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ARTIFICAL INTELLIGENCE AND

INHERENT MATHEMATICAL DIFFICULTY

WALTER DEAN AND ALBERTO NAIBO

Abstract. This paper explores the relationship of artificial intelligence to the
task of resolving open questions in mathematics. We first present an updated
version of a traditional argument that limitative results from computability and
complexity theory show that proof discovery is an inherently difficult problem.
We then illustrate how several recent applications of artificial intelligence-
inspired methods – respectively involving automated theorem proving, Sat-
solvers, and large language models – do indeed raise novel questions about
the nature of mathematical proof. We also argue that the results obtained
by such techniques do not tell against our basic argument. This is so because
they are embodiments of brute force search and are thus capable of deciding
only statements of low logical complexity.

Suppose . . . that we could find a finite system of rules which enabled us to say whether any given
formula was demonstrable or not. This system would embody a theorem of metamathematics.
There is of course no such theorem and this is very fortunate, since if there were we should have
a mechanical set of rules for the solution of all mathematical problems, and our activities as
mathematicians would come to an end. (Hardy, 1929, p. 16)

On the basis of . . . the speed with which research in this field is progressing, I am willing to make
the following predictions . . .:

1) That within ten years a digital computer will be the world’s chess champion . . .
2) That within ten years a digital computer will discover and prove an important new mathe-

matical theorem. (Simon & Newell, 1958, p. 7)

[W]e are witnessing a steady increase in the intelligence of theorem proving software . . . The time
will come when such crushers as Riemann’s hypothesis and Goldbach’s conjecture will be fair
game for automated reasoning programs. For those of us who arrange to stick around, endless fun
awaits us in the automated development and eventual enrichment of the corpus of mathematics.

(Quaife, 1992, pp. 119-120)

A computer program . . . has come up with a major mathematical proof that would have been
called creative if a human had thought of it. In doing so, the computer has, for the first time, got
a toehold into pure mathematics . . . And the implications, some say, are profound, showing just

how powerful computers can be at reasoning itself, at mimicking the flashes of logical insight or
even genius that have characterized the best human minds. (Kolata, 1996)

1. Introduction

We write at a time when many endeavors are being called upon to reflect on
the challenges brought about by recent developments in artificial intelligence. It
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2 ARTIFICAL INTELLIGENCE AND INHERENT MATHEMATICAL DIFFICULTY

need hardly be pointed out that technologies falling under this umbrella have made
considerable strides in a wide range of applications. As a result, many disciplines
are in the midst of coming to terms with how artificial intelligence may come to
affect how they are practiced or even their core subject matter.

This includes mathematics. Mathematicians have, of course, employed computa-
tional methods since the beginning. This includes the application of algorithms for
numerical, algebraic, and geometric calculation, some of which predate mechanical
computers by thousands of years. In the second half of the twentieth century, it
came to include the use of software implementing numerical methods, computa-
tional algebra, and visualization techniques. Within the past twenty years, it has
grown to subsume the use of automated systems to verify long or complex proofs
originally obtained in outline by human mathematicians by formalizing them in
first- or higher-order logic. Within the past ten years initiatives have been proposed
for making formalization in this style a routine part of mathematical practice.

On the other hand, much of the current discussion of artificial intelligence has
centered around techniques falling under the sub-umbrellas of machine learning

and generative artificial intelligence. At least at the level of family resemblance,
methods in this class are unlike those which have previously been employed in
mathematics in the sense that they embody statistical techniques for probabilistic
prediction rather than logical techniques for deductive inference. Nonetheless it
is this class of technologies which are currently being discussed in regard to their
ability to perform tasks which have traditionally been understood as the exclusive
province of human insight or creativity.

The question thus arises whether systems currently under investigation or ones
which may evolve out of them will substantially transform the practice of mathe-
matics as we now understand it. In fact we are living at a moment when one might
reasonably wonder whether the task of resolving open questions in mathematics by
discovering appropriate proofs or refutations will succumb to routine automation.

This is a timely question with which we believe philosophers of mathematics
ought to be engaging.1 But it is also difficult to approach in a manner which
avoids stipulating which methods exemplify “artificial intelligence” or prognosti-
cating about the future course of technology. These hazards notwithstanding, the
aim of this paper will be to argue that traditional limitative results from logic and
theoretical computer science still have something to tell us about what we might
hope to achieve. In particular, we will argue that there are principled reasons to
believe that resolving open questions in mathematics will remain difficult for com-
puters for essentially the same reason it is difficult for humans – i.e. because it is
an inherently difficult task for any computational system to perform.

We will lay out our case as follows. In §2, we will describe what we will mean by
proof discovery and explain the sense in which we take it to be a central aspect of
mathematical activity. In §3, we will present what we will call the basic argument

that proof discovery is inherently difficult. As we will see, a form of this argument
was anticipated early in the history of artificial intelligence grounded in observations
from computability and computational complexity theory. Our task will thus be to
illustrate how a refinement remains relevant today.

1The papers collected in a recent volume of the Bulletin of the American Mathematical Society

(Adem, 2024) address the prospects of automation from the perspective of working mathematicians
in a manner largely complementary to the argument which we advanced below.
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In §4 we will examine three examples which might be taken to tell against ei-
ther the correctness or significance of the basic argument. These will take the
form of instances in which techniques from artificial intelligence – understood in
the broad sense of (Russell & Norvig, 2021) – have been successfully applied to
resolve open mathematical questions. The first involves the application of a tra-
ditional automated theorem prover to resolve the Robbins problem about Boolean
algebras (McCune, 1997). The second involves the application of a Sat-solver to
resolve the Boolean Pythagorean Triple conjecture in arithmetical combinatorics
(Heule et al., 2016). And the third involves the use of a large language model (in
concert with other techniques) to improve a lower bound related to the study of
cap sets (Romera-Paredes et al., 2024), also a topic from combinatorics.

Popular reporting on these results might lead one to expect that we have already
reached the point where automated techniques play a significant role in settling open
questions.2 But we will also suggest that they have the following characteristics:

1) The techniques by which they have been demonstrated are implementations of
brute force search – i.e. refinements of a generate-and-test procedure.

2) The results which have been obtained are of low logical complexity – i.e. they
are Σ0

1-statements when formalized in the language of first-order arithmetic.

In §5 we will suggest that these observations highlight several under-explored
questions about the role of computation in mathematics – e.g. What exactly is
meant by “brute force”? How is a demonstration conducted in this manner different
than a traditional mathematical proof? To what extent does logical complexity
track discovermental complexity? But these considerations notwithstanding, we
will conclude by suggesting that characteristics 1) and 2) illustrate why current
and foreseeable results obtained via artificial intelligence-inspired techniques do
not tell against the inherent difficulty of proof discovery.

2. The proof discovery problem

Here is an initial formulation of our main thesis:

(N0) Advances in computing theory or technology – inclusive of those currently
understood to exemplify artificial intelligence – will not radically alter the
following aspect of our current understanding of mathematics and its prac-
tice: Settling the status of open questions is an inherently difficult problem.

In this section we will clarify this claim relative to what we refer to as the proof

discovery problem and explain why we take this to be a central aspect of mathe-
matical practice. This requires also clarifying what we mean by “open questions”
and “inherent difficulty”.

By an open question we mean a mathematical statement for which we currently
lack a proof or a refutation which we take to establish that the statement in question
is true or false. This notion is readily exemplified by what are often called “sub-
stantial” or “non-trivial” open questions of the sort exemplified by those appearing
on lists such as the Millennium Problems (Carlson et al., 2006) or those of Hilbert
(1900), Landau (1912), Smale (1998), or Nash & Rassias (2016). Such collections
include statements with elementary number-theoretic formulations (the existence

2The fourth quote in the epigraph is a classic example. But see also, e.g., (Roberts, 2023), (Sample,
2023),(Castelvecchi, 2024).
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of infinitely many perfect numbers, the Twin Prime Conjecture, the Goldbach Con-
jecture) as well as those which are known to possess equivalent formulations in the
language of arithmetic (e.g. the Riemann Hypothesis, P 6= NP, the Collatz or
3n+1 conjecture). But they also include statements from several other branches of
pure and applied mathematics – e.g. the Naiver-Stokes existence and smoothness
problem about fluid flow, the Birch and Swinnerton-Dyer conjecture about elliptical
curves, the Hodge conjecture in algebraic and complex geometry, and the Novikov
conjecture about the topology of higher-dimension manifolds.

Many interesting questions can be raised directly about the history and signifi-
cance of these specific statements. But of course they are also examples of a great
many other currently open questions which will be known to specialists at a given
time. As such, one feature which we take to be part of the common notion of an
open question is that such statements form an indefinitely extendable class.

This is so in the obvious sense that mathematicians continue to formulate novel
conjectures, some of which are quickly resolved, others not. But it is also true in
the perhaps trivial seeming sense that since the language in which we carry out
mathematics enables us to express infinitely many distinct propositions, there will
always be infinitely many statements for which we currently lack a proof or refu-
tation. From here it is only a short step to the observation that proof discovery
can be regarded as a decision problem with infinitely many instances. In order
to formulate this observation precisely we will now take several steps towards for-
malization which might initially seem counter to our ultimate goal of arguing that
resolving open questions is difficult in a formalism-independent sense.

The first of these is to assume that the sorts of proofs in which mathematicians
actually traffic can, at least in principle, be formalized relative to an accepted
set of axioms Γ and notion of provability ⊢S by which theorems are derived from
axioms. The limitative theorems on which our basic argument is based are highly

invariant to exactly how these simplifying assumptions are made. But for purposes
of concreteness, it will still be useful to fix what might be regarded as consensus
choices for Γ and ⊢S. To avoid becoming embroiled in details, we will thus assume
that Γ is a computably axiomatized theory over a countable language LΓ sufficient
for formalizing contemporary core mathematics – e.g. ZFC or an extension with
a few large cardinal axioms or a similar system such as the Tarski-Grothendieck
set theory will be more than sufficient. We will similarly take ⊢S to denote the
derivability relation in a conventional proof system for (classical) first-order logic.3

What we will refer to as the proof discovery problem is thus simply that of
determining if a given LΓ sentence ϕ is derivable from Γ in the sense of ⊢S. This
is in turn equivalent to deciding membership in the set

(1) ProvS
Γ = {ϕ ∈ LΓ : Γ ⊢S ϕ}

ProvS
Γ can thus be compared to other decision problems like primality checking.

This is similarly represented as a set Primes = {n ∈ N : n is prime} which gives
rise to infinitely many individual yes/no questions of the form n ∈ Primes.

Deciding membership in Primes is a task we typically perform using a primality
algorithm – e.g. trial division or the sieve of Eratosthenes. By applying such an

3We are fully aware that the assumption that “all of mathematics” within a fixed axiomatic system
will strike some readers as contentious for a variety of reasons. But it will become clear below
that the adoption of anti-formalistic standpoints will tend to buttress rather than detract from
the argument given below.
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algorithm, we are able to determine both positive and negative propositions about
primality – e.g. 666889 ∈ Primes but 667071 6∈ Primes. Most readers will of
course be aware that for many choices of Γ and ⊢S , there can be no algorithm for
uniformly deciding if ϕ ∈ ProvS

Γ or ϕ 6∈ ProvS
Γ (and this will indeed figure in our

argument below). But the point which we wish to stress initially is that the task of
deciding membership in this set can be understood as at least approximating the
task of resolving open questions in mathematical practice.

Having now formulated proof discovery as a decision problem, we turn to the
task of motivating the first two premises of the argument we will give in §3:

(P1) i) Proof discovery is a central goal of mathematical practice.
ii) The difficulty of proof discovery is accurately measured by the classi-

fication of the decision problem ProvS
Γ with respect to the hierarchies

of computability theory and theoretical computer science.

We will take (P1.i) to largely speak for itself.4 But in highlighting the centrality
of deciding open questions to mathematics, we by no means wish to minimize the
importance of other aspects of practice such as calculation, proof verification, and
conjecture discovery. Computing technology has and continues to be successfully
applied to these tasks. The best-known prior examples of calculation and verifica-
tion have for the most part relied on “classical” techniques such as the application
of (provably correct) numerical algorithms or formal verification systems based on
traditional deductive calculi.5 But there have also been recent successful applica-
tions of conjecture discovery using inductive techniques such as machine learning
which are more closely associated with artificial intelligence.6

We mention these tasks to highlight that our thesis is not meant to exclude such
technologies coming to play a substantial role in mathematical research. Indeed it
seems all but assured that they will continue to increase in significance. Rather
our argument is intended to illustrate that proof discovery is of a fundamentally

different nature. While this will become clearer as we go on, the basic contrast is
that proof discovery prototypically involves a form of unbounded search which is
not required for algorithmic calculation, proof verification, or conjecture discovery.

Our basic contention in regard to (P1.ii) – which we will clarify further in §3 –

is that the classification of the decision problem ProvS
Γ with respect to structures

like the arithmetical and polynomial hierarchies provides at least some gauge of
the difficulty which we confront in resolving open questions in practice – or as
it is sometimes called their discovermental complexity.7 This may also speak for

4The centrality which mathematicians themselves assign to settling open questions was perhaps
most famously sloganized by Hilbert (1930) as “Wir müssen wissen, wir werden wissen”. But see,
e.g., (Hardy, 1940) or (Smoryński, 2020) for similar assessments.
5Examples of the first sort include the hand calculation which underlies Lucas’s 1876 demon-
stration that the 39-digit Mersenne number M127 or the the use of computer for case checking
in the proof of the Four Color Theorem. (See, e.g., (Williams, 1998), Detlefsen & Luker, 1980,
Appel & Haken, 1977, and Tymoczko, 1979). A well-known example of the second sort is the
use of a formal verification system or (or proof assistant) in checking Hale’s proof of the Kepler
Conjecture. (See, e.g., Hales et al., 2017 or Avigad, 2021.)
6Classical sources for the use of inductive methods in conjecture discovery and the automa-
tion thereof of include (Polya, 1954) and (Borwein & Bailey, 2008). Applications of machine
learning techniques within this frame include (Gauthier et al., 2016), (Davies et al., 2021), and
(Gauthier et al., 2023).
7This term was coined by Detlefsen who characterized the discovermental (or inventional) com-
plexity of a mathematical proposition as that which is “encountered in coming up with a proof in
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itself from the perspectives of logic and theoretical computer science. But to avoid
misunderstandings we will first canvas some potential objections.

2.1. Formalism. An obvious concern in identifying the task of resolving open ques-
tions with deciding membership in ProvS

Γ is that we have adopted a formalistic
understanding of mathematics which replaces genuine concern for the truth or fal-
sity of a statement with the question of its derivability from certain axioms. This
problem is illustrated by formally independent statements which will exist for even
maximalist choices of Γ and ⊢S . In particular, these represent statements for which
both ϕ 6∈ ProvS

Γ and also ¬ϕ 6∈ ProvS
Γ .

But of course for at least some such undecidable statements we think that there
is an independent fact of the matter about their truth value – e.g. the consensus
view is that Con(ZFC) is true despite its undecidability in ZFC.8 On this basis one

might reasonably object to the proposal that deciding membership in ProvS
Γ is a

reasonable surrogate for resolving open mathematical questions as it is based on a
conflation of falsity with formal non-derivability.

Note, however, that the traditional contention that “truth outstrips provability”
concerns theories Γ which have intended models M |= Γ. But on the other hand,
many of the specific domains in which the techniques described in §4 have been
successfully employed concern so-called “algebraic” theories which lack such models.
On the other hand, in the case where Γ is a arithmetical or set theoretic theory,
it can often be demonstrated that the class of statements true in M – Th(M) –

is of (much) higher complexity that ProvS
Γ . Thus although ProvS

Γ ⊂ Th(M) (in
light of the soundness of Γ and ⊢ with respect to truth in M), deciding the truth

of arbitrary LΓ statements will typically be harder than deciding their provability.9

It follows that theorists who wish to object to (P1.ii) in light of their rejection of
formalism will also be preinclined to view the problem of deciding open questions
as more difficult than this premise prescribes. But this sets the bar (considerably)
higher for what a computational system would have to achieve in order to surpass
what such theorists believe human mathematicians are already able to accomplish
– i.e. deciding mathematical truth as opposed to (mere) provability. Thus while
such theorists may find little interest in the argument rehearsed below, this is so
because they are already preinclined to accept its conclusion for other reasons.10

2.2. Formal versus informal provability. A related concern is that in equating
the difficulty of proof discovery with that of deciding membership in ProvS

Γ , we
distort the kind of challenge which we face in resolving open questions in practice
by focusing on formal rather than informal provability. Such an identification is
required by our argument below for two reasons. First, as we will see in §3, the ar-
gument is mediated by a premise citing mathematical results about the complexity

the first place” (1990, p. 376). See also (Detlefsen, 1996), (Dean, 2019), and (Arana & Stafford,
2023).
8Such metamathematical statements abou non-derivability often depend on the consistency of the
relevant theory Γ. But we will assume that this is not contentious here.
9A canonical illustration is provided by first-order Peano arithmetic PA whose standard model is N
with natural numbers N as domain and the standard interpretation of addition and multiplication.
In this case ProvS

PA
is a Σ0

1
-definable set (for S a standard proof system for first-order logic)

whereas Th(N ) is a ∆1
1
-complete set whose complexity is “properly above” not only ProvS

PA
but

also the entire arithmetical hierarchy.
10E.g. proponents of anti-mechanist proposals such as that of (Lucas, 1961).



ARTIFICAL INTELLIGENCE AND INHERENT MATHEMATICAL DIFFICULTY 7

of ProvS
Γ which would not be available if we were to base our characterization of

proof discovery on informal provability. Second, current automated techniques are
designed to search either directly for formal proofs or other sorts of finitary objects
which witness the truth of a mathematical statement in a manner which can be
converted into a formal proof.

These considerations notwithstanding, the sort of objection to (P1.ii) we have
in mind might be leveled by theorists dissatisfied with the view that an adequate
demonstration of a mathematical proposition must take the form of a formal proof
from declared axioms rather than the sort of informal demonstration of the sort
in which we trade in mathematical practice. On its own, this does not precisely
characterize the relevant distinction between formal and informal proofs. But some
dimensions along which the latter are taken to differ from the former include a lack
of an explicit choice of formal language or axioms, reliance on semantically mediated
inferences rather than explicitly stated rules of inference, and compression of steps
in favor of reliance on “high-level outlines” or diagrams.11

The example we will consider in §4.2 illustrates an instance in which a formal
proof is the only sort of demonstration which may be available to resolve an open
question. But the more common scenario is that a proposed resolution of an open
problem will not be announced unless it is judged by its authors to contain in-
formation sufficient for the mathematical community to evaluate its correctness.
Such claimed demonstrations are then scrutinized as part of the normal refereeing
procedure. In a small minority of cases this results in the judgement that formal
verification is required to assess either the truth of the statement in question or the
validity of the proposed informal proof.

Experience has borne out that this latter step can be arduous, potentially requir-
ing much effort by human mathematicians skilled in the use of verification systems
and potentially also substantial computer time to fill in intervening steps. This in
turn illustrates that there may indeed be a distinct sense in which finding an initial
informal proof of an open question ϕ is typically easier than constructing a formal
derivation from Γ which witnesses ϕ ∈ ProvS

Γ . There is thus a concern that the

complexity of deciding ϕ ∈ ProvS
Γ will overestimate the difficulty which we face in

settling the status of ϕ in the sense we care about in practice.
We will not contest this observation as such. But we propose that a principled

distinction may still be made between the sort of difficulty involved in originally
finding an informal proof and that of transforming such a proof into a formal deriva-
tion. For experience also bears out that the initial difficulty of finding a “high level”
argument which succeeds in convincing the mathematical community – say on the
basis of published text D1 – still typically overshadows that of converting such
a proof into a formal derivation D2 from a given set of axioms Γ. In particu-
lar, while finding D1 at least sometimes involves what is subsequently described

11For instance Avigad (2021) states that “an informal proof is a form of data compression” (p.
7386). A simple example discussed by Wiedijk (2006, p. 4) involves the familiar informal proof of

the irrationality of
√
2 wherein we assume for reductio that there exist a and b such that a2 = 2b2

with greatest common divisor 1. This formulation implicitly assumes that the fraction a
b
is given

in lowest terms. When this proof is formalized in a manner such that it can be verified by an
automated verification system, it must be made explicit that this may be assumed without loss of
generality. The process of making such assumptions explicit – either by treating them as axioms
or supplying other formalized inductive proofs – may thus indeed be described as “decompressing”
information which is “hidden” (or implicit) in the original informal proof.
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as the “novel”, “creative”, or “ingenious” discovery of new ideas and techniques,
constructing D2 from D1 typically involves only “meticulous” or “mechanical” at-
tention to “routine” details such as finding appropriate definitions and lemmas to
fill in gaps, proving the correctness of the implementations of algorithms, etc.12

The formal classification of the complexity of ProvS
Γ does indeed compound

these two forms of difficulty. But it still seems reasonable to assume that the
difficulty of finding D1 in the first place will typically dominate over that of finding
D2 from D1. It is for this reason that we believe that the composite measure still
leads to an informative form of the argument given below.

2.3. Provability versus proofs. Another potential objection to (P1.ii) draws at-

tention to the fact that while the complexity-theoretic classification of ProvS
Γ con-

cerns the infinite class of formal theorems of Γ, in practice we are concerned with
specific instances of the question Γ ⊢S ϕ in cases where ϕ formalizes a recognized
open question. This leaves open the possibility that while deciding membership in
Γ ⊢S ϕ is hard in the general case, deciding the particular instances in which we are
interested in practice – e.g. where ϕ is the Twin Prime Conjecture or the Riemann
Hypothesis – may be either (relatively) easier or (relatively) harder.13

This concern can be illustrated by a comparison to decision problems which are
known to admit “special cases”. For instance, while deciding a general instance of
the primality problem n ∈ Prime remains (relatively) difficult, deciding whether
a Mersenne number – i.e. one of the form n = 2m − 1 – is prime has long been
known to admit to an easier method known as the Lucas-Lehmer test. In this case
the set Mersenne = {n ∈ N : ∃m(n = 2m − 1) & n is prime} might be described
as an easier subproblem of Primes.14

The analogous concern about mathematical provability can thus be put as fol-
lows: Might not the sort of open questions which mathematicians choose to focus
on in practice – i.e. what could be called naturally occurring open questions –
turn out to be either easier or harder to resolve than deciding arbitrary instances of

12Avigad (2021) provides a detailed account of how and why formalization helps to underpin
the reliability of informal proof. On the specific process of finding formal proofs from informal
ones he writes “When someone . . . embarks on a formalization project, the assumption that
the theorem can be formalized is never in question . . . The question is, rather, how best to go
about it and how long it will take. To be sure, the formalization process sometimes uncovers
minor errors and omissions in the informal presentation that have to be remedied, but these are
conventionally viewed as just that . . . rather than indications that the informal source is correct
but unformalizable.” (p. 7339)
13A related objection can be formulated in virtue of the existence of statements about membership
in ProvS

Γ
which can themselves be formulated as mathematical states which admit to “meta-

proofs” – e.g. statements of the form ϕ ∈ ProvS
Γ
will typically be expressible by Σ0

1
-statements of

the form ∃xProofS
Γ
(x, pϕq) for an appropriate formalized proof predicate which they themselves

attempt to prove or refute. In this case it is sometimes possible to construct statements ϕ such
that ∃xProofS

Γ
(x, pϕq) has a “short” proof from Γ, any proof of ϕ must be “astronomically long”

in comparison (see, e.g., Theorem 1.3 of Parikh, 1971). But not only are the statements which
exemplify this property of a contrived metamathematical character, the constructions which yield
them also testify to the fact that they are true (albeit for reasons which can only be formalized
in a theory stronger than Γ itself).
14See, e.g., (Crandall & Pomerance, 2005). Of course it is now known that Primes itself admits
a polynomial time decision procedure. Better examples of the phenomenon in question are thus
provided by decision problems (e.g. Sat) which are provably hard for a given class (e.g. NP) but
also contain precisely delimited subclasses which can be proven to be easier (e.g. 2-Sat).
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ProvS
Γ “on average”? If so, can we formally characterize statements in this class or

account for what makes them easier or harder to resolve than “typical” statements?
Unlike the prior objections, we take this issue to be of considerable import. For

it draws attention to the possibility that our practices of electing to study certain
mathematical statements but not others tracks a measurable characteristic of their
discovermental complexity. In fact it is just this sort of issue about the contours
of mathematical knowledge which recent work in automated theorem proving and
artificial intelligence may help to bring into focus. We will return this issue in §5.

3. The basic argument

The story of artificial intelligence is often presented as beginning in the late 1950s
with the work of figures such as Newell & Simon, Wang, Davis, and Putnam which
we will discuss in the next section. Already at this time, the prospects for applying
computing technology to proof discovery in mathematics were widely discussed. It
was in the context of these developments that the optimistic predictions illustrated
by the second and third quotes in the epigraph began to be announced.

Progress was slow throughout the 1970s, during which the phenomenon of NP-
completeness was discovered. This is now regarded as a characterization of an
intractable (or inherently difficult) problem – a concept which had come into greater
focus during the 1960s along with the availability of digital computers and the desire
to apply them to problems of practical import. This class includes many classic
examples about planning and search which originated in artificial intelligence. It
was within this context that the phrase “combinatorial explosion” was coined by
Lighthill (1973) in the course of presenting a form of the argument – which was
then formulated more incisively by Rabin (1974) – we are about to consider.15

These observations contributed to the first of the so-called “AI winters”.16 We
are evidently living in the midst of a subsequent summer. Nonetheless, our con-
tention is that the following updated form of the Lighthill-Rabin argument remains
relevant for the prospects of artificial intelligence in mathematics:

(P1) i) Proof discovery is a central goal of mathematical practice.

ii) The difficulty of proof discovery is accurately measured by the classi-

fication of the decision problem ProvS
Γ with respect to the hierarchies of

computability theory and computational complexity theory.

(P2) For a wide range of relevant choices of Γ and ⊢S , the problem ProvS
Γ is of

high computational complexity in the sense of (P1.ii).

(P3) If a problem is of high computational complexity in the sense of (P2), then
it is inherently difficult (or intractible) to decide arbitrary instances of it
using computing hardware which we can construct and apply in practice.

By combining P1, P2, and P3 we reach a restatement of our original thesis:

15Lighthill (1973) originally defined a “combinatorial explosion” as the property of a “large knowl-
edge base which results from the explosive growth of any combinatorial expression, representing
numbers of possible ways of grouping elements of the knowledge base according to particular
rules, as the base’s size increases”. He went on to note that the original optimistic hopes about
automated theorem proving were “disappointed through the power of the combinatorial explosion
in rapidly cancelling out any advantages from increase in computer power”.
16See, e.g., (Russell & Norvig, 2021, §1.3).
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(N1) The application of artificial intelligence will not lead to a substantial reduc-
tion in the difficulty of one of the central goals of mathematical practice.

We have already attempted to clarify the relevant notion of “proof discovery” in the
course of arguing for (P1). Once the relevant characterizations of “high computa-
tional complexity”, “intractible”, and “computing hardware which we can construct
and apply in practice” are in place, we hope that premises (P2) and (P3) will speak
for themselves for readers logic and computer science. But as these notions are
again not widely appreciated within philosophy, we will spend the rest of this sec-
tion clarifying them in the course of arguing explicitly for these premises.

3.1. Considerations from computability theory. An initial observation un-
derlying (P2) is that for the most evident choices of Γ and ⊢S , the decision problem

ProvS
Γ is formally undecidable. This is so because of familiar considerations sur-

rounding Gödel’s First Incompleteness Theorem and Church and Turing’s negative
solution to the original Enstscheindungsproblem for first-order logic. But it will
still be useful to collect together several related extensions as follows:17

Theorem 1. Suppose that a) ⊢S is a computably enumerable derivability relation

which extends that of classical first-order logic [FOL] and b) Γ is a consistent,

computably axiomatizable theory that interprets Q (i.e. Robinson arithmetic) and

which is additionally Σ0
1-sound relative to such an interpretation.18 Then:

i) Γ is incomplete relative to the definition of derivability ⊢S. In particular,

there will exist LΓ-sentences ϕ such that Γ 6⊢ ϕ and Γ 6⊢ ¬ϕ. Furthermore,

it is possible to find such ϕ which are provably equivalent Π0
1-statements in

the language La of first-order arithmetic.19

ii) ProvS
Γ is not ∆0

1-definable and thus formally undecidable as a decision

problem.

iii) ProvS
Γ is Σ0

1-complete relative to many-one reductions.

For the sort of consensus choices for Γ and ⊢S for formalizing core mathematics
envisioned in §2, conditions a) - b) will typically satisfied in a paradigmatic man-
ner.20 It thus follows that for a wide range of relevant mathematical theories and
notions of derivability, the proof discovery problem is as hard as its metamathe-

matical definition allows in the sense measured by the arithmetical hierarchy. This
can be further glossed as follows:

(P2.1) Conditions a) and b) are sufficient to ensure that ProvS
Γ is in the class

of problems which can be defined as a Σ0
1-formula of the language La of

17These results 1 go back essentially to (Gödel, 1931), (Rosser, 1936), and (Tarski et al., 1953).
Textbook formulations can be found in (Shoenfield, 1967) or (Cooper, 2004).
18Recall that an La-theory T is Σ0

1
-sound just in case the following condition holds: for all La

statements of the form ∃xϕ(x) where ϕ(x) only contains bounded quantifiers, if T ⊢ ∃xϕ(x),
then ∃xϕ(x) is true in the standard model of arithmetic. This is equivalent to the condition
known as 1-consistency and is satisfied by all the theories mentioned in note 20 under the relevant
interpretations of La in their languages. It is necessary here only for part iii) so as to ensure that Γ
does not prove any false Σ0

1
-statements which misrepresent the existence of halting computations

so as to contrive that the axioms of T induce a set of theorems which fails to be Σ0
1
-complete.

19I.e. of the form ∀xψ(x) for ψ(x) containing only bounded arithmetical quantifiers, either natively
or by interpretation into La.
20E.g (and mutatis muntandis) if Γ = PA, . . . ,Z2 (second-order arithmetic), , . . . ,Z (Zermelo set
theory), , . . . ,ZF(C), . . . and the vast majority of their familiar high-order or class-based extensions,
variants based on intuitionistic logic, type-theoretic or categorical reformulations, etc.
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first-order arithmetic. In particular we will have

ProvS
Γ = {pϕq ∈ N : ∃xProofSΓ(x, pϕq)}

for a suitable arithmetized proof predicate involving only bounded quanti-
fiers and Gödel numbering p·q of LΓ.

(P2.2) On the other hand, part ii) of Theorem 1 reports that this classification can-
not be improved to ∆0

1-definability – i.e. the prior classification is optimal

with respect to the arithmetical hierarchy.
(P2.3) If we consider the set A = {pϕq : ϕ ∈ ProvS

Γ} ⊆ N, then every other
Σ0

1-definable set B ⊆ N is definable from A as a parameter in the form
B = {n : ψ(n,A)} where ψ(x,X) is a ∆0

1-formula.

The foregoing facts pertain to the classification of the logical complexity of
ProvS

Γ – i.e. how complicated a formula is required to define it as a set relative
to the standard model of arithmetic. But as many readers will be aware, (P1.1-3)
respectively correspond to properties concerning the computational complexity of
ProvS

Γ – i.e. how hard is it decide by an algorithm. In particular, if Γ satisfies the

hypotheses of Theorem 1, then ProvL
Γ will be a many-one complete set – i.e.

(P2.1′) ProvS
Γ is a computably enumerable (or semi-decidable) set – i.e. there

exists a Turing machine M(x) such that if Γ ⊢S ϕ, then M(pϕq) will
eventually halt outputting “yes” and fail to halt otherwise.

(P2.2′) ProvS
Γ is not a computable (or decidable) set – i.e. there is no Turing

machine M(x) such that for all ϕ ∈ LΓ, M(pϕq) halts outputing “yes” if
Γ ⊢S ϕ and if Γ 6⊢S ϕ, then M(pϕq) halts outputting “no”.

(P2.3′) The existence of a decision algorithm for ProvS
Γ would imply a decision

algorithm for every Σ0
1-set B in the following sense: there exists a Turing

computable function f(x) such that for all n ∈ N,

n ∈ B iff f(n) is the Gödel number of a LΓ formula ϕ such that Γ ⊢S ϕ.

The existence of such correspondences between descriptive and computational
complexity stands behind the use of the expression degree of difficulty to refer to
levels of arithmetical hierarchy and related structures in computability theory.21

Per premise (P2) of the basic argument, the foregoing results are illustrative of the

“high computational complexity” of ProvS
Γ in the case that Γ and ⊢S satisfy the

property a) and b) of Theorem 1. Of course the term “high” should be understood
here as relative to the use of the arithmetical hierarchy as a scale for measuring
some salient notion of difficulty related to mathematical practice.22 But in the
case of comparing ProvS

Γ with a decidable problem like Primes, the following
sub-argument can also now be adduced in favor of (P3):23

21This expression originates with (Post, 1944). See, e.g., (Slaman, 1998) for more on using formula
complexity and the related definition of the Turing degrees to measure mathematical difficulty.
22In particular, a Σ0

1
-complete set like ProvS

Γ
is only of “high complexity” in the sense of being

“above” (in the sense of reducibility) sets which are either computable (i.e. ∆0
1
) or computably

enumerable but not Σ0
1
-complete. For instance ProvS

Γ
is “below” – and thus in the relevant sense

less difficult than – a Π0
2
-complete set such as Tot – i.e. set of indices to Turing machines which

halt on all inputs. Two relevant aspects of the use of “high” in the formulation of (P2) are thus
as follows: i) this complexity is maximal given that ProvS

Γ
admits a Σ0

1
-definition; ii) a many-one

complete set can be regarded as astronomically more difficult to decide in the general case than
the decidable sets classified by the complexity-theoretic hierarchies considered below.
23Note that this argument avoids recourse to Church’s Thesis. In the relevant case, this would

entail that since ProvS
Γ
is not Turing-decidable, it is also not decidable by an informally specified
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(P3.1) Since by P2.2′) ProvS
Γ is not decidable by a Turing machine, it follows that

it is also not decidable by an abstract machine from any model of computa-

tion which computes the same class of functions as the basic Turing machine
model T in terms of which computability theory is standardly developed.

(P3.2) Not only does this class include the familiar models of the 1930s – general
recursive functions, the untyped lambda-calculus, etc. – it also includes a
broad class of what might be called generalized finitary models which sat-
isfy the locality and boundedness conditions originally formulated by Gandy
(1980) and refined by Sieg (2009). This class includes Gandy machines and
cellular automata, but also the abstract characterizations of the architec-
tures of contemporary computers – e.g. the random access machine model
R and many of its variants.

(P3.3) As such, contemporary computing machinery does not allow us to uniformly

decide instances of ProvS
Γ in the following sense: there does not exist a

concrete computing device – i.e. what we would now conventionally call
a “computer” – which we can both construct and employ in practice to
concretely decide arbitrary instances of ProvS

Γ .
(P3.4) In the case where a theory Γ satisfies the hypotheses of Theorem 1, another

form of confirmation of (P3.3) derives from the Σ0
1-completeness of ProvS

Γ .
For as reported by (P2.3′), a decision method for this problem would lead
to such a method for a number of other Σ0

1-definable problems of both
theoretical and practical import – e.g. the Halting Problem, Hilbert’s Tenth
Problem, the word problem for semigroups, etc. These are illustrative of
problems which experience suggests we also cannot decide in practice.

3.2. Considerations from complexity theory. The foregoing points are famil-
iar and were appreciated early on.24 But the potential applications of artificial
intelligence to proof discovery require us to proceed more carefully in arguing for
(P3). This is so in light of at least two concerns. First, at least one of the applica-
tions we will consider in §4 pertains to choices of Γ and ⊢S which do not directly
fall within the scope of Theorem 1. Second, one might also think advances in com-
puting technology which will themselves be brought about by artificial intelligence
will make the sub-argument (P3.1-4) obsolete.

algorithm. But the concern here is not with whether humans might be able to exceed computers
by carrying out algorithms which are intuitively effective but not Turing computable. Rather it
is whether the sort of concrete computing systems we can construct and apply in practice might
be of assistance in deciding instances of ProvS

Γ
which confound human mathematicians.

24In fact the import of the basic argument appears to have been largely foreseen at the time of
the original formulation of the Entcheindungsproblems – i.e. does there exist an algorithm for
determining whether a first-order formula is valid (and hence provable from no premises)? In
their original textbook statement, Hilbert & Ackermann (1928, p. 77) describe this as “the main
problem of mathematial logic”. For as they observe, if Γ is a finitely axiomatizable theory the
problems can be understood as equivalent in the sense that ϕ ∈ ProvFOL

Γ
iff

∧
Γ → ϕ ∈ ProvFOL

∅ .
This includes not only the axiomatic theories of geometry which Hilbert and Ackermann used
to movitate the problem, but also Q itself as well as far stronger theories like Gödel-Bernays
set theory. From this it can be taken to follow that if the Entcheindungsproblem had a positive
solution, then the general proof discovery problem in mathematics could be solved algorithmically.
Hilbert and his collaborators were momentarily optimistic about this in light of positive results
for restricted formula classes. But per the first quote in the epigraph, Hardy (1929) (and even
earlier von Neumann, 1927) expressed skepticism as to whether a decision algorithm would be
forthcoming and also realized the ramifications a positive resolution would have.
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In order to appreciate the first point, recall that Presburger arithmetic [PrA]
can be characterized as the set of sentences in the language L−

a consisting of La

without the multiplication symbol which are true in in the structure Z = 〈Z, <
,+, 0, 1〉. While this is a semantic definition, Presburger (1930) originally presented
an axiomatization of PrA consisting of the axioms of an ordered abelian group
together along with a schema stating the basic property of Euclidean division. Using
the notation we have adopted, it can then be shown that ProvFOL

PrA = Th(Z).25

Since Q cannot be interpreted in PrA, it follows that Theorem 1 does not apply.
In fact Presburger (1930) originally showed that PrA is decidable by showing that
it admits quantifier elimination. This procedure then became a natural target to
implement on early digital computers starting in the 1950s. But it was quickly
realized that both Presburger’s original algorithm and several refinements could
not be carried out concretely even for very simple formulas.26

This provided the context for Michael Rabin’s 1974 paper “Theoretical impedi-
ments to artificial intelligence” whose point of departure was the following result:27

Theorem 2. There exists a constant c > 0 such that for every algorithm α deciding

PrA, there exists an integer n0 such that for every n > n0 there exists a L−
a -sentence

ϕ of length for which α requires more than 22
cn

computational steps to decide if

ϕ ∈ ProvFOL
PrA .

Rabin’s original presentation makes clear that the class of algorithms in ques-
tion can be taken to encompass not only those implementable relative to standard
models of computation such as T or R but also their non-deterministic variants.28

Thus while PrA is decidable in principle, Rabin suggested that both this result and
our practical experiences bear out the fact that it is undecidable in practice for
concrete formulas of surveyable length.

Taking this in conjunction with other early results about the computational
complexity, he summarizes the situation as follows:

The above results . . . point to the possibility that this bad behavior of theorem
proving programs is inherent. That [is to say] at least as long as we have a
general purpose theorem prover either for first-order logic, or for the whole
of propositional logic, or for all statements of even a very elementary and
decidable fraction of mathematics, the following bad thing will happen. For
rather short sentences it will very often, perhaps even almost always, be the
case that the shortest proof or shortest decision algorithm will be impractically
long to an extent that settling the question whether the sentence is a theorem,
or producing a proof for the sentence, will be impossible in practice.

(Rabin, 1974, p. 617)

Relative to the basic argument, Rabin’s moral may thus be framed as follows: even
if we restrict attention to cases in which ProvS

Γ is decidable in the in-principle

25See (Smorynski, 1991, III.4) for a modern formulation.
26This was already observed by Davis (1957). See (Haase, 2018) for a survey of later developments.
27As reported in (Fischer & Rabin, 1974), Rabin obtained this result with Fischer soon after the
announcement of Theorem 3 which is traditionally understood to have initiated computational
complexity theory in its contemporary form.
28In fact Berman (1980) subsequently showed that ProvFOL

PrA
is complete for a class known as

STA(∗, 22cn , n) based on an alternating model which extends doubly exponential nondeterministic
time (2-NEXP) and thus also PSPACE .
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sense of computability theory, this problem still often turns out to be intractable (or
inherently difficult) to decide in the in-practice sense of computational complexity.29

Of course Theorem 2 itself bears directly on the difficulty of proof discovery
in mathematics at large, we would also need to inquire further into whether the
sort of naturally occurring open questions we considered in §2 are expressible in a
restricted language such as that of L−

a .
30 In order to understand the significance of

this, it will be useful to state and comment briefly on a yet better known result:

Theorem 3. The set Sat of satisfiable formulas of classical propositional logic

is complete for the complexity class NP consisting of problems decidable in time

O(nk) by a non-determistic Turing machine.

This is to say that Sat is decidable by a non-deterministic algorithm with run-
ning time polynomially proportional to the size of the input formula (measured by
the numbers of symbols) and also that every problem decidable in this manner may
be efficiently reduced to Sat – i.e. in a manner analogous to (P2.3′) with f(x)
itself computable in polynomial time. Since a sentence ϕ is a member of the set
Taut of propositional tautologies just in case ¬ϕ 6∈ Sat, this means that Taut is
a so-called coNP-complete problem. But since Taut also coincides with the set
ProvPL

∅ of theorems of classical propositional logic, this means that proof discovery
for this system is itself a coNP-complete problem.

Theorem 3 – which is now known as the Cook-Levin Theorem31 – had only
just been formulated at the time of the lecture on which Rabin’s paper is based.
But already at this point, a wide range of other combinatorial problems which were
(and still are) believed to be intractable in the general case had already been shown
to be NP-complete. This helped establish NP-hardness as a sufficient condition
to regard a problem as intractable. Thus the fact that ProvPL

∅ is complete for
the presumptively harder class coNP can thus be taken to testify that while it
is easier to decide than ProvFOL

PrA , it is still an inherently difficult problem in the
sense measured by the hierarchies studied in computational complexity theory.32

Theorem 3 is relevant to our current concerns in virtue of ongoing attempts we
will discuss in §4.2 to employ decision algorithms for propositional satisfiability to

29Fischer & Rabin (1974) also show that the analogue to Theorem 2 also holds with respect to

any axiomatization T of Th(Z) in which axiomhood is decidable in polynomial time – i.e. one such
that ProvFOL

T
= Th(Z) – then there are true statements ϕ ∈ Th(Z) whose shortest proof in T is

also doubly exponential in the size of ϕ. In regard to his titular concern, Rabin goes on to predict
that results in this vein inevitably impose limitations on subsequent developments in artificial
intelligence in light of the fact that many reasoning tasks will involve logical deduction. And in
fact many practical illustrations of this pattern many now be cited (see e.g. Russell & Norvig,
2021, §11, §13, §16).
30An evident concern in this case is that without a means of defining multiplication uniformly in
the language, there is no way of expressing open number theoretic conjectures such as the Goldbach
or Twin Prime conjectures. A potentially better example to make the current point is those the
theory of Real Closed Fields [RCF] in whose language arbitrary statements of Euclidean geometry
can be stated. Tarski (1959) famously showed that RCF is decidable. But Fischer & Rabin (1974)
showed a version of Theorem 2 also holds for ProvFOL

RCF
with the time bound 2cn – i.e. while

decidable in principle, the proof discovery problem for RCF is is still exponentially hard and thus
intractable from the standpoint of contemporary complexity theory.
31See, e.g., (Aaronson, 2016) or (Dean, 2019) for discussion of its history and signficance.
32The situation is complicated by the fact that we do not currently know whether NP is distinct
from the class P of problems decided in polynomial time by a deterministic Turing machine (which
is conventionally taken to coincide with the problems which we can feasibly decide in practice).
It is, however, provable that NP is a proper subset of the class EXP of problems decidable in
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resolve open mathematical questions. On the other hand, if the widely believed
conjecture that NP 6= coNP is true, then there exist infinitely many theorems
of propositional logic whose shortest proofs in any conventional proof system are
“infeasibly long” relative to their lengths, just as in the case for PrA.33

3.3. On reasonable models and artificial intelligence. Before concluding our
defense of (P3) – and thus of the basic argument itself – one other caveat should be
noted. When we transition from understanding “difficulty” from the perspective
of computability theory to that of complexity theory, more care also needs to be
taken in regard to the models of computation to which the (putatively) limitative
theorems apply. For to read off concrete consequences about what we can and
cannot prove in practice from Theorems 2 and 3 we need to restrict attention
to the narrower class of reasonable models of computation in order to employ a
complexity-theoretic analogue of (P3.3).

The notion of such a model plays a heuristic role in complexity theory similar to
that played by an effective procedure in the early history of computability theory.
Just as computability theorists have come to accept the equation of the class of
problems decidable by effective procedures with those computable by a Turing
machine (i.e. Church’s Thesis), complexity theorists have come to accept a similar
equation of the class of feasibly (or practically) decidable problems with those in
the class P decidable in polynomial time by a deterministic Turing machine with a
suitably efficient representation of inputs and outputs (i.e. the Cobham-Edmond’s
Thesis). This leads to the following characterization of a reasonable model in the
form of what van Emde Boas (1990) originally called the Invariance Thesis: a model
M is reasonable just in case for every machine M ∈ M there exists T ∈ T which
simulates M with polynomial time overhead and constant space overhead.

The class of reasonable models is again robust and includes the RAM-like models
on which the architecture of contemporary digital computers are based.34 There are,
however, generalized finitary models (in the sense of P3.2) which are not reasonable.
A paradigm example of is the so-called Parallel RAM model P which allows a single
processor to spawn a fixed finite number of successor processors sharing a common
memory at each step. This model has been of theoretical interest in complexity
theory as it facilities the study of problems which can be efficiently decided by
parallelism of bounded depth.35

Using parallelism of unbounded depth it becomes possible to recruit arbitrarily
many processors which can act in parallel to efficiently solve the sorts of “combina-
torily explosive” problems warned about by Lighthill. For this reason, the formal
time metric for P collapses polynomial hierarchy of complexity classes between
P and PSPACE.36 This contributes to a bulwark of arguments which suggest
that concrete realizations of such “unreasonable” models cannot be constructed in

exponential time. It is in this sense that ProvPL

∅ is (provably) less difficult than ProvFOL

PrA
, which

is in turn (provably) less difficult than ProvFOL

∅ or ProvFOL

Q
, etc.

33This includes definition of ⊢S based on Hilbert systems, natural deduction, and sequent calculi.
See (Cook & Reckhow, 1979) for the relevant definition of a “conventional proof system”.
34See, e.g., (Hennessy et al., 2003) on concrete implementational details.
35See, e.g., (Greenlaw et al., 1995).
36See (Savitch & Stimson, 1979).
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practice so as to allow us to uniformly decide problems which cannot be decided
efficiently using current computational architectures.37

All of this said, the current climate encourages speculation about whether such
traditional barriers to feasible computation might be overcome by developments
in artificial intelligence itself. Popular accounts often given the impression that
artificial intelligence systems already exploit parallelism which allows them to out-
perform “classical” techniques in various domains. So one might wonder whether
this will also turn out to be the case true for proof discovery.

The sort of machine learning systems currently under investigation – e.g. re-
current networks or transformers – do indeed exploit “parallel architectures” in
the sense that their operation typically relies on matrix operations which can be
parallelized in principle. In this sense, their high-level presentations are akin to
programs for Parallel RAM machines. On the other hand, using current or fore-
seeable computing machinery we are only able to directly carry out parallelized
algorithms for (e.g.) matrix multiplication for inputs of a finite dimension which is
fixed in advance by a concrete processor design. As such, single applications of the
systems in question cannot lead to asymptotic improvements of the sort of systems
in question for arbitrarily large classes of instances as arise in the case of the proof
discovery problem.38 As we will discuss further in §4.3, there thus appear to be
principled reasons why machine learning techniques cannot on their own reduce the
complexity of the discovery problem in the cases we have been considering.

4. Case studies

To reiterate, the crux of the basic argument is that the proof discovery problem
in mathematics is (provably) computationally complex and thus inherently difficult.
But again, this argument concerns proof discovery understood as a decision problem
with infinitely many instances. On this understanding, it seems there is little room
to challenge the argument on its own terms. But we would be drawn to question its
relevance if the specific cases we cared about in practice ended up being significantly
easier than the worst case reported by results like Theorems 1, 2, and 3. It would,
for instance, be highly germane if automated techniques already had resolved a
longstanding open question or appeared to be on the cusp of doing so.

At the time of writing, we are unaware of any instances in which the application
of computing technology can be reasonably credited with resolving a high profile

open question of the sort described in §2. But there been several instances of lower
profile results obtained in part or whole by the use of artificial intelligence-related
methods.39 The best known examples to date have been obtained via traditional
automated theorem proving techniques. But there has also been a recent success
employing Sat-solvers and large language models in a manner reminiscent of ap-
plications which are currently fueling public debates.

37For instance (van Emde Boas, 1990, p. 14) states that the suggestion that we can build and
apply devices allowing for unbounded parallelism entails “severe violations of basic laws of nature”
and that “if physical constraints are taken into account, all gains of parallelism seem to be lost”.
38This remains the case even when the relevant sorts of techniques are carried out using specialized
hardware such as graphic and tensor processing units. These are optimized to perform matrix
operation on low precision floating point numbers employed in machine learning applications but
are otherwise of classical design.
39(Avigad, 2022) and §5 below takes step towards a systematic account of this distinction.
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We will now examine three case studies illustrating the methods in question.
Each raises under-explored questions about the contours of mathematical knowledge
and proof which may be of interest to philosophers in their own right. But while
illustrative, they are also sampled from a large body of evolving work whose details
cannot be adequately surveyed here. We will thus focus narrowly on demonstrating
that these case studies exemplify the following characteristics:

(C1) The artificial intelligence-related methods which they employ are refinements
of the technique traditionally known as brute force search.

(C2) The open questions which have been resolved by applying them are of a
logical form (typically Σ0

1) which allows us to see in advance that they are
amenable to brute force while also being of a simpler logical complexity than
the high-profile problems discussed in §2.

4.1. Automated theorem proving and the Robbins Problem. Artificial in-
telligence and automated theorem proving have been connected since their begin-
nings. For instance at the 1956 conference where the expression “artificial intelli-
gence” was coined, the only functioning system presented was the Logic Theorist

of Newell, Shaw, and Simon (1957). This was a program for proving statements of
propositional logic in a manner intended to mimic how humans approached logic
problems. But as this method was incomplete, Newell, Shaw and Simon them-
selves described it as heuristic and contrasted it with algorithmic methods which
are complete but need to return an output in a feasible number of steps.

This situation was further addressed by Wang (1960) who developed a sound and
complete method for propositional derivability but abandoned the goal of model-
ing human reasoning. Wang’s approach was based on an operationalization of
Gentzen’s sequent in which the rules are both cut free and invertible. This makes
it possible to systematically perform proof search by working backwards from the
main connective of the statement to be proved. Wang’s method set the stage for
the formulation of the Davis-Putnam algorithm which serves as the basis of con-
temporary Sat-solvers of the sort discussed in §4.2. But this method is itself based
on the yet more fundamental rule of resolution which also remains at the core of
most automated theorem proving systems for first-order logic.40

Recall first that a propositional formula ϕ0 can be efficiently transformed into
a logically equivalent formula ϕ1 in conjunctive normal form – i.e. so that ϕ1

is a conjunction of clauses each comprised of a disjunction of literals which are
themselves either atoms p or negated atoms ¬p. If ϕ1 contains distinct clauses of
the respective forms ψ ∨ p and ¬p ∨ χ, then any valuation which makes ϕ1 true
must also make ψ ∨ χ true. This allows us to obtain a simpler formula ϕ2 which is
still equivalent to ϕ in terms of satisfiability by removing all occurrences of p from
ϕ1. This idea is captured by the resolution rule:

(2)
ϕ ∨ p ¬p ∨ ψ

R

ϕ ∨ ψ

As resolution-based theorem provers operate solely via this rule, they are sim-
pler to implement than methods which have rules involving multiple propositional

40An accessible overview of the early history of automated theorem proving is provided by
(MacKenzie, 2004, §3). See also (Biere et al., 2021, §1).
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connectives (like that of Wang).41 For this reason Robinson (1965, p. 24) originally
described resolution as “machine-oriented, rather than human-oriented”. And it
is indeed an application of this method which still provides one of the best-known
applications of automated techniques to mathematics – i.e. McCune’s (1997) reso-
lution of the Robbins problem.42

Recall that the theory B of Boolean algebras is given in the language LB =
{∧,∨,¬, 0, 1} via universal closure of the following axioms:

(B1) x ∨ (y ∨ z) = (x ∨ y) ∨ z (B6) x ∧ (y ∧ z) = (x ∧ y) ∧ z
(B2) x ∨ y = y ∨ x (B7) x ∧ y = y ∧ x
(B3) x ∨ (x ∧ y) = x (B8) x ∧ (x ∨ z) = x
(B4) x ∧ (y ∨ z) = (x ∧ y) ∨ (x ∧ z) (B9) x ∨ (y ∧ z) = (x ∨ y) ∧ (x ∨ z)
(B5) x ∨ ¬x = 1 (B10) x ∧ ¬x = 0

Inspired by an alternative axiomatization given by Huntington (1933), Robbins
considered the following axioms R over the smaller language L−

B
= {∧,∨}:

(R1) x ∨ (y ∨ z) = (x ∨ y) ∨ z (Def1) 0 = ¬(x ∨ ¬x)
(R2) x ∨ y = y ∨ x (Def2) 1 = x ∨ ¬x
(R3) ¬(¬(x ∨ y) ∨ ¬(x ∨ ¬y)) = x (Def3) x ∧ y = ¬(¬x ∨ ¬y)

It is not hard to see that R1, R2 and R3 are derivable from B. Robbins posed
the following problem: if 0,1, and ∧ are defined by Def1, Def2 and Def3, are all

structures satisfying R Boolean algebras?
Robbins and Huntington were unable to answer this question at the time and it

was subsequently popularized by Tarski.43 Substantial progress would not be made
until the late 1970s when Robbins’ conjecture became the focus of the automated
theorem proving group at the Argonne National Laboratory. It was in this context
that Winker (1992) gave a conventional non-computer assisted proof that the ad-
junction of the single axiom ω := ∃x∃y(x ∨ y = x) to R allows for the derivation of
each of B1-B10. Resolving the Robbins problem was thus reduced to confirming

(3) R ⊢FOL ω

This is what McCune (1997) accomplished by employing a variant of the auto-
mated theorem OTTER called EQP. Both of these systems take advantage of the
fact that the resolution rule can be extended to the first-order case by combining
it with a procedure for substituting terms for free variables to accomplish the task
known as unificaiton.44 OTTER also employs a general method for operationalizing
equational reasoning known as the Knuth-Bendix algorithm. This allows for the
transformation of a given set of equations E into a confluent and terminating set of

41In fact resolution is simply a form of the cut rule in the case the cut formula is an atom
while Wang’s method starts out with a cut-free formulation of the sequent calculus. See
(Troelstra & Schwichtenberg, 2000, §7.4) for more on this relationship.
42Since this time, a number of other results have been obtained in a similar manner which could
also be used to illustrate the points framed below – e.g. the recent resolution in a statement
of non-commutative algebra known as the Weak Abelian Inner Mapping conjecture by Kinyon,
Veroff, and Vojtěchovskỳ. (Kinyon et al., 2013) for a preliminary report).
43E.g., (Henkin et al., 1971, p. 245).
44A unifier for expressions E1σ, E2σ is a substitution σ which makes them syntactically identical

– i.e. E1σ ≡ E2σ. For instance if E1 is x = a and E2 is y = a then ρ = {b/x, b/y} is a unifier
since (x = a)ρ ≡ b = a ≡ (y = a)ρ while σ = {y/x} is a most general unifier as ρ can be
obtained from σ by composing the latter with another substitution such as θ = {b/y}. See, e.g.,
(Troelstra & Schwichtenberg, 2000, §7.2) for more on the role of unification in resolution-based
proof systems.
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rewriting rules sufficient to check the truth of every equation in E .45 The method
of resolution can further adapted in this context to treat equational reasoning ex-
emplified by derivations from the axioms R via the technique of paramodulation.46

McCune used this system to find two terms witnessing the existential quantifiers
in (3) together with a proof witnessing the corresponding substitution instance.
These were ultimately quite short: t1 := (x∨ x) and t2 := ¬(¬(x ∨ x∨ x)∨ x)) and
a 13 line derivation of t1 ∨ t2 = t1 in the equational fragment of first-order logic.47

But as we will discuss below, the process of finding these objects was arduous in
terms of computing resources.

This was heralded at the time as the first instance in which a computer had
played a role in resolving a recognized open question in a manner which exhibited
“creativity” or “logical insight”.48 Nonetheless, the manner in which McCune ob-
tained his result exhibits two characteristics which are shared by several subsequent
examples in automated theorem proving. First, the statement which was derived
by EQP was not a direct statement of the original problem – i.e. all are Robbins

algebras Boolean? – but rather a reformulation in terms of formal derivability.
Second, the sufficiency of this formulation for resolving the problem was not im-
mediate given its original statement but rather depended on an intervening lemma
which was obtained by a human mathematician.

The significance of these characteristics comes into focus when we further exam-
ine the details of how EQP operates. Since this system descends from OTTER, it
implements a sound and complete proof procedure for first-order logic. However its
main loop simply dovetails the derivation of formulas from axioms (via resolution),
the inductive generation and simplification of LB-terms (via the Knuth-Bendix al-
gorithm), and the simplification of derived formulas (via paramodulation).

Per claim (C1), it is his latter observation which illustrates what we mean by
saying that the method employed in McCune’s proof is an instance of brute force

search. Such a procedure is traditionally understood as a means of solving a decision
problem X in cases where positive instances x ∈ X are witnessed by the existence
of so-called certificates c drawn from an effectively enumerable class CX satisfying
a decidable predicate Φ(x, c). Positive instances of problems which admit such a
characterization are thus verifiable by a so-called generate-and-test procedure which

45The basic idea is to observe that an equation between terms t = s can be oriented so as to
obtain a rewriting rule of the form t −→ s (or s −→ t), allowing one to substitute the term on
the left hand-side of the arrow with the term on the right hand-side. Given such a set of rules, a
term t may be repeatedly reduced to potentially obtain a non-reducible term s which may then
be equated with t in further reasoning. See, e.g., (Dershowitz & Jouannaud, 1990).
46This takes the form

r = s ∨ ψ p[t] ∨ ϕ
pθ[sθ] ∨ ϕθ ∨ ψθ

where ϕ and ψ do not have any variable in common, θ is the most general unifier for t and r, p[t]
indicates that the term t appears in the atomic formula p, and pθ[sθ] denotes the formula obtained
by applying the substitution θ to both the atomic formula p and the term s. Paramodulation is
thus a technique which combines unification, substitution, and resolution in a single rule. See, e.g.
(Russell & Norvig, 2021, §9.5). The system EQP employed by McCune was further optimized to
take into account the associativity and commutativity of the operation ∨ (as given by R1, R2).
47The materials are all still available at https://www.cs.unm.edu/~mccune/papers/robbins/.
48E.g. (Kolata, 1996).

https://www.cs.unm.edu/~mccune/papers/robbins/
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for a given instance x simply enumerates the members of CX as c0, c1, c2, . . . and
checks whether Φ(x, ci) holds.

49

Standard techniques allow us to see that any decision problem X admitting such
a characterization can be defined by a Σ0

1-formula in the language of first-order
arithmetic – i.e. so that X = {x : ∃mϕ(pxq,m)} for ϕ(x, y) a ∆0

0-formula and p·q
an appropriate arithmetical encoding. Per claim (C2) this shows that the logical
form of the Robbins problem may naturally be regarded as Σ0

1-statement of La

– a feature which we will suggest in §5 classifies it as simpler than the sorts of
high-profile open questions considered in §2.50

In addition to this, McCune’s proof also possesses several other features which
are traditionally associated with brute force. First, note that the characterization
just given allows in general that CX may be infinite. As a consequence, the corre-
sponding generate-and-test procedure for X will not terminate if x 6∈ X . This in
turn corresponds to the familiar observation that if Γ 6⊢FOL ϕ, then an automated
theorem prover will not be able to detect this by carrying out an enumerative search
through formal derivations. Thus had Robbins’ conjecture been false – in which
case R 6⊢ ω – then a system like EQP would have been unable to resolve the problem
in the manner of McCune’s proof.

Second, in addition to our prior observation about the complexity of the meta-
theoretic assertion (3), the formula ω is itself a Σ1-formula in the language of
Boolean algebras. As such, one might wonder whether ω can only be derived in R

is via non-constructive proof which makes essential use of quantificational reasoning.
But as we have seen, McCune’s proof did not proceed in this manner. Rather it
employed an inductive generation procedure within EQP to enumeratively search
for both L−

B
-terms and a derivation witnessing R ⊢ t1 ∨ t2 = t1.

The manner of this search was not entirely “naive”. But third, it may still be
reasonably characterized as general or domain unspecific. This is to say that the
procedures in question were in principle capable of generating and substituting any
well-formed terms and deriving any equational proof. But the order in which these
steps were carried out in practice was not informed by the mathematical content

of the Robbins problem or facts about Boolean algebras in general but rather by
general-purpose parameters controlling the operation of EQP.51

Fourth, while a modest sized proof and terms were eventually found, the overall
enumerative procedure by which they were obtained can reasonably be described
as proceeding through an unsurveyably large number of intermediate steps.52 In
other words, while we can comprehend the terms and proof described above after the

49See (Trakhtenbrot, 1984), (Heule & Kullmann, 2017), and (Dean, 2019) for more on the history
and significance of the notion of brute force in computer science.
50Of course questions about formal derivability from a computable set of axioms Γ – of which (3)
is typical – are paradigmatically of this sort as in this case we may take Φ(x, y) to be a formalized
proof predicate ProofΓ(x, y) for Γ and the relevant class of certificates CΓ is the set of well-formed
derivations from Γ. If we equate proof discovery with formal derivability in the manner we have
proposed in §2, then the solution to any open question can be reduced to an enumerative search
from axioms as just described. We will return to this issue in §5.
51For instance McCune describes how the software was configured to vary both the length of terms
which were generated and also how terms of different “ages” were substituted into previously
generated equations.
52McCune reports that during the execution which ultimately yielded the result, EQP generated
49,548 equalities from 2,612,977 attempts at term rewriting which in turn required 8 days of
computing time and used about 30 megabytes of memory. But this was only obtained after a



ARTIFICAL INTELLIGENCE AND INHERENT MATHEMATICAL DIFFICULTY 21

fact, it would have been far beyond the practical abilities of a human mathematician
working without automation to find them in the manner of McCune’s proof.

4.2. SAT solvers and finite combinatorics. Recall that Sat denotes the satis-
fiability problem for propositional logic – i.e. that of checking if a formula is true
in some row of its truth table. A Sat-solver is a decision algorithm satisfying:

(4) i) Totality : α(ϕ) returns output 1 – i.e. “satisfiable” – or 0 – i.e.
“unsatisfiable” – for all propositional formulas ϕ.

ii) Soundness: If α(ϕ) = 1, then ϕ ∈ Sat.
iii) Completeness: If α(ϕ) = 0, then ϕ 6∈ Sat – i.e. ϕ ∈ Sat.

Recall also that if ϕ is unsatisfiable – i.e. false in all rows of its truth table –
then ¬ϕ is a tautology and thus provable from no premises in the propositional
calculus (by the completeness theorem). As such, an algorithm α satisfying (4i-iii)

also serves as a decision method for ProvPL
∅ .

As we have discussed, Sat is NP-complete. Presuming that P 6= NP, there thus
cannot exist an algorithm satisfying (4i-iii) implementable by a reasonable model of
computation which always returns an output in time polynomial in the number of
propositional variables in ϕ. And in fact no procedure with better than exponential
worst case running time in the general case is known to exist. It is thus striking
that a number of algorithms which perform well on large classes of Sat instances
are currently being investigated.53

Most contemporary Sat solvers are refinements of the so-called Davis-Putnam
algorithm. This is itself a recursive implementation of the method of resolution
described in §4.1 together with a strategy for selecting a literal on which to apply
a rule known as unit propagation.54 However this is not a fully explicit algorithm.
Specific Sat solvers thus rely on a combination of heuristics for choosing literals
according to the properties of the input formula or backtracking when conflicts are
found. Appropriate choices of this sort lead to algorithms which reduce the overall
number of assignments which must be considered in large classes of cases.55

The applicability of Sat solvers to proof discovery arises due to the possibility
of using propositional logic to express mathematical statements either directly or
as a parameterized family which is successively checked by an enumerative search.
The process can be illustrated by examining one of the successful applications of
such algorithms to answer an open question – i.e. the recent proof of a statement

multi-week process of failed executions with different parameter values of the sort described in
the prior note.
53Although P 6= NP entails that there cannot exist a polynomial time algorithm for Sat, it is
perhaps already surprising that there are decision algorithms for Sat which are asymptotically
more efficient than the naive O(2n) method of truth tables (see Biere et al., 2021, §16).
54For instance, consider the conjunctive normal form formula ϕ0 := (p∨q)∧(¬p∨r)∧(¬r∨s)∧p.
This contains a so-called unit clause p consisting of a single literal. As a valuation making ϕ1 true
must make p true, ϕ0 can be simplified by removing any clause contain p and deleting ¬p from
any clause in which it occurs to yield a simplified formula ϕ1 := r∧ (¬r∨ s) which is equivalent in
terms of satisfiability. This process can then be re-applied to the unit clause r to obtain ϕ2 := s
55See, e.g., (Russell & Norvig, 2021, §7) for an overview and (Biere et al., 2021) for a presentation
of the specific techniques used in the Cube and Conqueror algorithm described below.
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in combinatorics known as the Boolean Pythagorean Triple Conjecture proposed
by Ronald Graham in the 1980s for which he offered a $100 prize.56

A Pythagorean triple is a, b, c ∈ N
+ = {1, 2, 3, . . .} such that a2 + b2 = c2 –

e.g. 3, 4, 5 and 5, 12, 13. Graham’s conjecture was that for every k ≥ 1, there
exists an n such that for all k-colorings f(x) of {1, . . . , n} =df [n] – i.e. mapping
f : [n] → {0, . . . , k − 1} – contains a so-called monochromatic Pythagorean triple
– i.e. a, b, c which are assigned the same value by f(x). The Boolean Pythagorean
Triple Conjecture is the case of this question for k = 2 – i.e.

(BTP) ∃n ∈ N ∀f : [n] → {0, 1} ∃a, b, c ∈ [n] such that a2 + b2 = c2 & f(a) =
f(b) = f(c)

If BPT is true, there is a least witness m ∈ N such that

(BTPm) ∀f : [m] → {0, 1} ∃a, b, c ∈ [n] such that a2 + b2 = c2 & f(a) = f(b) = f(c)

The recent work of Heule et al. (2016) completely resolved BPT by showing
that that while BPT7824 is false, BPT7825 – and hence also BPT itself – is true.57

Both of these facts were demonstrated by using a Sat solver known as Cube and

Conquer [C&C]. The first fact was shown by using this algorithm to find a 2-coloring
f(x) of {1, . . . , 7824} such that neither of the sets respectively colored 0 or 1 by
f(x) contains a Pythagorean triple. The second fact was shown by using C&C to
demonstrate that no such coloring of {1, . . . , 7825} exists.

Since BPT is a statement involving natural numbers and the inputs to C&C
are propositional formulas, it might at first seem mysterious how this was possible.
But it is straightforward to see how to construct for any fixed m a propositional
formula such that BPTm is true if and only if βm is not satisfiable.58 The number
of propositional variables in βm is given by the number of distinct natural numbers
which appear in Pythagorean triples with members ≤ m. After taking account
easily identified symmetries, it is possible to construct formulas β7824 and β7825
which respectively contained 3730 and 3745 variables.

56BPT is similar in form to earlier results in additive combinatorics such as Schur’s Theorem on
monochromatic sums (1912), van der Waerden’s Theorem on monochromatic arithmetical pro-
gressions (1927), and Szemerédi’s Theorem (1975) on arithmetical progressions in initial segments
of positive upper Banach density. See (Arana, 2015) for account of the mathematical depth of
such related this is related to our disccussion in §5.
57This is one of several results which have recently been been obtained using Sat-solvers – e.g.
the resolutions of the Keller conjecture by (Brakensiek et al., 2020), the calculation of the packing
number of the infinite square by (Subercaseaux & Heule, 2023) and the number of points in
general position required to ensure the existence of a convex hexagon without an interior point (an
instance of Erdős’s happy endings problem) by (Heule & Scheucher, 2024). These cases use more
sophisticated propositional encodings which illustrates the division of human and automated labor
which is often required to apply Sat-solving techniques to the original formulation of combinatorial
problems. But they could otherwise be used to frame similar points.
58For let Tm = {〈a, b, c〉 ∈ [m] : a2 + b2 = c2} be the set of Pythagorean triples up to m and
consider propositional formulas of the form τa,b,c = (xa ∨ xb ∨ xc) ∧ (¬xa ∨ ¬xb ∨ ¬xc) for
〈a, b, c〉 ∈ Tm. Note also that any 2-coloring f : [m] → {0, 1} can also be viewed as a propositional
valuation vf (xi) by interpreting the truth/falsity of the propositional variable xi as expressing

that the number i is assigned the color 1/0 by f(x). It follows that vf (τm) = 1 if and only if f is
a coloring for which f(a), f(b), f(c) are not all assigned the same value. It thus also follows that

(5) βm =
∧

〈a,b,c〉∈Tm

τa,b,c

is true relative to vf if and only if f is a 2-coloring of [m] which does not contain a monochromatic
Pythagorean triple. Hence βm is unsatisfiable just in case BPTm is true.
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Testing formulas of this size for satisfiability by truth tables is indeed highly
infeasible using even remotely foreseeable computing technology. It is thus tes-
tament to the advances in Sat solving techniques that Heule et al. (2016) were
able to concretely apply the C&C algorithm to these formulas to demonstrate that
β7824 ∈ Sat – and thus BTP7824 is false – and that β7825 6∈ Sat – and thus BTP7825

and also BTP itself are true. This yielded a so-called certificate of unsatisfiability

which, while not a conventional deductive proof itself, can be efficiently converted
into a formal refutation of β7825 in (e.g.) a traditional Hilbert system. On the other
hand, these objects are very large in the sense of requiring much memory (over 200
terabytes). Finding them also required much computational labor to obtain (over
4 CPU years) using a powerful computer (800 cores).

In this sense, the proof of the Boolean Pythagorean Triple Conjecture is akin
to other “computer proofs” which required extensive computational effort as well
as resulting in large proof objects. Perhaps the best known of these is Appel and
Haken’s (1977) proof of the Four Color Theorem in which a computer was originally
employed to exhaustively confirm a large case distinction whose verification required
confirming that over 4000 finite graphs satisfied a decidable property. But in this
case the role of the computer was confined to confirming a lemma in an otherwise
human-generated proof strategy.

On the other hand, almost all of Heule et al.’s (2016) proof was computer gen-
erated. In particular, its final step consisted in applying the general purpose C&C
algorithm to the formula β7825. Nonetheless, they also formally verified their entire
proof of BPT – inclusive of the correctness of C&C – in the manner which has
now been applied to the Four Color Problem and the Kepler Conjecture.59 There
can thus be no question as to whether Heule et al.’s method in fact discovered a
correct proof of BPT . Nonetheless, the demonstration in question was again far
from being surveyable by a human mathematician.60

Further to (C1), Heule & Kullmann (2017) explicitly observe that this is in large
part due to the fact that Sat-solvers like C&C are again implementations of brute
force search. This is to say that in order to decide whether a particular formula βm
is satisfiable, they exhaustively explore different ways in which it can be made true.
This process was implemented in a sophisticated way so that in some cases parts of
the search space may be excluded – e.g. in virtue of the distribution of propositional
atoms across different clauses in the input formula. But like traditional automated
theorem provers, the method of C&C is general in the sense that it does not take
into account what we might otherwise call the mathematical content expressed by
the formulas to which it is applied.

In addition to this, the method of (Heule et al., 2016) also exhibits another
characteristic of brute force. For since it was initially unknown whether there
existedm ∈ N for which BPTm holds, their proof required the successive application
of C&C to a family of formulas βi, βi+1, βi+2, . . . The overall structure of their proof
thus implemented an unbounded search whose termination could not be guaranteed

59See (Gonthier et al., 2013) and (Hales et al., 2017).
60See (Tymoczko, 1979) for the classical discussion of the concept of surveyability in the philosophy
of mathematics. The analysis is incisively refined by (Heule & Kullmann, 2017) who, amongst
other things, conjecture that BPT is what they refer to as an “alien truth” – i.e. one whose
statement is sufficiently short so that it can be grasped by humans but for which it seems likely
that there exist only unsurveyably large brute-force like derivations.
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a priori. Thus had BTP (or another similarly encoded combinatorial statement)
been false, it could not have been refuted in this manner.

The status of (C2) in regard to BTP is in turn related not just to its logical
form, but also that of the class of formulas which can be decided by Sat-solvers in
general. Note first that it is again easy to see from (4.2) that BTP is equivalent to
a Σ0

1-statement of La – i.e. one of the form ∃xϕ(x) with a unbounded existential
quantifier and a decidable matrix ϕ(x). In fact, this definition shows that it is
equivalent to such a formula in special case where ϕ(x) can be written as a so-
called Πb

1-predicate – i.e. so that ϕ(x) has the form ∀x < tψ(x) where t is a term in
the language of bounded arithmetic. Since the sets of natural number definable by
Πb

1-predicates correspond to the problems in coNP, this gives a precise syntactic
characterization of the class of formulas which are decidable in general by a single
application of a Sat-solver.61

4.3. Large language models and the cap set problem. It is a commonplace
that a distinction should be drawn between automated theorem proving and ma-
chine learning techniques. But such a classification falls short of a precise character-
ization of the difference between what we will call logic-based and statistics-based

methods. This in turn complicates systematically addressing the topical question:
How might the latter class novelly contribute to proof discovery beyond the former?

In approaching this we may also distinguish between what might be called sys-

tematic and non-systematic applications of statistic-based methods to proof discov-
ery. The former seek to find applications of machine learning within the framework
of automated theorem proving surveyed in §4.1. This is exemplified by attempts to
refine the so-called method of hammers – i.e. general purpose techniques to fill in
gaps in proofs by consulting libraries of previously formalized theorems in a manner
reminiscent of expert systems (see, e.g., Blanchette et al., 2016).

Such libraries are now sufficiently large to support an ongoing project to improve
upon the performance of hammers by applying machine learning to the so-called
premise-selection problem – i.e. that of proposing candidate lemmas to prove a give
target theorem based on the statistical properties of the linguistic structure of the
theorem they contain within a corpus of previously formalized proofs. Techniques
of this sort have become increasingly successful in improving the performance of
automated theorem provers in rediscovering fully automated proofs of previously
verified theorems.62 But at the time of writing (and to the best of our knowledge)
this method has not been used to resolve any standing open questions.

This stands in contrast to the use of machine learning which has recently figured
in what is the first successful application of a paradigmatic statistics-based method
to proof discovery (again to the best of our knowledge).63 This comes in the form
of using a large language model to aid in the discovery of a structure known as a
cap set which improved upon known lower bound results. We will again summarize
the mathematical result before describing the methods which were recently used by
Romera-Paredes et al. (2024) to obtain it in regard to (C1) and (C2).

61See (Buss, 1998) for the definition of Πb
1
as well as the proof that formulas define the precisely

the languages in the class coNP.
62See, e.g., (Urban & Vyskočil, 2013) and (Hales, 2014).
63Needless to say, other related attempts are currently underway – see, e.g., (Lin et al., 2024).
Other examples may well be available by the time this paper appears.
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The notion of a cap set also originates in arithmetical combinatorics. Recall
that Z/m denotes the integers mod m considered as a cyclic group. (Z/m)n in
turn denotes the set of vectors of length n formed of elements of Z/m. A cap set

is a subset of distinct elements of (Z/m)n which do not form an arithmetical pro-
gression.64 Background developments motivate the study of the function cap(n) =
the largest subset of (Z/3)n without 3-term arithmetic progressions. While exact
values of this function are known only for n ≤ 6, it is straightforward to see that
2n provides a lower bound on cap(n) and that 3n is an upper bound. The original
Cap Set Conjecture was as follows:

(6) Does there exist c < 3 such that cap(n) ≤ cn?

This question was open for 20 years and was regarded as both difficult and
significant within number theory at large.65 It was resolved in the positive by
Ellenberg & Gijswijt (2017) who showed cap(n) ≤ 2.756n via a traditional non-
computer assisted proof. The longstanding lower bound of 2.2173n ≤ cap(n) was
due to Edel (2004) who described a uniform construction of cap sets which oper-
ates by recursively composing known cap sets in smaller values of n with so-called
admissible sets so as to obtain cap sets for larger values. A consequence of Edel’s
method is that discovery of larger admissible sets – which are themselves subsets
of (Z/3)n – can be used to construct larger cap sets at arbitrarily large higher di-
mensions. Edel’s lower bound was recently improved to 2.2180n by Tyrrell (2023)
who employed a Sat-solver to search for such admissible sets.66

The foregoing reprises the situation prior to the yet more recent work of Romera-Paredes et al.
(2024). Their contributions can be summarized as follows:

(7) i) cap(8) ≥ 512
ii) 2.2194n ≤ cap(n)

(7i) improves upon the prior lower bound cap(8) ≥ 496 and and was established
by finding a specific cap set R of size 512 in (Z/3)8. (7ii) concerns the asymptotic
behavior of cap(n) for all n. But it too was obtained by finding a single finite object
– an admissible set called I(15, 10) – which can be used to construct a family of
cap sets in a higher dimension in a manner similar to Edel’s construction.67

Before examining question (C1) in this case, let us first address the logical com-
plexity of statement (7) into regard to (C2). Since cap sets are finite objects, it is
easy to see that the property of being a cap is a decidable predicate. The statement
that R ⊆ (Z/3)8 is a cap set of size 512 is thus expressible as a ∆0

1-formula in the
language of first-order arithmetic – i.e. one provably equivalent to both a Σ0

1- and

64For instance, in the case m = 3 and n = 4 a cap set C ⊆ {0, 1, 2}4 consisting of vectors
of the form ~v = 〈v0, v1, v2, v3〉 such that there do not exist three distinct ~x, ~y, ~z ∈ C such that
~y−~x = c(~z−~y) for c ∈ {0, 1, 2}. This condition can be seen to be equivalent to ~x+~y+~z 6= 0 where
the addition is performed mod 3. See, e.g., (McMahon et al., 2019) for an acesssible introduction
to this topic in relation to the card game SET.
65E.g. because of its relation to Erdős and Turán’s longstanding conjecture that if A ⊆ N is s.t.
Σn∈A

1

n
= ∞, then A contains arbitrarily long arithmetical progressions. See, e.g., (Grochow,

2019).
66See (Tyrrell, 2023) Definition 2.8 for the definition of admissibility and lemmas leading to the
proof his Theorem 1.2 on which the discussion below is based.
67(Romera-Paredes et al., 2024) report a stronger result based on the construction of what they
call a partial admissible set A(24, 17). But the calculation on which this bound is based is not
stated explicitly. We will thus consider instead their construction of I(15, 10) as it can be directly
compared with that of admissible set I(11, 7) given by (Tyrrell, 2023).
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Π0
1-formula. But also note that since |(Z/3)n| = 3n, there are only finitely many

X ⊆ (Z/3)n which are potential cap sets. As such, the statement cap(8) > 496 is
equivalent to ∃X ⊆ (Z/3)8(496 < |X | ≤ 6561 ∧ X is a cap set).

Since finite sets can be coded as single natural numbers, this allows us to express
(7i) itself as a ∆0

1-sentence of La. As stated, (7ii) is equivalent to a Π0
1-sentence of

La. But as we have already noted, it was obtained not by proving the universal
statement ∀n(2.2194n ≤ cap(n)) directly – e.g. by induction on N – but rather
by showing that I(15, 10) is an admissible set. Thus to improve the prior lower
bound on cap(n), a search over potential admissible set of increasing size was re-
quired. Since this search was a priori unbounded, the statement which was in effect
demonstrated by Romera-Paredes et al. (2024) is equivalent to a Σ0

1-sentence of La.
These observations are in keeping with the means by which Romera-Paredes et al.

(2024) demonstrated (7i,ii). This involved a combination of the techniques under
the headings of greedy algorithms, genetic algorithms, and large language models.68

In order to understand why these techniques needed to be applied in concert, note
first that the problem of finding a cap (or admissible) set in (Z/n)3 can in princi-
ple be solved by searching through the 2(3

n) subsets of X ⊆ {0, 1, 2}n. As this is
(highly) infeasible already for n = 8 – in which case more than 101975 sets would
need to be checked – a more efficient strategy was evidently required.

One means of attacking the problem is to search not for a cap set itself, but
rather for a smaller description of such an object in the form of a procedure which
outputs a potential cap set X ⊆ {0, 1, 2}n (from no input). One way in which such
a procedure might operate is to follow the template of a greedy algorithm γ – i.e.
one which attempts to construct X in stages X0 ⊂ X1 ⊂ X2 ⊂ . . . such that Xi+1

is obtained from Xi by adjoining a new vector ~v just in case it does not form an
arithmetical progression along with any two vectors already in Xi.

69

To implement this template a priority function p : (Z/3)n → R must also be
supplied which returns a value ranking vectors determining the order in which they
are considered for adjunction to Xi. Such a function may itself be specified by a
priority program ρ (in this case given concretely as Python code) which computes
a function of the appropriate type. We thereby obtain a program γ[ρ] which may
be executed to obtain a uniquely determined cap set Xγ[ρ] in (Z/3)n.

We can then define the score s(ρ) = |Xγ[ρ]| – i.e. the size of the cap set returned
by γ[ρ]. In the terminology of genetic algorithms, this is analogized to the fitness of
ρ in generating cap sets. Of course an arbitrary ρ is unlikely to yield an algorithm
γ[ρ] which produces a large cap set. But genetic techniques also provide specific
strategies for attempting to improve the score of ρ by treating it as a member of a
population of high-scoring priority programs Π. These were sampled by a selection

method σ which iteratively culls programs according to their fitness.
In the next stage, these programs were encoded as prompts to a large language

model. Such models may in general be understood as a neural network derived by
applying a learning algorithm λ to a corpus of text C in a manner which results

68See, e.g., (Cormen et al., 2005, §16) and (Holland, 1992) for an account of the first two of these
methods (which are both “classical” techniques not directly related to artificial intelligence in
inception).
69An antecedent to this general method is provided by the ongoing project of (Gauthier et al.,
2023; Gauthier & Urban, 2023) to use tree neural network to discover Python-like programs which
compute previously distinguished entries in the Online Encyclopedia of Integer Sequences (Sloane,
2007) via novel formulas.
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in an object M (similar to a matrix of weights) such that when M is presented
with a prompt p it produces an output M(p) = q. On the intended interpretation,
q is be understood to be similar to the prompt p in the sense of the statistical
regularities encapsulated in C which have been distilled via λ to produceM . In the
specific case in question, the prompt to M was of the form p = 〈ρ1, ρ(ρ1), ρ2, s(ρ2)〉
consisting of the two high scoring programs produced at the prior step appended
with their scores. The output of M(p) was next treated as a priority program with
the hope that it might score higher than ρ1 and ρ2. If so, it was then added to
the population Π. The prior steps were then iterated until a cap set in the given
dimension of sufficiently large size was found.

These steps comprise the method which Romera-Paredes et al. (2024) dub Fun-

Search. It is evident that many highly specific decisions about γ, s,Π, σ, C,M , and λ
are required to obtain a piece of executable software from the foregoing description.
This being said, Romera-Paredes et al. (2024) describe their result as follows:

Our proposed method, FunSearch, pushes the boundary of LLM-guided evo-
lutionary procedures to a new level: the discovery of new scientific results for
established open problems . . . Surpassing state-of-the-art results on established
open problems provides a clear indication that the discoveries are truly new,
as opposed to being retrieved from the LLM’s training data. (p. 468)

Such claims immediately raise (at least) the following questions:
Taking into account the disparate methods which contribute to FunSearch, what

was the specific role of machine learning in obtaining (7i,ii)? Could these results

have been demonstrated in another way using other extant or foreseeable tech-

niques? What are the prospects for applying the techniques in question to other

open questions?

A thorough assessment of these issues is beyond our current scope. What we will
concentrate on is how they relate to (C1) – i.e. in this case the claim that the
relevant application of FunSearch represents another instance of brute force search.

The fact that such a characterization is appropriate becomes apparent as soon as
it is taken into account that the main loop of FunSearch had to be iterated millions

of times to obtain the results (7i,ii). In particular, by no means did the large
language modelM immediately produce a priority program ρ such that the resulting
greedy algorithm γ[ρ] generated the relevant cap or admissible sets. Rather it was
only as a consequence of successively usingM to suggest a long sequence of priority
programs which were then updated according to a specific genetic algorithm that
the appropriate cap and admissible sets were found.

On this basis it is possible to record several similarities between the results
of (Romera-Paredes et al., 2024) and those surveyed in §4.1-§4.2. First, we have
already noted that that the statements (7i,ii) can both be regarded as Σ0

1-statements
which were demonstrated to be true by finding a concrete witness. Second, the
manner in which this witness was found in both cases was by a form of enumerative
search – i.e. potential witnesses were generated by the procedure just described and
then tested to see if they had the desired property of being a sufficiently large cap
or admissible set to surpass the previously known bounds.70 Third, the number of

70Note, however, that there is a substantial difference in content between (7i,ii) and Heule et al.’s
solution to the BPT Conjecture surveyed in §4.2. In particular, while both results were obtained
by an enumerate-and-test procedure, (Heule et al., 2016) not only demonstrated that BTP was
true, they determined that 7825 was the precise lower bound on the size of a set for which every
two coloring contains a monochromatic Pythagorean triple. This in turn required using the C&C
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cases which had to be tested was unsurveyable from a human perspective. Fourth,
the overall search method was general or domain unspecific.

In regard to the last of these observations, two points stand out. First, while
Romera-Paredes et al. (2024) indicate that approximately 2.5 million iterations of
the loop described above were required to obtain (7i,ii), this is far smaller than the
number of combinatorial possible cap sets X ⊆ {0, 1, 2}8. In light of this it might
initially seem appropriate to describe M as having “understood” something about
the mathematical content of the cap set problem which guided it towards high
scoring priority programs. But, second, such a description in fact appears inapt as
the corpus C on which M was trained had nothing to do with cap sets and the fact
that the learning algorithm λ which was employed was completely general.71

In light of this, one is left to wonder exactly why the specific combination of
techniques employed by (Romera-Paredes et al., 2024) was successful. The authors
take some initial steps towards addressing this – e.g. they report that they were
unable to find the same admissible sets using a Sat-solver, genetic algorithms based
on selection procedures involving random mutations, or a different large language
model.72 They additionally conjecture that FunSearch is successful because it has
a bias for producing solutions which “in a loose sense . . . have low Kolmogorov
complexity” (p. 473) – i.e. that the priority programs it generates tend to be small
in size.73 All of these claims await assessment. But in addition to our programmatic
observations about (C1) and (C2), they would presumably need to be addressed
before we can hope to provide a satisfactory to the questions highlighted above.

solver to demonstrate something which is provably equivalent to the fact that ¬β7825 is a tautology

– i.e. true in every row of its truth table. On the other hand, the results of (Romera-Paredes et al.,
2024) simply improved on known lower bounds which could in principle also have been obtained
in the manner of Tyrrell’s (2023) application of a Sat-solver to the (presumptively) easier task of
showing that an appropriately constructed propositional formulas is satisfiable – i.e. true in some

row of its truth table. The authors do not address the question of whether FunSearch is capable
of surveying the entire space of priority programs. But as we discuss in note 73, there is in fact
reason to suspect that there are simple priority programs which such a method will not discover.
71Romera-Paredes et al. (2024) obtained their results using a particular large language model
called Codey (Google, 2023). This system was trained on human-generated computer code in
high-level languages drawn from repositories such as GitHub. This corpora included Python
programs – as well those in a number of languages – which (one assumes) had been composed to
carry out many disparate tasks. But it appears that the training data had nothing specifically to
do with the cap set problem, combinatorics, or even mathematics in general.
72Nonetheless, the reported results are thus experimental in character and unsystematic in their
failure to explore the full ranges of possible parameter values. This illustrates how the questions
highlighted above are connected to the general problem of benchmarking in artificial intelligence
– i.e. how can we infer from the behavior of a given system on a specific set of trials that its
performance achieves a general standard or is superior to other systems in the general case?
73No attempt was made to precisify this claim nor is any evidence presented. But even if it is

true, it appears to offer light insight into why FunSearch was successful. This is so for the simple
reason that the maximally “naive” algorithm for finding an exact value for cap(8) by searching

exhaustively 23
8

possible subsets of {0, 1, 2}8 to find the largest cap set itself admits to a very
short program. For this reason, it seems likely that an optimal algorithm for solving the problem
efficiently would itself tend to be both complex (e.g. in virtue of being domain specific) rather than
the simple Python priority programs by which FunSearch was used to obtain the (presumably)
non-exact results in question.
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5. Conclusion

The argument of §3 concludes that proof discovery in mathematics is inherently
difficult – i.e. resistant to automation using techniques which can be carried out
using computing machinery which can be constructed and and applied in practice.
On the other hand, the case studies reported in §4 have been repeatedly reported as
breakthroughs for the application of artificial intelligence in mathematics. But as
we can now see, these are also of exactly the form which one would have predicted
before the fact were amenable to automated resolution. In particular, the state-
ments obtained can all be formulated as statements of low logical complexity. Thus
not only do we known in advance that they are amenable to brute force search, but
this is in fact how the demonstrations in question proceeded.

Brute force, is of course, also a method for which we have already ample evidence
that computers outperform human mathematicians. This is aptly illustrated by
traditional “computer proofs” which do not involve techniques directly associated
with artificial intelligence. As such, our case studies also suggest that while the role
of techniques like Sat-solvers and machine learning may come to play a larger role
in mathematics, their influence will remain evolutionary rather than revolutionary.

We will now adduce two additional observations refining our prior claim that the
examples of §4 are indeed special cases of proof discovery:74

(C1′) Brute force search is not characteristic of how longstanding open questions
in mathematics have historically been resolved.

(C2′) The logical complexity of many open questions is greater than Σ0
1.

An initial observation in regard to (C2′) is that the natural formalization of the
longstanding open questions consider in §2 which are related to number theory is at
least Π0

1 and often Π0
2. This is paradigmatically true of statements like the Goldbach

and Twin Prime conjectures which can be directly expressed in language of first-
order arithmetic. But it also known to be true of statements like the Riemann
Hypothesis or the P 6= NP which can also be shown to be equivalent to statements
of La as a consequence of additional lemmas and standard coding techniques.75

The fact that these questions have remained open – sometimes for centuries –
suggest that we should at least not dismiss as naive the hypothesis that the logical
complexity of mathematical statements provides a prima facie indication of their
discovermental complexity. Of course this invites (at least) the following questions:

Is logical complexity – e.g. as measured in the familiar manner of quantifier al-

ternations – an intrinsic feature of mathematical propositions? If so, how do we

determine the appropriate signature in which to formalize a proposition so that its

complexity may be read off? Are such assignments absolute or relative to a base

74See (Avigad, 2022, 2024) for a further comparison of the results thus far obtained by automated
methods and those which are regarded as significant within contemporary mathematical practice.
75Gödel (1931) famously called attention to the fact that the Goldbach conjecture is naturally
regarded as a Π0

1
-statement while Turing (1939) made a similar observation about the formalization

of the Riemann Hypothesis [RH] as a Π0
2
-statement. This was then improved to Π0

1
by Kreisel

(1952, 1958) who explicitly constructed a primitive recursive predicate B(x) such that ∀xB(x)
is provably equivalently to RH. (See also, e.g., (Lagarias, 2002). The recent survey (Broughan,
2023) describes efforts to reduce this to ∆0

1
, which in turn would imply RH is either provable or

refutable in Peano arithmetic. But at the time of writing – and to the best of our knowledge –
this hope remains unrealized.) Statements which at present seem to be intrinsically Π0

2
include

P 6= NP (see Ben-David & Halevi, 1992) and the Collatz Conjecture (see Kurtz & Simon, 2007).
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theory over which potential complexity-reducing equivalences can be proven?76 In

the case of non-arithmetical – e.g. geometrical, algebraic, analytic, or set-theoretic

– statements, does logical complexity still track discovermental complexity?

While these questions arise naturally, they appear not to have received answers.
But if we take for granted that at least some of the statements mentioned above are
“intrinsically” Π0

1 or higher, then a familiar observation is that they are least po-
tentially undecidable in theories satisfying the hypotheses of Theorem 1. A related
point is that Π0

1-statements are dual to Σ0
1-statements in terms of the possibility

of resolution by searching for a witness. This is to say that while a Π0
1-statement

ϕ ≡ ∀xψ(x) can be refuted by conducting by finding a counterexample n ∈ N such
that ¬ψ(n), it cannot be proven in this manner. This shows that the statements
in question (if true) cannot be directly resolved by brute force.

This in turn suggests that there may indeed be principled reasons to suspect
that many open questions will remain outside the scope of the automated methods.
But a qualification is required if we also take seriously the formalistic assumption
which we employed in §2 to underpin premise (P2.ii) of the basic argument. For if
mathematical truth is equated with derivability from a computable set of axioms,
then the truth of arbitrary sentences ϕ is reduced to the Σ0

1-question of whether

ϕ ∈ ProvS
Γ . And of course statements of this form can be resolved in the positive

by the use of traditional automated theorem proving techniques to (essentially)
perform a brute force search through the relevant domain of formal proofs.

But significance of this observation appears limited in two respects. First, one
might deny the formalistic assumption while still accepting (P2.ii) in light of the

detailed analysis of the relative complexity of ProvS
Γ for different theories and

logics as described in §3. Second, the task of applying automated theorem proving
techniques to statements more complex than those considered in §4 would seem to
present considerable challenges. While these cannot be considered in detail here,
some of the difficulties can be appreciated by considering (C1′) directly.

An initial observation is that brute force is traditionally understood in contrast
to other non-brute methods of computation and proof. Such methods will charac-
teristically not take the form of enumerative generate-and-test procedures, will not
be confined to confirming Σ0

1-statements, and will prototypically be domain spe-

cific. This falls short of providing an analysis of the relevant distinction. But even
cursory examination suggests that non-brute methods are typically involved when
longstanding open questions have historically been resolved – e.g. by employing
analogical reasoning, “impure” concepts and methods from prima facie unrelated
domains, or by developing novel “abstract” theories or notions, etc.77

76Suppose, for instance, that we discover that ϕ is provable in S. Then (trivially) S ⊢L ϕ ↔ ψ
for ψ any other statement provable in S – e.g. a ∆0

0
-formula like 2 + 2 = 4. A refinement of the

prior question is thus as follows: To the extent which discovermental complexity can be regarded
as intrinsic to a statement, is this complexity fixed by ϕ’s surface form (e.g. as reported by its
initial statement in the literature), its intermediate form (e.g. once “obvious” transformations
and lemmas have been taken into account), or its deepS form (e.g. relative to “non-obvious” or
even as yet undiscovered theorems derivable in S)?
77Readers will likely be able to adduce their own favorite examples. But some familiar illustrations
include Galois’s introduction of permutation groups in order to prove the non-existence of a quintic
formula, the use of analytic or complex analytic methods in the original proofs of results like
Dirichlet’s Theorem or the Prime Number Theorem, the complicated architecture arising in the
proof of Szemerédi’s Theorem, and the introduction of the method of forcing in Cohen’s proof of
the independence of the Continuum Hypothesis.
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This does not rule out that automated methods might one day be applied to
resolve a high-profile open problem in a brute force-like manner – in fact it is exactly
this which the third quote in the epigraph predicts. But further consideration of how
the methods in question currently operate in conjunction with logical observations
about the complexity of formulas expressing the relevant statements suggests that
if such a point ever arrives, it may still be a long way off.78

Of course the story of automated methods in mathematics will not end here.
In fact it seems all but certain that efforts to apply artificial intelligence-inspired
technologies to proof discovery will continue to accelerate. We have presented some
reasons to think that such cases will continue to satisfy (C1) and (C2). But we
also hope that the foregoing has also illustrated the abundance of under-explored
epistemological questions raised by both the limitative results surveyed in §3 and
the positive case studies surveyed in §4. In regard to the latter, we will conclude
by returning to an intriguing aspect of the results described in §4.2 and §4.3.

While we have argued that these are examples of brute force, we have seen that
the relevant witnessing objects – e.g. a certificate of unsatisfiability in the case of
BPT or a priority program for generating cap sets – were found after searching only
a small fraction of the (astronomically large but still finite) space at issue. In fact,
without this reduction it seems unlikely that the results could have been obtained
with current or foreseeable technology. But we are still drawn to ask:

Is it possible to explain the success in these cases in virtue of the formal properties

of either the methods or the mathematical statements to which they were applied?

If so, does such an explanation provide any reason to believe that the methods

will be successful when applied to other “naturally occurring” open problems in

the relevant domains? If not, is there any reason why we should not regard their

success in the particular cases as mere “coincidences” or “good luck”?

One way in these questions might be addressed is by providing a systematic
account of the division of labor between human and automated systems – e.g. in
regard to finding traditional proofs which reduce the logical complexity of stand-
ing open problems or in fine-tuning of parameters of automated systems which are
typically varied over the course of the unsuccessful application prior to a successful
execution. More generally, however, these questions further motivate the develop-
ment of an account of what might be called natural case complexity as previewed in
§2.3 – e.g. one which weights formulas relative to the likelihood that we will formu-
late them explicitly or find them important within the conduct of our established
mathematical practices. Rabin (1974) already called attention to the significance
of this problem. But we know of no general attempt to address it systematically.

78For note that even the sort of sophisticated combination of automated theorem proving and
machine learning described at the beginning of of §4.3 encounters problems discovering proofs
which require instances of schema like mathematical induction which do not appear in the libraries
on which they are trained (see, e.g., Blanchette et al., 2016; Gauthier et al., 2023). But on the
other hand, theories like PA and its extensions do not admit full cut elimination. A simple
consequence of this is that given a La-sentence ϕ of Π0

1
or higher complexity, there is no effective

means of determining an upper bound on the complexity of the instances of the induction scheme
which might be required for a potential proof of ϕ. Thus although provers of the sort in question are
in principle capable of deriving statements of arbitrary complexity, they appear to be no better off
than human mathematicians in terms of needing to find appropriate axioms to instantiate schema.
But at least as yet, such systems are unlike human mathematicians in the sense that they lack
the facility to reason in the “non-brute” manner indicated above to find the relevant instances.
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Hilbert, D., & Ackermann, W. (1928). Grundzüge der theoretischen Logik (First ed.). Berlin:

Springer. Reprinted in Ewald & Sieg (2013).
Holland, J. (1992). Adaptation in natural and artificial systems: an introductory analysis with

applications to biology, control, and artificial intelligence. MIT press.
Huntington, E. V. (1933). New sets of independent postulates for the algebra of logic, with special

reference to Whitehead and Russell’s Principia mathematica. Transactions of the American
Mathematical Society 35(1), 274–304.

Kinyon, M., Veroff, R., & Petr, V. (2013). Loops with abelian inner mapping groups: An ap-
plication of automated deduction. In Automated Reasoning and Mathematics, pp. 151–164.
Springer.

Kolata, G. (1996). With major math proof, brute computers show flash of reasoning power. New
York Times. Decemeber 10.

Kreisel, G. (1952). Some elementary inequalities. Indagationes Mathematicae 14, 334–338.
Kreisel, G. (1958). Mathematical significance of consistency proofs. The Journal of Symbolic

Logic 23(2), 155–182.
Kurtz, S. A., & Simon, J. (2007). The undecidability of the generalized Collatz problem. In

International Conference on Theory and Applications of Models of Computation, pp. 542–553.
Springer.

Lagarias, J. C. (2002). An elementary problem equivalent to the Riemann hypothesis. The
American mathematical monthly 109(6), 534–543.
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