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Cognitive science and theoretical computer science both seek to classify and explain the difficulty
of tasks. Mechanisms of intelligence can be understood as leading to reductions in task difficulty. We
map concepts from the computational complexity of a physical puzzle, the Soma Cube, onto cognitive
problem-solving strategies through a “Principle of Materiality”. By analyzing the puzzle’s branching
factor, measured through search tree outdegree, we quantitatively assess task difficulty and systemati-
cally examine how different strategies modify complexity. We incrementally enhance a trial-and-error
tree search with preprocessing (cognitive chunking), value ordering (cognitive free-sorting), variable
ordering (cognitive scaffolding), and pruning (cognitive inference). We discuss how the competent
use of artifacts reduces time complexity through the exploitation of physical constraints, and propose
a model of intelligence as a library of algorithms exploiting the capabilities of both mind and matter.

I. INTRODUCTION

There are currently two well established domains for
studying general problem solving. The first describes
strategies used by humans on both experimental and
real-world tasks. Human problem solving is captured
through a number of frameworks including skill acqui-
sition [1] and automaticity [2], the application of expert
knowledge [3, 4], the use of heuristics [5, 6], reinforce-
ment learning and conditioning [7, 8], Bayesian infer-
ence [9, 10], analogy making [11, 12], collective intel-
ligence and cognition [13, 14], simulation intelligence
[15], the use of external representations [16, 17] and the
synergy of mind and matter through exbodiment [18].

The second domain, computational problem solving,
investigates algorithms that enable computers to tackle
problems effectively. Within this domain, two branches
especially pertinent to the present question are: (i) com-
putational complexity theory, which analyzes the re-
sources (time, memory, etc.) required to solve prob-
lems as functions of input size, typically in the asymp-
totic limit; and (ii) the study of search algorithms, which
seeks efficient solutions to specific tasks (e.g., games
and puzzles) by exploiting the combinatorial structure
of state spaces, often via heuristics [19–22].

Although both humans and computers have been
shown to be capable of solving a large set of common
tasks [23, 24], and there is an extensive literature com-
paring natural and artificial intelligence [10, 25, 26],
comparing human and computer problem-solving re-
mains challenging. One problem is that algorithms can

be viewed as “white boxes” designed by humans to solve
problems efficiently, whereas human problem solving is
a “black box” evolved (or learned) to solve problems,
that can only be probed indirectly. Even with care-
fully constructed benchmarks, it is not at all obvious
whether humans and computers are really solving the
same problems [27].

Here, we present a new approach to the challenge
of making analogies between these two approaches
by mapping formal properties of search algorithms
onto the existing literature on experimentally observed
mechanisms of cognition. We seek to establish a com-
mon language for well-established phenomena from
both problem-solving domains. Using narrowly defined
problems [28] or benchmarks [29], which retain suf-
ficient richness to permit diverse solutions but whose
configuration space is modest enough to be amenable to
analysis, we set out on a path towards a convergence of
these perspectives. Our crucible for accomplishing this
goal will be the analysis of algorithmic puzzle-solving
applied to a physical artifact, the Soma Cube.

II. PHYSICAL ARTIFACT AND LOGICAL PUZZLE: THE
SOMA CUBE AND THE PRINCIPLE OF MATERIALITY

The Soma Cube is a 3D puzzle made of seven distinct
polycubic pieces. The goal is to assemble the pieces into
a 3 × 3 × 3 cube with no gaps (Fig. 1). There are 240
essentially distinct solutions to the Soma Cube, treating
solutions that are rotations or reflections of one another
as equivalent [30].
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Figure 1. The seven pieces of the Soma Cube. In the original
puzzle these are not colored and color plays no part in the final
solution. We use a consistent coloring scheme throughout for
expositional purposes. Also shown is one of the 240 solutions
of the Soma cube: a 3 × 3 × 3 cube with no gaps or “voids” in
the structure.

The puzzle also serves as a physical realization of an
abstract mathematical problem, which can be expressed
in a variety of different formalisms. For example, there
are various Boolean formulae whose satisfying assign-
ments correspond to solutions of the Soma Cube, one
of which is shown in part in Fig. 2—an instance of the
Boolean Satisfiability (SAT) problem. The complete for-
mula Φ consists of constraints that encode the valid
placements and orientations of the seven pieces within
the cube (the details of this encoding can be found in
App. A).

The physical Soma Cube and its abstract SAT formula-
tion are in some sense representations of the same puz-
zle. However, human solvers find the physical puzzle
to be tractable, whereas the corresponding SAT puzzle
with more than 105 clauses is intractable for humans
to solve through direct reasoning. This stark contrast
in solvability underscores a broader principle: sensi-
tivity to problem representation. The way a problem
is framed shapes its state space, and the combinatorial
properties of that space ultimately determine its com-
plexity, whether for human cognition, AI, or other algo-
rithms [31].

We represent the state space of the Soma Cube as a
configuration graph GP = (VP ,EP ), where the vertices
VP encode distinct piece configurations, and the edges
EP = {(u,v) : u,v ∈ VP } encode legal single-step moves
between states (adding or removing a piece). Most nat-
ural solvers of the Soma Cube (beyond naive enumer-
ation) operate on a search space graph GS = (VS ,ES )
that is a subgraph of the full configuration graph GP
[32]. The efficiency of a solver depends largely on the
structure and size of the search space it explores, as the
combinatorial properties of GS directly impact compu-
tational complexity. Analyzing the combinatorial prop-

Figure 2. A fragment of the k-SAT formulation of the Soma
Cube puzzle. The variables Pijkl represent whether piece l oc-
cupies position (i, j,k) in the 3 × 3 × 3 cube. Although only a
small portion is shown here, the complete formulation con-
sists of over 150,000 clauses that enforce both piece place-
ment and cell coverage constraints, ensuring that every piece
is used exactly once and every cell in the cube is occupied by
one piece.

erties of the state space graph uncovers determinants of
the problem’s difficulty and informs the algorithms best
suited to solve it (see App. B).

Among the many combinatorial properties of (the
state space of) this puzzle, we focus on analyzing its
branching factors, which provide a broad overview of
the complexity of both the configuration graph GP and
the search space graphs GS . The branching factor mea-
sures the number of possible moves available from any
given configuration when solving the puzzle. In triv-
ial puzzles, choices at each step are limited, whereas
more complex puzzles present multiple valid options,
expanding the search space. In the full configuration
graph GP of the Soma Cube puzzle, we find (Fig. 3(b))
that the branching factor varies significantly even at
depth 1 (where depth measures how many of the seven
pieces have been placed, from 0 to 7), with some states
having far more successor configurations than others.
This variation highlights the structural asymmetry of
the state space, which we later exploit to develop effi-
cient solving strategies.

Because of the size of the search space, we employ
a sampling approach to compute the branching factor
of the Soma Cube puzzle at varying depths using GP
(Fig. 3(a); App. C). The average branching factor is
approximately 29.28 (95% CI: [27.84, 30.72]) [33] and
branching factors decrease monotonically as depth in-
creases. Fig. 3(b) visualizes the distribution of branch-
ing factors at each depth, showing an amorphous com-
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(a) Average branching factor decay across depths for the Soma Cube
puzzle, showing exponential reduction in possible moves as pieces are

placed.

(b) Distribution of branching factors at different depths (1–6) in the
Soma Cube puzzle state space.

Figure 3. Branching factors in the Soma Cube puzzle: (a) The
average shows an exponential decay as the depth increases.
This is characteristic of puzzles where each new move adds
constraints on subsequent moves. (b) The frequency distri-
bution of branching factors at different depths, corresponding
to puzzle development, showing a characteristic three-phase
progression. At depth 1, any piece may be selected, result-
ing in a nearly uniform distribution as each piece contributes
a distinct branching factor. As depth increases, the distribu-
tion becomes increasingly centered around a lower median
value, reflecting the narrowing of available moves. By the fi-
nal depth, the variance collapses and the branching factor con-
verges to zero, indicating the placement of the last piece and
the dominance of unproductive states (the low density of so-
lutions) in the Soma Cube puzzle.

binatorial distribution at low depth, high variance with
an almost-smooth unimodal distribution at low depths,
followed by a narrowing of variance (number of avail-
able placements) at higher depth. This, overall, re-
veals the funnel-like topology of the puzzle towards so-
lutions where the width of the state-space graph con-
tracts significantly as depth increases. This combina-
torial structure is in contrast with some other puzzles

like the Rubik’s Cube or Sliding 8-Puzzle, which main-
tain an almost-constant branching factor throughout, or
chess, which does not seem to exhibit monotonic be-
havior (App. B). (However, random chess play does
show a bell-shaped distribution of branching factors in
its midgame, paralleling some of the dynamics we ob-
serve in the Soma Cube at middle depths (App. D).) We
will revisit how these mid-game constraints support the
emergence of landmarks in Sec. III E.

In the following, we consider various algorithmic ap-
proaches to solving the Soma Cube. We start with
depth-first search (DFS) with backtracking and pro-
gressively incorporate value ordering, variable ordering,
pruning, and landmark-based heuristics. These algo-
rithms abstract various natural strategies humans em-
ploy, guided by the presence of the physical artifact.

Like many puzzles, the Soma Cube is both a logical
problem and a physical device for solving it. The tangi-
ble pieces restrict how solvers traverse the search space
and, at the same time, reveal structure that supports ef-
ficient strategies. These observations lead us to propose
the following Principle of Materiality:

Principle of Materiality: the physical em-
bodiment of a logical problem can alter
the geometry of the logical search space in
physically-derived ways that lead to a more
efficient search for its solution.

In particular, while it is understood [14, 17, 34] that
physical puzzles exploit perception — visual and tac-
tile — to distribute problem-solving, the Principle of
Materiality posits an additional benefit, in that physi-
cally embodied puzzles can effectively modify the logical
structure of the search space. The Principle of Materiality
seeks to explain when, why, and how a formally identical yet
computationally difficult logical puzzle can become far more
tractable when instantiated as a physical artifact through a
formal change in the logical space.

III. COMPARING THE EFFICIENCY OF ALGORITHMS
SIMULATING PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS

In this section, we present our quantitative results on
the impact of different heuristics on search efficiency,
summarized in Fig. 9. In Section IV, we revisit these al-
gorithms from a cognitive perspective, examining how
their efficiency relates to human problem-solving strate-
gies.

To quantify the efficiency of different search algo-
rithms, we focus on the effective branching factor b∗ (Eq.
(1)): the average number of children per node generated
during search,

6∑
d=0

(b∗)d = N (1)



4

where d stands for depth and N represents the total
number of nodes produced during search. This metric
is widely used to evaluate the effectiveness of heuristics
in improving search performance [35].

A. Depth-first search with backtracking

Our first and simplest algorithm is a randomized DFS
with backtracking. This corresponds to a scenario where
the solver does not use sophisticated strategies that ex-
ploit cube symmetries or piece constraints (which we
introduce as optimizations below), but can still avoid
repeating unproductive paths without using elaborate
learning techniques.

Figure 4. A solution path found by randomized DFS. Pieces
are placed in any empty cell regardless of contiguity.

At each iteration, the solver randomly selects from
available empty positions and explores different piece
orientations [36]. Upon exhausting valid moves, the
algorithm backtracks to the previous valid configura-
tion and explores alternative paths. The solver imple-
ments no adjacency requirements between pieces, al-
lowing placement at any unoccupied position within the
cube, as shown in Fig. 4.

B. Contiguous variable ordering

For the second solver, we implement cell-ordering,
where we require pieces to be placed in positions that
cover coordinates in a fixed sequence deterministically.
The solver starts from the (0,0,0) position at the bottom
corner of the cube and locates pieces contiguously, as
shown in Fig. 5(a).

(a) A solution path found through variable ordering by binding,
allowing only contiguous moves.

(b) A solution path found through layer-based variable ordering.

Figure 5. Comparison of two different solution paths.

We then apply layer-based variable ordering, a sec-
ondary ordering that prioritizes maximizing coverage of
the bottom layer before progressing to higher levels of
the Soma Cube during the search, as shown in Fig. 5(b).
This approach respects the “gravity constraints” of the
physical puzzle, simulating how it could be solved on a
flat surface in the physical world.

The efficiency of these solvers can be understood
through their branching factor trends across depths and
their impact on the distribution of backtracking events
in the search tree (Fig. 6). Randomized DFS with-
out contiguous variable ordering (Fig. 6(a)) exhibits a
heavily front-loaded backtracking pattern, as arbitrary
placements often lead to early failures, limiting deeper
exploration in a search space with many cycles. How-
ever, DFS with cell-ordered variable ordering (Fig. 6(b))
enforces adjacency constraints. The difference in back-
tracking distributions suggests early mistakes have a
disproportionately negative impact on search efficiency,
whereas deferring errors in a structured manner in-
spired by the physics of the puzzle enables a more
thorough exploration of promising regions in the state
space.

C. Dynamic pruning

Pruning improves search efficiency by eliminating
regions of the state space that cannot lead to a so-
lution [35]. Here we implement dynamic pruning,
where pruning decisions are made adaptively during
the search, based on the current puzzle configuration.
Our algorithm identifies small “voids” —disconnected
empty regions of size 1 or 2— which cannot be occupied
by any remaining piece (since all pieces have at least 3
cubes), and prunes and configuration with such voids.

D. Most constrained variable ordering (MCV)

In MCV ordering, we choose the next piece to place by
identifying the empty cell with the fewest valid place-
ment options, as determined by the current state of the
puzzle. This strategy examines each unassigned cell’s
possible moves, each defined by a legal combination
of piece and orientation, and selects the cell where the
number of legal pairs is minimal.

E. Landmarks and hierarchies

Modern graph navigation algorithms like ALT and
Contraction Hierarchies accelerate route-finding on
graphs by using landmarks and organizing nodes in
importance-based hierarchies [37, 38]. In our imple-
mentation for the Soma Cube, we evaluate partial con-
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(a) Distribution of branching factors at different depths (1–6) for the
randomized DFS solver, and the associated backtrack distribution.
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(b) Distribution of branching factors at different depths (1–6) for the
cell-ordered DFS solver, and the associated backtrack distribution.

Figure 6. Branching factors and backtrack distributions in the
Soma Cube puzzle. For both the randomized DFS and the cell-
ordered DFS the branching factor declines exponentially with
depth. Randomized DFS tends to backtrack sooner than cell-
ordered DFS because an incorrect random piece placement
forces a retreat to an earlier configuration. In contrast, the
cell-ordered algorithm makes more structured choices, lead-
ing to minimal corrections earlier and backtracking primarily
during the final piece placement.

figurations by determining the number of complete so-
lutions that can be derived from each. Configurations
that yield a substantial number of full solutions are
classified as high-importance landmarks, whereas those
that do not lie on any solution paths are designated anti-
landmarks (or dead states). We augment the solver so
that it can jump directly to designated high-importance
landmark states and then resume the search (e.g. via
DFS) from those landmarks (Fig. 7).

The landmark-based search algorithm is divided into
two distinct phases: preprocessing and querying. Dur-
ing preprocessing, a variable number of landmark
configurations and all encountered anti-landmarks are
identified and stored. In the subsequent querying
phase, these precomputed landmarks are invoked to
augment the search during the actual puzzle-solving
process. There is a trade-off between these two phases
(Fig. 8): as the number of landmarks increases, the pre-
processing time correspondingly rises, while the query-
ing time decreases.

Figure 7. Comparison of search space exploration strategies
for the Soma Cube puzzle. Left: Standard search space rep-
resented by nodes (configurations) and edges (legal moves),
with the blue shaded region illustrating the extent of explored
states by DFS. Right: Landmark-augmented search incorpo-
rating frequently occurring partial configurations as high-
importance nodes, with dashed edges representing precom-
puted successful paths to landmarks and the pink shaded re-
gion showing the reduced search space.
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Figure 8. Trade-off between preprocessing time (time spent
identifying and storing landmark configurations) and query-
ing time to reach a solution (actual puzzle-solving time) for
varying numbers of landmarks obtained at depth 2 and depth
3 via the cell-ordered DFS solver. At all depths, a reduc-
tion in querying cost (increased dependence on look-up ta-
bles) is achieved by an earlier increase in preprocessing time
(via comprehensive search for landmark configurations). This
trade-off is greatest at the puzzle depth where landmarks are
most important: a sweet spot defined by a high branching fac-
tor and non-trivial constraints on piece placement (Depth 2).
As branching factors decline querying provides a diminishing
marginal benefit (Depth 3).
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Figure 9. Effective branching factors when combining dif-
ferent search strategies for the Soma Cube puzzle. Values are
rounded to a single decimal place. The heat map shows the ef-
fects of structured ordering, pruning, and guidance via land-
marks. The largest improvements (above the baseline of ran-
domized DFS) are associated with adding pruning and land-
marks. Both of these contract the logical search tree, one by
ruling out certain dead ends, and the other by additionally
caching shortest paths into lookup tables.

F. Quantitative comparison

Given these algorithms, our main result is summa-
rized in Fig. 9, which compares the effective branch-
ing factors across different search strategies. Among
these approaches, the landmark-based solver achieves
the greatest complexity reduction, as preprocessing to
identify high- versus low-importance states enables the
solver to bypass large portions of the search space. The
identification of anti-landmarks avoids dead ends, al-
lowing the solver to sidestep extensive backtracking
[39].

IV. CONNECTING PHYSICALLY-CONSTRAINED
ALGORITHMS TO COGNITIVE STRATEGIES

Each algorithm we designed to enhance search within
the logical space of the Soma Cube attempts to model
a physical aspect of the puzzle. In this section, we
ground each algorithm in empirical literature on cog-
nition with physical artifacts, connecting physical and
cognitive principles to logical search and constraints.

A. DFS with backtracking

DFS with backtracking implements a physical exclusion
principle. Solving the k-SAT formula is challenging in
part because the puzzle’s 27 atomic cubes combine to
form 7 compound shapes arranged in 3D space. Rota-
tion of a shape in physical space solves without effort the
harder task of rotating 3–4 bound cubes in the mind and
tracking their respective coordinates. Mental rotation
is a well-attested visuospatial challenge [40]. Indeed,
the difficulty of rotation was one of the primary argu-
ments in favor of the extended mind [41]. The simpler
problem of 2D rotation forms the basis of the Tetris puz-
zle, where the ability to quickly rotate and place pieces
is a characteristic of expert play [42]. Blindfold Tetris,
a more challenging variant that relies heavily on audi-
tory cues, further exemplifies this difficulty. Our DFS
with backtracking implementation simulates the steric
constraints of objects to eliminate non-viable configu-
rations: piece positions that would otherwise require
thousands of binary evaluations to discard in a purely
abstract logical search.

B. Contiguous variable ordering

Variable ordering implements local space filling. Lo-
cal growth of Soma Cube solutions (piece by piece as-
sembly) ensures that empty spaces or voids in partial
solutions are excluded. The physical pieces are natu-
ral void detectors which reveal ordinal relations (com-
patible physical sequences) directly to perception that
would otherwise need to be calculated based on inferred
intervals (perceived distances in logical space). The
ability to perceive spaces or intervals is harder than or-
dinal depth perception and this effect is amplified when
evaluated within continuous manifolds [43]. Overall
humans are poor at estimating 3D metric structures and
performance varies across rotation in viewing angles
[44].

Gravitational, layer-based variable ordering implements
layered assemblies. The difficulty of manipulating pieces
to achieve tesselation can be assisted by using a fixed
surface. By implementing a local growth rule con-
strained to layer-by-layer assembly, the “affordances” of
gravity are simulated to assist the dexterous placement
of pieces. A similar principle has been discovered for
“Robot-Grippers” where the manipulation capabilities
of a robotic hand are augmented by a high friction two
dimensional surface [45].



7

C. Dynamic pruning and most constrained variable
ordering

Dynamic pruning and most constrained variable order-
ing (MCV) capture the memory of common preferred pat-
terns and procedures using physical pieces. Board games
including chess, as well as simple regular lattice games
like Tic-Tac-Toe, have been studied extensively as mod-
els for working memory [17, 46–48]. Expertise in these
cases consists in sustained practice to form affective rep-
resentations of sensible configurations, from “opening
moves” through to “endgame moves” [28, 49]. In addi-
tion, master chess players prune inferior moves based
on fewer and more expansive board scans than ama-
teurs [50]. Dynamic pruning and MCV are surrogates of
physical scaffolds for reducing search spaces: MCV im-
poses the “opening game” rule of starting with corner
pieces that impose a maximum of constraints, whereas
pruning eliminates placements along search paths that
fail to find solutions.

D. Landmarks and hierarchies

Landmarks capture expert chunking and related cogni-
tive speed-bumps. The aggregation of pieces into larger
coherent aggregates as a function of repeat exposure, or
chunking [51], is a means of achieving significant “rank-
reduction” in data structures, allowing for faster per-
ceptual discrimination [47], leaps in performance [52],
efficient analogy-making [12], and improved speed and
accuracy [53]. Landmark algorithms simulate chunking
by replacing a multiplicity of possible paths with “pre-
computed” paths through high frequency assemblies.
In this way “preprocessing time” is used to significantly
reduce “querying time”, what has been called a “cogni-
tive speed bump” [54], which, in theoretical computer
science, can be described as a “contraction hierarchy” in
the search space graph [38].

V. DISCUSSION

A physical puzzle both poses a logical problem and of-
fers a mechanical tool for the solution of that problem.
We suggest that the quality of a puzzle can be measured
by how well the tool solves the problem, i. e., how effec-
tively the physical design guides you toward the solu-
tion. A well-known example is the Rubik’s Cube, which
is a tangible representation of a Cayley graph where the
cube’s face rotations act as the formal generators of the
underlying group, thereby mapping its entire configu-
ration space onto a physical artifact [55]. Solving the
cube optimally requires finding short paths in an expo-
nentially large graph, a problem that is computation-

ally difficult, yet routinely solved through the applica-
tions of manipulation algorithms [56]. In this study, we
reconceptualize the challenge of the Soma Cube [57] as
a search problem and explain why when mapped to a
physical artifact the search problem can be solved rather
effortlessly. We call this transformation of a challenging
logical problem into an easily solvable one through the
use of a physical artifact, the Principle of Materiality.
This paper examines how the Principle of Materiality
operates by mapping physical phenomena to algorith-
mic processes. Each algorithm emulates a specific phys-
ical constraint (rigidity, exclusion, rotation) that effec-
tively reduces the size of the search tree. Hence phys-
ical puzzles transform extensive logical problems into
contracted search spaces that are cognitively manage-
able for humans, under constraints of memory and in-
ference. Each of the algorithmic restrictions that we ob-
serve can be mapped onto a concept in cognitive science,
and this study recapitulates in a purely computational
setting the importance of chunking (landmarks and hi-
erarchies), spatial constraints and the role of physical
laws including gravity in assisting search (variable or-
dering), and the anticipatory elimination of nonviable
paths (pruning).

The use of games and puzzles have a long history
in mathematics [58], computer science [59], cognitive
science [3], economics [60] philosophy [61] and history
[62]. In one of the canonical texts on puzzles in math-
ematics, W. W. Rouse Ball organizes puzzles into prob-
lems of arithmetic, geometry, mechanics, and search (in
mazes). All physical puzzles are relegated to a chapter
on “Some Miscellaneous Questions” as they all deploy
some messy combination of arithmetic, geometry, and
mechanics, in novel ways. This paper aims to system-
atize and formalize some of these creative interplays.

Physical puzzles make connection to ideas of an “Ex-
tended Mind” [41], “Cognitive Artifacts” [63], “Cogni-
tion in the Wild” [64], “Distributed Cognition” [65], and
the role of material culture in the evolution of mind
[66]. They connect to the idea of a mental “physics en-
gine” that augments purely logical problem-solving [67]
and might be described as outsourced ”physical-physics
engines”. Owing to the simplicity and intuitive appre-
hension of games and puzzles, they provide a very con-
venient model system for exploring general cognitive
mechanisms [68].

It is important to distinguish that games are typically
designed for multiplayer contexts where competition
and coordination are paramount [60], while puzzles are
structured as solitary challenges centered on constraint
satisfaction [58]. Future work might further investi-
gate the cognitive and computational complexity mech-
anisms underlying these differences, potentially inspir-
ing novel designs that bridge the gap between recre-
ational puzzles and strategic gameplay.
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These distinctions in design and engagement not only
shape how we interact with artifacts in games and puz-
zles, but also influence the computational strategies
used to analyze them. Traditional computational ap-
proaches to games and puzzles have followed two dis-
tinct paths: complexity theory, which analyzes asymp-
totic results for generalized versions of games (such as
n × n Tic-Tac-Toe) that bear little relevance to human
problem-solving, and search algorithm development,
which focuses on optimizing tree traversal for specific
games like Chess and Go on modern computers. Sim-
ilarly, cognitive science research has traditionally fo-
cused on studying human subjects tackling computa-
tional complexity problems that are proven to be hard
in the asymptotic regime [69, 70].

A critical gap persists at the intersection of com-
plexity theory, algorithm design, cognitive science, and
cultural evolution: we lack a unified framework that
explains how the structural properties of finite puz-
zle instances (not just their asymptotic behavior) deter-
mine whether they are engaging or intractable for hu-
man solvers. This gap has limited our ability to con-
nect formal computational properties with empirically
observed patterns in human problem-solving behavior.
The present work uses the physical puzzle and its log-
ical implementation to provide the initial groundwork
for a theoretical framework bridging this divide.
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Appendix A: k-SAT encoding

The Soma Cube puzzle consists of seven distinct
pieces that must be arranged to fill a 3 × 3 × 3 cube
without gaps or overlaps. We encode the puzzle as a
Boolean satisfiability problem by assigning a Boolean
variable to each potential piece placement, so that a
satisfying assignment corresponds to a valid assem-
bly. We begin by noting that each of the seven Soma
Cube pieces is defined by a set of unit cube coordi-
nates. For example, one piece may be represented as
z = {(0,0,0), (1,0,0), (1,1,0), (2,1,0)}. To account for the
different spatial orientations, our code generates all dis-
tinct orientations for each piece by applying rotations
about the x, y, and z axes. After rotations, each configu-
ration is normalized by translating it so that the small-
est coordinate becomes the anchor. The 3 × 3 × 3 cube
is represented by the set of coordinates {(x,y,z) | x,y,z ∈
{0,1,2}}. For every piece, every orientation, and every
possible anchor position, the code computes an adjusted
placement (i. e., the translated coordinates that the piece
occupies). If all cells of a placement fall within the
cube, the placement is deemed valid and is assigned a
unique Boolean variable. We denote these variables as
Pxyzi , where (x,y,z) (converted to 1-indexed form) indi-
cates the anchor coordinate, and i ∈ {1, . . . ,7} identifies
the piece. The overall SAT instance is described by a
Conjunctive Normal Form formula, Φ , which consists
of the following constraints:

a. Piece Constraints. For each piece i, we must
choose exactly one of its valid placements. Let Pi be
the set of Boolean variables corresponding to the place-
ments of piece i. This constraint is encoded using:

1. An at-least-one clause:∨
P ∈Pi

P ,

which ensures that the piece is placed somewhere.

2. At-most-one clauses, consisting of pairwise con-
straints:

¬P ∨¬P ′ , for all distinct P ,P ′ ∈ Pi ,

which guarantee that the piece is not placed in two
different locations simultaneously.

b. Cell Constraints. Similarly, each cell in the cube
must be covered by exactly one piece. For each cell c,
let Cc be the set of Boolean variables corresponding to
placements that cover c. The constraint is again encoded
as:

https://doi.org/10.54224/20650
https://github.com/gulcekardes/cognitive_artifacts
https://github.com/gulcekardes/cognitive_artifacts
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1. An at-least-one clause:∨
P ∈Cc

P ,

ensuring that the cell is covered.

2. At-most-one clauses:

¬P ∨¬P ′ , for all distinct P ,P ′ ∈ Cc,

preventing more than one piece from occupying
the same cell.

Thus, the overall formula Φ is a conjunction of all these
clauses. The generated CNF formula Φ is then passed to
a SAT solver (specifically, Minisat22 from the PySAT li-
brary). The solver searches for an assignment of truth
values to the Pxyzi variables such that Φ evaluates to
true. A solution to the SAT instance directly corre-
sponds to a valid placement of all pieces in the cube.

c. Solution Enumeration. In addition to finding one
solution, our code employs a blocking clause method
to enumerate all solutions. After a solution is found,
a blocking clause (the negation of the current model) is
added, and the solver continues to search for other solu-
tions.

Appendix B: Branching factor

The branching factor of a node in a search tree refers
to the number of child nodes it has. In search trees
where the number of child nodes varies across differ-
ent nodes, calculating the average branching factor pro-
vides a useful measure of the tree’s breadth. The average
branching factor, denoted as b̄, can be defined as:

b̄ =
1
D

D∑
d=1

Nd

Nd +Ld

where D represents the maximum depth of the search
tree, Nd stands for the number of non-leaf nodes at
depth d, and Ld is the count of leaf nodes at depth d
that are not solution nodes. The branching factor calcu-
lations in the main text of this article include Ld in the
formula. However, it is common practice to compute the
branching factor for most puzzles with regular search
spaces using only nonterminal nodes. For the sake of
comparison and reference, we have also provided the re-
sults of calculations that follow this convention, see Fig.
10.
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Figure 10. Soma Cube branching factors across depths.

Appendix C: Branching factors for various puzzles

The analysis of branching factors serves as a funda-
mental approach for evaluating the complexity inherent
in both GP and GS . In state-space analysis, the diameter
(the maximum over all pairs of configurations, of their
shortest-path distance) quantifies the worst-case move
count between configurations. In a search space, a com-
parable measure of complexity is the tree’s maximum
depth.
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Figure 11. The relationship between branching factor and
depth for five classic puzzles.

Building on this, the worst-case complexity of a tree
search is controlled by two parameters, the branching
factor and the maximum depth, which determine its
time and space costs. A search algorithm must poten-
tially examine the bm nodes in total, since each of the
m levels can have up to b branches, leading to exponen-
tial time complexity O(bm). This relationship between
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b and m demonstrates why problems with high branch-
ing factors or large search depths quickly become com-
putationally intractable, even with sophisticated search
strategies.

Fig. 11 displays a taxonomic map of puzzles, or-
ganized by their branching factor patterns and depth
characteristics, where depth is defined as the minimum
number of moves required to solve the puzzle from
its worst-case position. For all puzzles except Rubik’s
Cube, data was generated using our GitHub code [71],
while the branching factor information for Rubik’s Cube
was obtained from [72].

Fig. 12 compares branching-factor evolution across
depths for chess, Rubik’s Cube, the 8 puzzle, and
three dissection puzzles: the Magic Square, Slothouber–
Graatsma, and the Soma Cube.
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Figure 12. Branching-factor evolution across multiple puz-
zles. Each curve shows how the average branching factor
changes with depth in the puzzle’s solution process. Chess
exhibits a non-monotonic branching factor due to piece dy-
namics. Rubik’s Cube maintains an almost constant branching
factor until the puzzle is nearly solved, reflecting its highly
regular structure and uniform move set. The 8 puzzle illus-
trates a sliding-tile puzzle with moderate non-monotonicity
as the empty space’s position affects available moves, while
still retaining a regular state space similar to Rubik’s Cube.
Three dissection puzzles, the 3× 3 Magic Square, Slothouber–
Graatsma, and the Soma Cube, each exhibit a steady decline
in branching factor as pieces are placed, highlighting their
forward-directed, space-constrained nature.

As previously mentioned, variations such as changes
in branching factors or other combinatorial properties
across different puzzle depths could offer valuable in-
sights into puzzle characteristics and inform potential
solution strategies. Among the puzzles we examine
for comparison and contrast with the Soma Cube, dis-
section puzzles (including the Soma Cube itself and
two additional examples discussed below) feature irreg-
ular state spaces and follow a directed solution pro-
cess where each piece placement progressively restricts
future moves, leading to a consistent decrease in the

branching factor. In contrast, Rubik’s Cube maintains a
nearly constant branching factor until the end, whereas
chess and the sliding puzzle exhibit more complicated
trends.

In the case of the sliding puzzle, the branching fac-
tor is nearly constant, reflecting the reversible character
of its moves, similar to the Rubik’s Cube. However, in
the case of the sliding puzzle, the branching factor alter-
nates up and down every other move, because of simple
constraints on the moves: if you’re not allowed to back-
track, then when in a corner there is only 1 choice, on
a side there are 2 choices, and in the middle there are 3
choices. After being in a corner, one must move to a side;
after being in a side, one must move to a corner or the
center; after being in the center, one must move to the
side; and (without backtracking) one can never see the
sequence center–side–center. This explains the nearly-
constant but every-other-turn character of the branch-
ing factor of the sliding 8 puzzle. (This phenomenon
would not be present in a variant of the sliding-8 puzzle
played on a torus, that is, where the sides wrap around,
as in that setting every position is like every other posi-
tion, with a constant non-backtracking branching factor
of 3.)

In the case of chess, we see both a monotonically in-
creasing overall trend (in the first 25 rounds of the game
we simulated), but also an alternating up-and-down
pattern. The monotonically increasing overall trend in
the early moves is also reflected in real play [73], though
for fewer moves than we see in our random simulations.
But the latter pattern—that the second player seems to
systematically have fewer available moves than the first,
especially in the first few dozen rounds of the game—
has also been observed by David Barnes in his analysis
of 2.5M real chess games from ChessBase [73]. As far
as we are aware, there is as yet no explanation for this
phenomenon.

Appendix D: Supplementary Information 4

In addition to the Soma Cube puzzle, similar
branching-factor distributions appear in other combi-
natorial games, most notably chess. Although we do
not prove that landmarks necessarily arise whenever
a bell-shaped distribution occurs in the midgame, we
have strong indications that, when such a distribution
appears in a relatively unconstrained midgame (as at
depth 2 in the Soma Cube, and in chess, see [34, 74]
which demonstrate differences in midgame position
evaluation where chess masters outperform others due
to chunking), introducing landmarks can be beneficial.

Fig. 13 demonstrates that, much like in the Soma
Cube, the early branching-factor distribution in chess
appears relatively uniform, transitioning to a bell-
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shaped distribution in the midgame. In the later stages,
this bell-shaped spread often develops a cluster near
zero moves, producing a mixed distribution that ul-
timately converges to a near-delta distribution in the
endgame.

Figure 13. Branching factor distributions in random chess at
two distinct ranges of depth. Top: Depths 1–10, where the
game is in its early stages and the distribution tends to be nar-
rower. Bottom: Depths 131–140, where many games have
ended (spiking at zero moves) or become heavily reduced,
causing a shift in the distribution and a lower average branch-
ing factor.

Here we simulated 10,000 random chess games using
the python-chess library [71]. Starting from the stan-
dard initial position, each ply (half-move) was chosen
uniformly at random from all legal moves, and the game
was terminated either when maximum depth 140 was
reached or when a checkmate/stalemate occurred. We
recorded the branching factor at each depth across these
simulations and then aggregated the results into his-
tograms, producing Fig. 13. This shows how the branch-
ing factor evolves from the opening (with relatively uni-
form move counts), through the midgame (where distri-
butions often become bell-shaped), to the endgame.
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