contradict the earlier proof that the circle-free problem is
not decidable, and so, therefore, the symbol-printing problem is not computably
decidable.

In light of the very close connection between the symbol-printing problem and
the halting problem, the undecidability of the symbol-printing problem is perhaps
the closest Turing gets in his paper to proving the undecidability of the halting
problem. And indeed it is very close.

5.3. A simple self-referential proof of undecidability for symbol-printing.
Turing thus showed that the symbol-printing problem is undecidable by mounting
a reduction to and through the undecidability of the circle-free problem. But let us
illustrate how one may improve upon Turing with a simpler self-referential proof of
the undecidability of the symbol-printing problem in the style of the standard con-
temporary proof of the undecidability of the halting problem. There was actually
no need for Turing’s detour through the circle-free problem.

Namely, assume toward contradiction that the symbol-printing problem were
computably decidable, and fix a method of solving this problem. Using this as a
subroutine, consider the algorithm q which on input p, a program, asks whether p
on input p would ever print 0 as output. If so, then q will halt immediately without
printing 0; but if not, then q prints 0 immediately as output. So q has the opposite
behavior on input p with respect to printing 0 as output than p has on input p.
Running q on input q will therefore print 0 as output if and only if it will not, a
contradiction. So the symbol-printing problem is computably undecidable.

The fundamental similarity of this argument with that for the halting problem,
in our view, buttresses the claim that these two decision problems are close variants,
almost identical.

6. The Entscheidungsproblem

Turing used the undecidability of the symbol-printing problem to establish the
undecidability of the Hilbert-Ackermann [HA31] Entscheidungsproblem.

Sometimes one hears an alternative variant of the Entscheidungsproblem, de-
scribed as the problem of deciding whether a given arithmetic statement is true:

[I]s there a definite procedure that can be applied to every statement that
will tell us in finite time whether or not the statement is true or false?
The idea here is that you could come up with a mathematical statement
such as, “Every even integer greater than 2 can be expressed as the sum
of two prime numbers,” hand it to a mathematician (or computer), who
would apply a precise recipe (a “definite procedure”), which would yield
the correct answer “true” or “false” in finite time. (...) [This] is known by
its German name as the Entscheidungsproblem (...). [Mit09, pp. 58-59]

To show that this version of the problem is undecidable, it would suffice to use
the circle-free problem directly, since every instance of circle-freeness is an instance
of whether a certain ∀∃ arithmetic assertion is true. We can therefore have no
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computable algorithm to decide whether such assertions are true, since there is no
computable algorithm to decide whether a given program is circle-free.5

But it is probably more correct historically to understand the Entscheidungsprob-
lem as the problem of deciding whether a given sentence is a logical consequence
of a given theory (as specified by a computable list of axioms), that is, the validity
problem. By the completeness theorem of first-order logic, a statement is a logical
consequence of a theory if and only if it is provable in that theory, and so the
validity problem is the same as the provability problem, the problem of deciding
whether a given sentence is provable from a given (computable) theory.

Turing’s doctoral supervisor, Alonzo Church, describes the problem as follows:

By the Entscheidungsproblem of a system of symbolic logic is here un-
derstood the problem to find an effective method by which, given any
expression Q in the notation of the system, it can be determined whether
or not Q is provable in the system. [Chu36, footnote 6]

Turing construes the Entscheidungsproblem problem as follows, matching the
Hilbert-Ackermann variant:

The results of §8 have some important applications. In particular,
they can be used to show that the Hilbert Entscheidungsproblem can
have no solution. For the formulation of this problem I must refer the
reader to Hilbert and Ackermann’s Grundzüge der Theoretischen Logik

(Berlin, 1931), chapter 3.
I propose, therefore, to show that there can be no general process for

determining whether a given formula U of the functional calculus K is
provable, i.e. that there can be no machine which, supplied with any one
U of these formulae, will eventually say whether U is provable. [Tur36,
§11, p. 259]

Tangentially, the phrase functional calculus K is seldom used in the contemporary
literature, but it is essentially synonymous with classical first-order logic (without
identity). Curiously, this non-standard terminology isn’t even there in the edition
of the book that Turing cites—Ackermann himself says in the preface of the book
that the technical vocabulary was updated to reflect modern usage.

To prove that the Entscheidungsproblem is not computably decidable, Turing
reduces the symbol-printing problem to it. This method would not work directly
with the circle-free problem, since a Π0

2 problem like circle-freeness simply cannot
computably reduce to a Σ0

1 problem like validity (although one can imagine the
possibility of another instance here of Turing’s clever method mentioned in 5).

In contemporary language, Turing’s argument amounts to a version of the fact
that Peano arithmetic PA proves all true existential statements, and so let us cast it
in this way. If a given program does eventually print symbol 0 at some point, then
this will be provable in PA, since the computational history to that juncture would
be finite and we could take the entire computational history down as a big sequence
and prove that indeed the computation proceeded exactly as indicated according to
it and thus led ultimately to a 0 being printed. Conversely, if a program does not

5On this note, Mitchell claims in the same book chapter that Turing showed that the Entschei-
dungsproblem is undecidable by considering the halting problem as the relevant mathematical

statement: “Thus—and this is Turing’s big result—there can be no definite procedure for

solving the Halting problem. The Halting problem is an example that proves that the answer
to the Entscheidungsproblem is ‘no’; not every mathematical statement has a definite procedure
that can decide its truth or falsity.” (p. 68, bold original)]
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ever print 0, then this will be consistent with PA, since this is true in the standard
model N, and so PA will not prove that it prints a 0. In short, a program will print
a 0 if and only if PA proves that it will. So provability in PA cannot be computably
decidable, since then the symbol-printing problem would be as well, which Turing
proved it is not.

7. Mathematical attribution practice

Let us briefly discuss a certain cultural observation about the practice of at-
tributions in mathematics, namely, that mathematicians often exhibit a certain
generosity in their attributions. What we mean is that mathematicians often at-
tribute results, ideas, and methods to earlier thinkers in instances where those ideas,
results, and methods do not actually appear in the original cited work, provided
that those ideas, results, and methods grew directly out of that work. Thus, a
mathematician will sometimes be credited for unstated corollaries of their work or
even for theorems, which they did not state, but which can be easily proved using
the methods and ideas that indeed they had provided.

Such, we claim, is the situation of Alan Turing and the halting problem. He
hadn’t stated the halting problem or proved that it is undecidable, but he provided
all the tools and ideas that we needed to do so ourselves, and far more. It is a small
step, after all, from the undecidability of symbol-printing to the undecidability of
the halting problem.

Let us exhibit a few examples of this cultural practice.

(1) We commonly attribute the irrationality of
√
2 to the Pythagoreans, al-

though they would have had a far more geometric understanding of the
result. The most common contemporary proof, a short sequence of number-
theoretic algebraic equations and parity considerations, uses notation and
concepts that did not arise until many centuries after the Pythagoreans.

(2) The Chinese remainder theorem is often credited to 5th century mathemati-
cian Sunzi, although that early work consisted merely of examples, without
a general result, which was not formulated until many centuries later.

(3) Euler is commonly credited with inventing graph theory, particularly in
his 1736 solution to the Königsberg bridge problem (see [BLW86]), but his
paper does not present graph theory with our current abstract perspective
on the subject.

(4) The Cayley-Hamilton theorem in linear algebra, asserting that every square
matrix over a commutative ring fulfills its characteristic equation, was orig-
inally proved by Hamilton 1853 only for quaternions, and stated by Cayley
1858 for the 3× 3 real case, proved only for the 2× 2 case. Cayley [Cay58]
writes “..., I have not thought it necessary to undertake the labor of a for-
mal proof of the theorem in the general case of a matrix of any degree,”
although the general case was indeed proved in Frobenius in 1878.

(5) We commonly attribute the fundamental theorem of finite games, also
known as “Zermelo’s theorem,” to Zermelo 1913 (see [Lar10]), the result
stating that in any finite two-player game of perfect information, either
one of the players has a winning strategy or both players have drawing
strategies. Zermelo does not provide the full contemporary understanding
of what constitutes a finite game or a two-player game of perfect infor-
mation, being rather concerned with board games like chess and the fact
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that there are only finitely many positions on the board. Zermelo is not
commonly attributed with the open-determinacy result of Gale and Stew-
art [GS53], even though several standard proofs of open determinacy are no
more difficult than and indeed almost identical to proofs of the finite-games
result—Zermelo simply wasn’t working with infinite games.

(6) We commonly attribute to Gödel various strong statements of the first
incompleteness theorem, even though the theorem actually appearing in
his work involves extra hypotheses such as ω-consistency, which are now
seen as extraneous.

In the case of Turing, we have already mentioned Odifreddi’s [Odi92, p. 150]
statement of the undecidability of the halting problem, as follows:

Theorem II.2.7 Unsolvability of the Halting Problem (Turing [1936]) The
set defined by 〈x, e〉 ∈ K0 ↔ x ∈ We ↔ ϕe(x) ↓ is r.e. and nonrecursive.

In this case, Turing is explicitly credited with this result, even though none of
the K0, ϕe(x) ↓,We notations, or indeed even the concept of r.e. or the enumeration
of the r.e. sets were part of the 1936 paper.

8. A possible explanation for the misattributions

It is easy enough to see how one might fall into a mistaken impression that Turing
had proved the undecidability of the halting problem. Looking at the paper, one
finds that he discusses at length the concept of circular machines and circle-free
machines, and with a light reading of what is in truth a technically demanding
paper full of finicky details it may seem natural to slip into a misunderstanding of
this terminology by which “circular” would mean that the computational process
is caught in a repeating loop or otherwise not giving output, hence not halting;
and so “circle-free” would therefore mean the opposite: halting. By this reading,
therefore, the circle-free problem would be misinterpreted as identical to the halting
problem. And since Turing definitely proves the undecidability of this circle-free
problem, someone with this misunderstanding of the terminology would take him
to have proved the undecidability of the halting problem.

We emphasize that this would indeed be a severe misunderstanding of Turing’s
terminology and the content of his paper, since circle-free for Turing means that
the machine has succeeded in producing an infinite binary output stream, which
makes it a Π0

2-complete decision problem, strictly harder than the halting problem.
The circle-free problem is simply not the same as nor even computably equivalent
to the halting problem.

Perhaps this particular misunderstanding of Turing’s circle-free terminology may
be the source of some of the misattributions? We have definitely observed this
mistake amongst students and in discussions online, although less often amongst
research colleagues, and we don’t know whether this is what happened with regard
to the mistaken statements in the quotations we mentioned in §2.

9. A nuanced conclusion

In conclusion, let us offer a nuanced account. Strictly speaking, Turing did not
prove nor even state the undecidability of the halting problem in his 1936 paper
[Tur36], and it is incorrect to suggest that this result or any discussion of it can be
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found there. It is especially incorrect to attribute to Turing [Tur36] the common
self-referential proof of the undecidability of the halting problem, since nothing like
that argument appears in Turing’s paper.

Nevertheless, Turing did provide a robust framework of ideas sufficient to lead
directly to the undecidability of the halting problem. More than this, he proved
the undecidability of the symbol-printing problem, which is easily seen to be com-
putably equivalent to the halting problem, and indeed, perhaps a mere translation
of it—one must merely view halting as a trigger event to print a special halt symbol
and conversely. An alternative model of Turing machine behavior could simply re-
place the halt-state manner of halting with a halt-symbol-printing criterion, which
would make the halting problem an instance of the symbol-printing problem. In
this way, the symbol-printing problem can be seen as a close variant of the halting
problem.

In light of all these considerations, we would certainly find it correct to say:

Turing [Tur36] provided all the core ideas leading to a proof of the
undecidability of the halting problem.

But more than this, we would find it completely fine to attribute the undecidability
of the halting problem to Turing in the following only slightly qualified way:

Turing essentially proved the undecidability of the halting problem
in [Tur36].

What he proved, of course, is the undecidability of the symbol-printing problem,
but we have described how this can be regarded as a simple translation of the
halting problem. There are essentially no substantive ideas required to transform
Turing’s proof of the undecidability of the symbol-printing problem to a proof of
the undecidability of the halting problem. In this sense, he essentially proved the
undecidabilty of the halting problem (even if he did not do so by the standard
self-referential argument commonly used today).

Perhaps it is a kind of historical accident that so much of computability theory
has become founded on the halting problem rather than on Turing’s symbol-printing
problem, since every use of the halting problem in computability theory to our
knowledge can be easily be undertaken with transparent, superficial changes to
use instead the symbol-printing problem. We might all have been talking about
the symbol-printing problem everywhere instead of the halting problem, and the
resulting computability theory would be essentially the same.
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