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Abstract

Artificial intelligence (Al) is transforming the practice of science. Machine learning and large
language models (LLMs) can generate hypotheses at a scale and speed far exceeding traditional
methods, offering the potential to accelerate discovery across diverse fields. However, the abun-
dance of hypotheses introduces a critical challenge: without scalable and reliable mechanisms for
verification, scientific progress risks being hindered rather than being advanced. In this article, we
trace the historical development of scientific discovery, examine how Al is reshaping established
practices for scientific discovery, and review the principal approaches, ranging from data-driven
methods and knowledge-aware neural architectures to symbolic reasoning frameworks and LLM
agents. While these systems can uncover patterns and propose candidate laws, their scientific
value ultimately depends on rigorous and transparent verification, which we argue must be the
cornerstone of Al-assisted discovery.

1 Introduction

The overarching goal of science is to provide a set of universal, accurate, and interpretable explanations
that describe the natural world. This involves discovering natural laws that not only make accurate
predictions but are also corroborated by existing scientific literature. Such laws have historically been
discovered through the scientific method, a systematic process that begins with a question and proceeds
through a study phase during which researchers gather all prior knowledge and data pertaining to the
phenomenon under investigation. This leads to the formulation of hypotheses, empirical validation,
and iterative refinement. The scientific method enables the discovery of verifiable scientific truths by
relying on substantiated and repeatable evidence, lending science its legitimacy and credibility.

The shift from dogmatic belief systems to a framework grounded in scientific theory and empirical
verification, epitomized by the 16th-century transition from religious authority to human reason through
the work of Copernicus, Galileo, and Bruno, marked a fundamental epistemological transformation
leading to the Scientific Revolution [Leveillee, 2011]. Indeed, Kepler’s mathematical description of
planetary motion, grounded in Tycho Brahe’s observational data and Bacon’s advocacy for inductive
reasoning, established the foundation for modern empirical science [Bacon, 1878, Westfall, 1977].
Critically, the consequences of this verification-driven methodology have been profound in the modern
age. Verified discoveries such as germ theory [Latour, 1993], high-yield agricultural practices [Borlaug,
1970], and thermodynamic principles [Smil, 2004] have transformed medicine, food production, and
energy systems. These advances were achieved through a disciplined integration of theoretical models
and experimental validation.

However, the rate of major discoveries has declined in both absolute and relative terms over the
past several decades [Bloom et al., 2020, Bhattacharya and Packalen, 2020, Arora et al., 2018]. This
decline is arguably due to the exhaustion of simple, low-dimensional theories, and the increasing
complexity of modern scientific problems [Cowen, 2011] (see Fig. 1A). Amid these challenges, the rise
of machine learning and artificial intelligence has introduced promising tools to augment hypothesis
generation and data analysis for scientific discovery. However, many existing implementations of
these data-driven systems lack formal mechanisms for logical inference that are essential for verifiable
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scientific discovery [Platt, 1964]. In particular, generative AT models have shown remarkable capacity
to rapidly generate novel scientific hypotheses [Gottweis et al., 2025, Yamada et al., 2025, Lu et al.,
2024, Jumper et al., 2021]. However, these outputs often lack empirical grounding and are frequently
disconnected from established theoretical frameworks or domain-specific knowledge. This disconnect
has led to an overwhelming influx of unverified hypotheses, straining verification pipelines that are
essential for validating scientific discoveries [Beel et al., 2025, Gridach et al., 2025, Kulkarni et al.,
2025| (see Fig. 1B). Consequently, developing robust methods to refine and verify hypotheses from
data-driven approaches is critical to unlocking the full potential of Al in accelerating scientific progress
(Fig. 1C).

A Traditional scientific pipeline B Al-assisted scientific pipeline
Hypotheses crafted from Rapid & abundant Al-generated
theory and ontology hypotheses

|
Hypotheses *

v Verification bottleneck v
é Scientific Discoveries é

C The Need for Improved Verification Methods
Al-generated
hypotheses

'

Widen verification o
VIa automated verification

Accelerate scientifi c
discoveries

Figure 1: The scientific method in the age of AI. A) In the traditional scientific method, theories
guide the generation of testable hypotheses, which are then validated through experiments and data.
B) However, with generative AI, hypotheses can be rapidly produced from data, but verification still
relies on slow, manual evaluation by domain experts. C) Without widening this verification bottleneck
(e.g., through automated/integrated verification) the pace of discovery remains limited, despite the
acceleration promised by Al

To address the limitations of purely data-driven approaches, several recent works propose hybrid
frameworks. These approaches integrate machine learning with elements of symbolic reasoning,
constraints imposition, and formal logic, aiming to ensure scientific validity alongside predictive
accuracy (e.g., see Wiberg et al. [2025] for a review on integration between AI/ML and Operations
Research techniques). For example, Kolmogorov—Arnold Networks (KANs) [Liu et al., 2025] replace fixed
linear weights with learnable univariate functions, producing interpretable approximations of scientific
relations. Hamiltonian Neural Networks (HNNs) [Greydanus et al., 2019] similarly enforce energy
conservation by learning a Hamiltonian and deriving system dynamics from Hamilton’s equations.
While the learned models from both systems respect structural embeddings, verification for both
systems is limited to their specific structural property. More recently, AI-Descartes [Cornelio et al.,
2023a] introduced a general verification mechanism, where hypotheses were generated via a data-driven
approach and later verified against known theory via theorem proving. Building upon that work, Al-
Hilbert [Cory-Wright et al., 2024] integrated data and theory directly during the hypothesis generation
stage, thereby constraining the search to expressions consistent with both data and theory. While both
these approaches provide scientifically verifiable results, their application is limited to specific problem
formulations in the physical sciences. Thus, while emerging computational tools offer great promise for
broadly accelerating scientific discovery, their effectiveness hinges on ensuring resulting insights are not



only predictive but also interpretable, verifiable, and aligned with foundational scientific knowledge.

In this article, we review recent progress in Al-driven scientific discovery, while underscoring
the critical importance of verifying these methods throughout the discovery process. We begin by
highlighting key historical examples where the failure to rigorously verify computational methods led
to the collapse of critical missions, resulting in significant loss of life and financial cost. Next, we
examine recent data-driven approaches to scientific discovery, highlighting their ability to uncover
patterns and generate hypotheses from large datasets, particularly in domains where theoretical models
are incomplete or unavailable. This is followed by a comparison with knowledge-aware methods,
the emergence of derivable models that integrate symbolic reasoning, and the growing role of large
language models (LLMs) in automating and augmenting scientific workflows. We conclude with a
broader perspective on the heterogeneous role of verification across scientific domains, outlining current
challenges and suggesting promising approaches for future research.

2 The Importance of Verification: Evidence from Examples

In 1999, NASA’s Mars Climate Orbiter was lost when thruster data delivered in pounds per second
was interpreted as Newtons per second, a unit mismatch that sent a $125 million spacecraft into the
Martian atmosphere [NASA, 1999|. Similarly, in 1983, Air Canada Flight 143 (“Gimli Glider”) ran
out of fuel mid-air after the ground crew incorrectly converted pounds to kilograms during Canada’s
metric transition, leaving the aircraft with roughly half the required fuel and forcing a dangerous
emergency landing [Lockwood, 1985]. Similar errors have been documented in hospitals: children given
incorrect doses when weights noted in pounds were treated as kilograms [Bokser, 2013[; in a review
of 1,291 weight-related medication error reports to the Pennsylvania Patient Safety Authority, 23.2%
involved pounds—kilograms confusion [Bailey et al., 2016]; and selection of high-strength heparin vials
(10,000 U/mL) were mistaken for low-strength ones [Institute for Safe Medication Practices Canada,
2008]. The lesson from these domains is clear: without rigorous, automated verification, minor trivial
errors can scale into disasters.

In automated scientific discovery, the same principle applies. Automated model-generation tools
have transformed scientific discovery. Symbolic regression engines such as PySR [Cranmer, 2020] and
AT Feynman [Udrescu and Tegmark, 2020], as well as neural architectures like Kolmogorov—Arnold
Networks (KANs) [Liu et al., 2025], Hamiltonian Neural Networks (HNNs) [Greydanus et al., 2019,
and Lagrangian Neural Networks (LNNs) [Cranmer et al., 2020a], now produce many new hypotheses
quickly. This proliferation creates a new bottleneck: distinguishing between formulas that merely fit
the data and those that are scientifically meaningful (Fig. 1). Without rigorous verification, the flood
of generated hypotheses risks overwhelming the scientific process with plausible but superficial results.
Thus, verification is an essential filter that separates genuine scientific discoveries from hallucinations
or mere noisy interpolations that fail to generalize beyond the observed data.

The challenge of verification is further exacerbated by the rise of LLM-based tools whose reliability can
be strongly questioned [Marcus, 2025, Kambhampati, 2024]. Well-publicized examples of hallucinations
from LLMs include the hallucination of legal cases cited in court filings [Weiss, 2023], the fabrication
of biomedical references [Gravel et al., 2023], and outputs violating basic algebraic [Hendrycks et al.,
2021] or physical consistency [Wang et al., 2023b]. We refer to Zhang et al. [2025] for a recent review of
LLMs and their use in scientific discovery.

One might argue that the latest generation of Large Language Models (LLMs), which utilize
Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) to steer outputs toward preferred outputs,
already provide a form of verification [Ziegler et al., 2019]. However, such feedback is not equivalent to
scientific verification for several reasons. First, RLHF operates at the level of plausibility rather than
truth: models are rewarded for producing outputs that appear correct to human evaluators. Second, the
feedback is inherently partial and subjective, relying on limited annotations that cannot exhaustively
cover the space of possible outputs. Third, RLHF provides no guarantees: models fine-tuned with
feedback still generate confident but false statements and mathematically inconsistent expressions.

Thus, while reinforcement learning can improve the style and surface reliability of generated
hypotheses, it does not address the deeper need for principled, automated verification against background
theory and empirical constraints. For scientific discovery, this distinction is crucial: plausibility without
proof cannot serve as the foundation of knowledge.

In the mathematical literature, the use of formal proof assistants for verification, such as Lean



[De Moura et al., 2015], Coq [Bertot and Castéran, 2013], and Isabelle [Nipkow et al., 2002|, has
attracted considerable attention. These systems enable mathematical theorems to be expressed in a
dependently typed language and verified computationally. For example, they can be used to verify that
every result in an introductory analysis textbook is correct [Tao, 2025]. Moreover, some recent works
pair this technology with LLMs. For instance, the AlphaProof system from DeepMind [AlphaProof
and AlphaGeometry teams, 2024| achieved a silver medal at the 2024 International Mathematics
Olympiad by translating one million informal mathematical problems into Lean using natural language
processing, allowing AlphaProof to be trained using reinforcement learning. However, since there is no
commonly agreed-upon set of axioms for the natural sciences (e.g., quantum mechanics and gravity are
not consistent), and the process of translating informal problems into formal statements can introduce
errors unless verified by a user, a Lean-reinforcement learning approach cannot be broadly applied to
scientific discovery.

Finally, the growing recognition of verification challenges in Al-driven scientific discovery has
catalyzed significant government investment in bridging formal methods with statistical Al approaches.
In the United States, DARPA’s portfolio is an example of this trend, featuring programs such as
expMath [DARPA, 2025|, which seeks to accelerate mathematics by developing Al systems capable of
proposing and proving abstractions, and The Right Space (TRS) [DARPA, 2024c|, which applies scientific
machine learning to uncover tractable transformations for complex models. Other initiatives [DARPA,
2024b,a,d, 2018], including ReMath, PROVERS, V-SPELLS, and the completed HACMS program,
further underscore the emphasis on formal verification in critical domains. These funding priorities
reflect an acknowledgment that while generative Al excels at quick hypothesis generation and pattern
discovery, scientific applications require the reliability and guarantees that only formal verification
methods can provide.

3 Al Methods for Scientific Discovery

Motivated by the increasing importance of verification in scientific discovery and other domains
involving AI, we next review the state-of-the-art methods used for scientific discovery. Figure 2 provides
a qualitative map of the landscape, positioning the different major methods categories along three
dimensions: the degree to which they are data-driven, the degree to which they are knowledge-driven and
their associated computational complexity. We also discuss the limitations of the existing approaches
and suggest strategies for future improvement.

3.1 Data-driven Methods

The data-driven discovery of symbolic formulae is a long-standing challenge in Artificial Intelligence [Ki-
tano, 2016], and the central difficulty remains how to incorporate verification into the process. A variety
of approaches have been proposed [Landajuela et al., 2022], ranging from neural networks designed to
mimic human physical reasoning [Iten et al., 2020], to tree-structured LSTMs for handling symbolic
expression trees and formula verification [Arabshahi et al., 2018], to logic-constrained GANs for image
generation [Marra et al., 2018]. Symbolic regression (SR) has played a prominent role in this space,
with applications to extracting explicit relations from graph neural networks [Cranmer et al., 2020b],
constructing analytic models for reinforcement learning control [Derner et al., 2019], or combining
regression with Bayesian models [Jin et al., 2019]. The AI Feynman family of methods [Udrescu and
Tegmark, 2020, Udrescu et al., 2020] exemplifies the integration of neural fitting with physics-inspired
heuristics, while tools such as PySR [Cranmer, 2020, Cranmer et al., 2020b] and TuringBot [Schmidt and
Lipson, 2009] use evolutionary or annealing-based search strategies to identify parsimonious equations.
More recent methods, such as RSRM, combine Monte Carlo Tree Search with reinforcement learning
for efficient symbolic exploration [Xu et al., 2024]. Despite the progress, none of these approaches
incorporates formal reasoning, leaving their outputs vulnerable to producing expressions that fit the
data but lack theoretical grounding.

To address this gap, several works have attempted to combine SR or neural methods with logical
consistency checking. The LGML system [Scott et al., 2020] augments learning with a module that
verifies whether candidate functions satisfy constraints on their functional form, while LGGA [Ashok
et al., 2021] extends this approach with genetic algorithms and auxiliary mathematical expressions.
Similar ideas appear in Bladek and Krawiec [2019] counterexample-guided SR, in Kubalik et al. [2020,
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Figure 2: Qualitative Landscape of Computational Methods for Scientific Discovery. Different
approaches span the spectrum between data-driven and knowledge-driven discovery. Data-driven
methods, such as neural networks, can rapidly generate hypotheses but lack verifiability, whereas
theory-driven methods, like automated theorem provers, offer rigorous verification but are often slow
and undecidable. Derivable or science-aware approaches aim to bridge this gap by combining data-
driven modeling with symbolic guarantees. The associated computational complexity reflects trade-offs
between speed, interpretability, and verifiability. Note that this figure provides a qualitative illustration
of the landscape of computational tools for scientific discovery, highlighting general trends across major
categories. The position of specific methods in these categories may vary depending on data type,
approach, or hybrid usage.

2021] multi-objective framework that enforces nonlinear constraints as discrete data points, and in Engle
and Sahinidis [2021] deterministic mixed-integer programming formulation with derivative constraints.
These methods, however, remain limited to constraints on functional form rather than incorporating
background-theory axioms that describe the scientific environment itself.

In parallel, the broader neuro-symbolic community has explored the integration of logic constraints
into machine learning tools. Approaches include penalizing constraint violations in neural networks [Xu
et al., 2018, Wang and Pan, 2020| and embedding logical rules in the training process [Cornelio et al.,
2023b, Li and Srikumar, 2019, Daniele and Serafini, 2020, Xie et al., 2019, Li et al., 2019]. Inductive
logic programming and rule induction [Tamaddoni-Nezhad et al., 2021, Sen et al., 2022, Evans and
Grefenstette, 2018, Sadeghian et al., 2019, Law et al., 2018] provide another way of extracting logical
knowledge from data, while program synthesis has gained renewed interest as a means of combining
symbolic reasoning with statistical learning [Sun et al., 2022, Nye et al., 2020, Parisotto et al., 2017,
Valkov et al., 2018, Yang et al., 2017|. Yet, across all these efforts, formal verification of discovered
formulas remains elusive: constraints typically ensure plausibility, not provability. The result is that
many systems generate equations that appear valid but are not guaranteed to align with the underlying
laws of nature.

3.2 Knowledge-aware methods

Scientific discovery and artificial intelligence have traditionally followed separate paradigms: the former
rooted in theory and verification, and the latter in data-driven learning. As scientific problems become
increasingly complex and data become increasingly abundant yet noisy or incomplete, there is a growing
interest in integrating scientific knowledge into machine learning models. The resulting hybrid methods
aim to combine the flexibility of learning-based approaches with the structure and generalizability



offered by physical laws.

This section surveys approaches that leverage scientific knowledge in Al model design and training.
We distinguish between physics-informed models, which learn the unknown solution of known governing
equations by training neural networks to minimize data and physics residuals, and physics-inspired
models, that encode known structures, such as conservation laws, directly in the network’s architecture.
We also consider symmetry-informed networks that embed invariance or equivariance directly into
model operations, so that transformations of the input induce consistent transformations of the output.

Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs). Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs)
incorporate governing physical laws into the learning process by embedding partial differential equations
(PDEs) directly into the loss function [Raissi et al., 2019, Cuomo et al., 2022|. These models are not
intended to discover the governing equations themselves, but rather to approximate their solutions.
The key idea is to replace or augment traditional numerical solvers by training a neural network
that minimizes a composite loss consisting of: 1) A data loss term measuring the fit to observed
data; 2) A physics loss term penalizing violation of the PDE; and 3) A boundary condition loss term
ensuring physical consistency. Mathematically, for a PDE of the form F(x,u, Vu, V?u) = 0, the PINN
approximates the solution u(z) with a neural network ug(z), and minimizes:
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This approach has demonstrated success across various domains, including fluid mechanics, heat
diffusion, and quantum mechanics. It provides an elegant, mesh-free framework capable of solving
high-dimensional PDEs with limited data.

While PINNS represent a significant advance in scientific computing, the method requires carefully
balancing multiple loss terms, and is therefore sensitive to network architecture choices. This highlights
the importance of systematic hyperparameter optimization strategies. Additionally, the current approach
relies on known governing equations as constraints, and the generic network architectures employed
do not yet fully exploit problem-specific structural information. These characteristics have motivated
active research directions focused on adaptive loss weighting schemes, physics-informed architecture
design, and methods for discovering unknown governing equations from data [Lu et al., 2021].

Physics-inspired Neural Networks. Physics-inspired neural networks take a complementary
approach: instead of embedding the governing equations into the training loss, they encode physical
structure directly into the model architecture. These models are well-suited to systems governed by
conservation laws, such as those following Hamiltonian or Lagrangian dynamics.

In Hamiltonian neural networks (HNNs) [Greydanus et al., 2019], the model learns a scalar-valued
Hamiltonian function H(q,p), where ¢ and p are generalized coordinates and momenta. The dynamics
are then obtained by differentiating H according to Hamilton’s equations:

dg OH dp  OH
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enforcing conservation of energy by design.

Lagrangian neural networks (LNNs) [Cranmer et al., 2020a] instead model the Lagrangian L(q, ¢)
and derive equations of motion via the Euler—Lagrange equations. This enables the incorporation of
constraints and yields coordinate-invariant representations.

Physics-inspired networks, thus, encode domain knowledge directly into the architecture, allowing
them to model both the its state and evolution in a structured way. However, as noted by Newman et al.
[2024], these approaches do not discover the underlying laws; instead, they assume them, modeling the
dynamics within the specified structural form. Furthermore, incorporating multiple types of physical
constraints simultaneously (e.g., energy and momentum conservation alongside symmetry constraints)
remains an open challenge.

Equivariant Neural Networks. Many physical systems exhibit symmetries such as translation,
rotation, or permutation invariance. Equivariant neural networks explicitly incorporate such symme-
tries by ensuring that transformations of the input correspond to equivalent transformations of the
output [Cohen and Welling, 2016]. Formally, a function f is equivariant with respect to a group G if:

flg-z)=g- f(z), Vged.



Equivariant Convolutional Neural Networks (G-CNNs), Spherical CNNs, and SE(3)-equivariant
graph networks have been developed to model molecular systems, fluid dynamics, and lattice structures,
among others [Weiler et al., 2021, Batzner et al., 2022]. These networks often lead to improved sample
efficiency and generalization. Symmetry-informed networks [Akhound-Sadegh et al., 2023] extend this
concept to more general forms of structure, potentially including conservation laws and geometric
constraints. These methods can be viewed as a broader class of equivariant models. However, as with
physics-inspired networks, they often require manual specification of symmetry constraints and may
not scale well when multiple symmetries coexist.

Knowledge-aware Al methods, while promising, still face ongoing challenges as they continue to
evolve. Current approaches typically depend on experts to manually encode physical laws, architectural
choices, or symmetry constraints into models, which limits scalability and automation. Moreover,
the simultaneous incorporation of multiple physical principles presents significant computational and
theoretical challenges. The interpretability of these models remains a key concern, as they often function
as black boxes that provide limited insight into the underlying physical mechanisms they approximate.
Most critically, existing methods typically lack formal guarantees regarding constraint satisfaction.
Physical laws are commonly enforced through soft constraints via penalty terms in the loss function,
which cannot ensure that the learned models rigorously adhere to all governing physical principles.
These challenges underscore the need for formal frameworks that unify data-driven modeling with
principled use of background knowledge, supporting rigorous verification.

3.3 Derivable models

A different line of work is represented by the methods of Al-Descartes [Cornelio et al., 2023a] and
AI-Hilbert [Cory-Wright et al., 2024], which explicitly introduce background theory into the process
of scientific discovery. In contrast to most existing methods, which either constrain functional forms
or encode structural biases, these frameworks embed general scientific axioms and use them to guide
or validate the discovery of candidate laws. Al-Descartes takes a verification-oriented perspective,
generating hypotheses from data and then employing formal reasoning to test their consistency with
background theory. Al-Hilbert, on the other hand, integrates theory directly into the hypothesis
generation process, reducing the search space and enforcing consistency during model generation.

Al-Descartes. Al-Descartes [Cornelio et al., 2023a] is a neuro-symbolic framework for automated
scientific discovery that couples symbolic regression with formal reasoning. The system adopts a
generator—verifier paradigm, where any hypothesis generator can be paired with any formal verifier,
allowing the generation of arbitrarily defined models without restrictions on functional classes, grammar,
or structure. This modular yet sequential design ensures flexibility but prevents data and theory from
being leveraged simultaneously: hypotheses are generated from data first and only then verified, a
separation that limits the exploitation of their complementary strengths.

Formally, the system seeks to discover an unknown symbolic model y = f*(x), where x = (x1,...,2,)
are independent variables and y is the dependent variable. The inputs are defined as a 4-tuple
(B,C, D, M), where B denotes the background knowledge, consisting of domain-specific axioms; C is the
hypothesis class, describing the admissible symbolic models via a grammar and functional constraints;
D is the dataset of m examples; and M specifies modeler preferences, such as acceptable error bounds
or complexity measures. The discovery task is then framed as a multi-objective problem: the candidate
function f must fit the data, remain consistent with B, and have bounded complexity and prediction
error.

As outlined above, the Al-Descartes architecture is organized around two main modules following a
generator—verifier design. The first is a symbolic regression (SR) module, formulated as a mixed-integer
nonlinear programming (MINLP) problem, which enumerates candidate formulas that approximate
the data and remains effective with very few, noisy data points. The second is a reasoning module,
based on a theorem prover, that evaluates the logical relationship between a candidate model and
the background theory. In particular, Al-Descartes introduces the concept of a reasoning distance,
which measures the discrepancy between predictions of a candidate model f and the predictions of a
formula derivable from B (assumed to be complete, i.e., containing all the axioms necessary to derive
the ground-truth law). Each candidate hypothesis is evaluated both in terms of its empirical error (f)
relative to the data D, and its reasoning error S(f) relative to the axioms in B. These two scores are



combined to rank the hypotheses, with the top-ranked model being selected as the best candidate. The
interplay between these two main components allows Al-Descartes to filter out spurious hypotheses
that, while numerically accurate, violate known physical or logical constraints.

Unlike prior efforts that embed only structural constraints, AI-Descartes incorporates full background
theories, expressed in logical form. This enables it to reason over unmeasured variables not present in
the data and over non-obvious relations that go beyond the data itself. Building on this capability,
Al-Descartes can also compare alternative background theories (possibly inconsistent to each other) by
computing reasoning errors for each and selecting the set of axioms that is the most consistent with the
data.

AT Hilbert. Al-Hilbert [Cory-Wright et al., 2024] is a theory—guided framework for automated
scientific discovery that integrates background knowledge directly into hypothesis generation. In
contrast to post hoc verification, AI-Hilbert couples data and theory in a single synthesis problem:
candidate laws are constructed to satisfy the axioms as they are fit to the data. However, the method
restricts the hypothesis space to polynomial (or, when admissible, rational) expressions, which enables
algebraic constraints from the background theory to be enforced exactly or with controlled slack.

More formally, AI-Hilbert aims to discover an unknown polynomial formula ¢(-) € R[z] which
describes a physical phenomenon, and is consistent with both a background theory and a collection
of experimental data. The inputs to Al-Hilbert are a four-tuple (B, D,C(A), d¢), where: 1) B denotes
the relevant background theory, expressed as a collection of axioms: the union of the inequalities
{g1(x) >0,...,9x(x) > 0} defining G and the equalities {h1(x) =0,...,h(x) = 0} defining H, where
gi, h; € R[z], (the ring of real polynomials in the n-tuple of variables € R™). B is defined over n
variables z1,...,z,. However, only t of these n variables can be measured and are directly relevant for
explaining the observed phenomenon. In particular, we let £; denote the target variable. The remaining
n —t variables appear in the background theory but are not directly observable. The background theory
B is defined as complete if it contains all the axioms necessary to formally prove the target formula, and
incomplete otherwise. Moreover, B is called inconsistent if it contains axioms that contradict each other,
and consistent otherwise. A special case of inconsistency is when a formula that incorrectly describes
the studied phenomenon is added to a consistent background theory. 2) D := {Z;};c[m] denotes a
collection of data points, or measurements of an observed physical phenomenon, which may be few and
noisy. 3) C denotes a set of constraints and bounds which depend on a set of hyper-parameters A (e.g.,
bound on the degree of the polynomial ). 4) d°(-,GNH) denotes a distance function from an arbitrary
polynomial to the background theory.

The Al-Hilbert algorithm has 4 main steps: [Step 1] The background theory B and data D are
combined to generate a polynomial optimization problem Pr which targets a specific concept identified
by the target variable x1. This is achieved by minimizing the distance d¢, the model complexity and the
error on the data, while integrating the bounds and constraints C. [Step 2/ Pr is then reformulated as
a semidefinite (or linear if no inequalities are present in the background theory) optimization problem
Prs¢, by leveraging standard techniques from SOS optimization. [Step 3/ Next, AI-Hilbert solves
Pr*¥ using a mixed-integer conic optimization solver, outputting a candidate formula and a set of
multipliers {a;}}_;, {8;},_;. The formula is of the form g(x) = 0 (where the only monomials with
nonzero coefficients are those that only contain the variables x1, ..., xz, the observable variables) and
such that ¢(x) = ag(z) + Zle a;(x)g;(x) +Z§:1 Bj(x)h;(x) if d°(¢,GNH) = 0, which is a certificate
of the fact that ¢ is derivable from the complete background theory. If d¢ > 0, for example, when
the background theory is inconsistent or incomplete, then AI-Hilbert returns a certificate that ¢ is
approximately derivable from the background theory.

3.4 LLMs for Scientific Discovery

Recent advances in generative Al, and particularly large language models (LLMs), have opened new
avenues for accelerating scientific discovery [Reddy and Shojaee, 2025]. In materials discovery, generative
graph-based models such as GNoME have drastically expanded the set of known stable materials,
representing an order-of-magnitude increase in crystallographic diversity [Merchant et al., 2023a]. More
recently, LLMs have been used to extract domain knowledge from scientific literature, generate new
material compositions, and guide experimental design, as demonstrated in systems like AtomAgents,
which integrate LLM reasoning with alloy design pipelines [Ghafarollahi and Buehler, 2024].



Transformer-based models treat equation discovery as a numeric-to-symbolic generation task [Kami-
enny et al., 2022|. However, state-of-the-art general-purpose LLMs, such as OpenAl GPT-5, still have
limitations when it comes to symbolic discovery, often producing only relatively simple functional forms
(e.g., when prompted with the binary star data in Cornelio et al. [2023a]). At the same time, their
ability to make inferences from simple axiom systems has improved notably compared to older models
(see Appendix A for more details). In parallel, multimodal approaches like SNIP embed equations and
numerical data into smoother joint spaces to improve search efficiency [Meidani et al., 2024], while
systems such as LLM-SR explore the use of LLMs as “scientist agents” that evolve equations in search
of governing laws [Shojaee et al., 2024]. Benchmarks, such as LLM-SRBench, have recently been
introduced to systematically evaluate these methods in scientific equation discovery [Shojaee et al.,
2025]. These works highlight the growing role of generative and language-based models in pushing
symbolic regression beyond handcrafted algorithms toward more generalizable Al-driven discovery.

Alongside these task-specific methods, domain-specialized scientific LLMs are being developed
to serve as general-purpose research copilots. NatureLM [Xia et al., 2025] is a foundation model
designed to unify the “languages of nature” across molecules, proteins, DNA, RNA, and materials,
enabling cross-domain generation and design of drug molecules, protein binders, and CRISPR guides.
Similarly, Galactica [Taylor et al., 2022], trained on 106B scientific tokens spanning papers, textbooks,
chemical sequences, proteins, and code, outperforms general LLMs on scientific benchmarks and
introduces specialized reasoning tokens for step-by-step problem solving. These models illustrate
how domain-curated corpora and tailored architectures can significantly advance LLM-based scientific
discovery.

Finally, LLMs can be framed as agents rather than passive tools: by coupling their broad knowledge
bases with external tool integration, LLM-based agents can design, test, and refine hypotheses in
ways that approximate the iterative scientific method. ChemCrow [M. Bran et al., 2024], for example,
integrates GPT-4 with chemistry-specific tools for reaction prediction, retrosynthesis planning, and safety
assessment, enabling both reasoning and validation within chemical workflows. Multi-agent frameworks,
such as SciAgents, extend this paradigm by coordinating specialized LLM-based agents to collaboratively
explore biomaterials design [Ghafarollahi and Buehler, 2025|. Alongside general frameworks for open-
domain hypothesis generation in the social sciences [Yang et al., 2024], biomedicine [Qi et al., 2023|, and
rediscovery settings such as MOOSE-Chem in chemistry [Yang et al., 2025], these systems demonstrate
the potential of LLMs and generative models not only to accelerate discovery in targeted domains such
as chemistry and materials science, but also to serve as versatile, reasoning-driven collaborators in the
broader pursuit of new scientific laws.

4 Verification in the age of Al-driven science

Modern engineering industries regularly employ verification in the development and deployment of
mission-critical technologies, including those in aerospace, medical devices, and autonomous systems.
The rigorous process of verifying the accurate implementation of such technologies ensures that
these complex systems function precisely as intended, mitigating risks of failure that could lead to
catastrophic loss of life, environmental damage, or severe economic disruption. Through meticulous
testing, simulation, and formal methods, verification tests validate the design integrity, software
reliability, and hardware performance of technologies where even minor deviations can have profound
consequences. Given the potentially far-reaching impacts and high costs of scientific research, why
isn’t a stringent and widespread culture of independent verification more commonly embedded within
modern scientific research, rather than being largely limited to industrial applications? In this section,
we illustrate examples of the importance of verification across research communities and outline ways
to incorporate verification into scientific research to enhance the rigor of the scientific method for the
modern age.

4.1 The role of verification across scientific domains

The proliferation of Al models in scientific research presents a transformative opportunity to accelerate
the pace of scientific discovery. In particular, generative AI models have demonstrated the ability
to produce novel hypotheses at rapid scales and speeds. However, the rapid generation of scientific
hypotheses presents significant challenges. Many of these Al-generated hypotheses lack empirical



verification and are often disconnected from established theoretical frameworks or domain-specific
knowledge. However, the strength of a scientific theory lies in its empirical predictive power [Popper,
1959]. Without iterative refinement through empirical verification of hypotheses, scientific theories fail
to progress and remaining unable to make useful empirical predictions (see Fig. 3).

Primitive Nascent Developing Mature

Empirical

- Empirical
Empirical e Verification

Empirical Verification Verification

Anecdotes

Figure 3: The role of verification in the development of scientific theories. The strength of
a scientific theory lies in its empirical predictive power. Thus, the development of a scientific theory
requires iterative empirical verification, with stronger theories offering more accurate predictions of
observable phenomena. However, the balance between theoretical strength and predictive power varies
across scientific domains, and often depends on the epistemic goals and maturity of each field, as well
as the nature of the theories (e.g., formal versus ontological theories).

In many applied scientific domains, such as drug discovery or materials science, the term “discovery”
often refers primarily to the generation of hypotheses — such as identifying a promising molecular
compound or material configuration — rather than their empirical verification [Reidenbach et al.,
2025, Merchant et al., 2023b, Jain et al., 2022, Anstine and Isayev, 2023, Takeda et al., 2023|. This
usage underscores the importance of distinguishing between the act of proposing a candidate and the
subsequent process of validating its efficacy, safety, or theoretical soundness. As a result, researchers
are increasingly confronted with a deluge of unverified hypotheses, clogging (and potentially slowing)
verification pipelines that are critical to validating scientific discoveries. However, verification strategies
across scientific domains differ greatly in approach and empirical requirements due to differences in
their theories and ontologies, as well as the epistemic goals of each field. Here we briefly discuss the
variation of verification strategies across a few scientific domains, namely physical, biological and
complex sciences, and clinical sciences.

In the physical sciences, verification is tightly coupled with formal theories and mathematical models.
Hypotheses are often derived from well-established physical laws, and their verification typically involves
controlled experiments or data-driven simulations that yield quantifiable and reproducible results that
integrate and conform to these background laws [Udrescu and Tegmark, 2020]. This tight integration of
theory and data allows for the use of automated verification techniques that derive data from physical
laws and theory [Cornelio et al., 2023a, Cory-Wright et al., 2024].

In contrast, however, many chemical, biological, and cognitive sciences present a more complex
landscape for verification [Mock et al., 2024]. Unlike physics, chemical, materials, and biological theories
are often less formalized and more context-dependent, reflecting the inherent complexity of these
systems and the variability of the epistemic goals across scientific domains. For example, verification
in biology typically involves manual experimentation, such as genetic manipulation or behavioral
observation, and relies heavily on ontological frameworks like evolutionary theory or systems biology,
and less on explicit, quantitative laws. Though quantification is still important, it is often within
the context of multi-variable and dynamical systems that are difficult to quantitatively derive from
first principles. Nevertheless, efforts to build-in background knowledge (or incorporate a knowledge-
constrained search space) can improve the quality and validity of discovered hypotheses, thereby
improving (and accelerating) scientific discovery in these domains (e.g., in chemistry [Yang et al., 2025],
and in cognitive science [Castro et al., 2025]).

In medical and clinical sciences, there are additional layers of complexity. These tend to be shaped
by ethical constraints, human variability, and pragmatic demands of clinical practice. Moreover, theories
in clinical research are often probabilistic and population-based, rather than deterministic. Importantly,
though the gold standard for verification strategies in clinical trials are randomized control trials, due
to practical constraints of clinical research, verification strategies also include observational studies and
meta-analyses of existing data. However, in all these cases, verification relies on statistical inference to
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assess efficacy and safety that are informed by ontological systems such as disease classifications and
diagnostic criteria, which evolve over time.

Similar domain-specific variations in verification strategies are evident across various fields, including
complex system sciences, earth sciences, social sciences, and engineering, among others, and each
is shaped by its unique epistemic and methodological contexts. Despite the diversity of verification
strategies across scientific domains, a unifying thread is the reliance on logical reasoning as the
foundation for hypothesis testing and theory refinement. Whether through deductive modeling in
physics, experimental inference in biology, or statistical evaluation in clinical sciences, the process of
verification is fundamentally driven by structured, iterative reasoning. This echoes John Platt’s notion
of strong inference [Platt, 1964], where progress in science stems from the disciplined application of logic
to generate, test, and eliminate hypotheses. While the form and tools of logical inference vary — from
mathematical formalism (e.g., physical sciences) to ontological frameworks (e.g., biological sciences)
to probabilistic models (e.g., clinical sciences) — the underlying commitment to rational analysis and
verification remains constant.

5 Final Remarks and Future Challenges

In this work, we reviewed how Al is reshaping scientific discovery, with verification as a central open
challenge. We reviewed a spectrum of methods, spanning from data-driven models to knowledge-based
and hybrid approaches, illustrating their potential to accelerate hypothesis generation while also raising
important concerns about their interpretability and reliability. The landscape we outlined highlights
both the potential and the limits of contemporary AI, while pointing to the need to advance automated
verification methods to improve Al-driven scientific discovery. There are many challenges ahead. In
the next section we outline the most critical ones and discuss how they open promising directions for
future research.

5.1 Challenges in AI-Driven Scientific Discovery

A major challenge for Al-driven scientific discovery is building benchmarks that genuinely capture
open-ended scientific discovery and are not captured in the training distribution of existing AI systems.
Existing datasets—such as AI Feynman [Udrescu and Tegmark, 2020], SciBench [Wang et al., 2023a],
ScienceQA [Lu et al., 2022], and MATH [Hendrycks et al., 2021] focus on rediscovery or textbook-style
problem solving, which neglects the complexity of theory formation. This is problematic because
LLMs may depend on memorization rather than reasoning [Carlini et al., 2021, Wu et al., 2023], and
unlike in theorem proving, most benchmarks lack explicit underlying theory, making verification-based
evaluation nearly impossible. Indeed, whether an LLM is capable of making a scientific discovery often
depends on the precise prompt used and even the notation used to describe a scientific discovery setting.
Recent advances, such as simulated domains for scientific discovery [M. Bran et al., 2024, Shojaee
et al., 2024] and the newly proposed LLM-SRBench [Shojaee et al., 2025], take steps toward mitigating
memorization and evaluating true discovery. Nonetheless, key gaps remain in creating benchmarks that
rigorously test novelty, generalizability, and scientific consistency [Cranmer et al., 2020b].

A second key challenge in Al-driven science is the unification of theory and data, since most existing
methods focus either on empirical modeling or formal reasoning in isolation. While LLMs have shown
promise in theorem proving [Jiang et al., 2023] and equation discovery from data [Shojaee et al.,
2024], integrating these capabilities into a holistic framework remains an open problem. Efforts such
as Al-Descartes [Cornelio et al., 2023a] and Al-Hilbert [Cory-Wright et al., 2024|, as well as work
in neuro-symbolic Al [De Raedt and Kimmig, 2015, Ahmed et al., 2022|, point toward promising
directions for future development. However, challenges persist in deriving rigorous hypotheses from
data, combining symbolic and neural approaches, and handling uncertainty within formal reasoning.

A third challenge in Al-driven discovery is ensuring that the use of Al does not overly homogenize
science. The traditional scientific method is implemented differently by each scientist. This diversity,
including the fact that scientists occasionally make mistakes, is a fundamental strength of science, as
it enables different individuals to make distinct discoveries [Elliott, 2004]. For instance, Alexander
Fleming discovered penicillin by accident [Tan and Tatsumura, 2015], a “mistake” that an AT scientist
would be unlikely to make. Ensuring that organic “mistakes” remain a part of the scientific method is
another key challenge in the age of Al-driven discovery.
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5.2 Conclusions

A key conclusion is that Al-driven scientific discovery compels us to reconsider the very notion of the
“scientific method” itself. Traditionally, science has been portrayed as a systematic process of hypothesis
generation, experimentation, and validation, but this narrative has been repeatedly challenged by
philosophers such as Feyerabend [Feyerabend, 1975], who argue that rigid methodological rules neither
capture nor enable true scientific progress. With the advent of generative models and inspired by
industrial practices, however, we may be entering a new era in which verification becomes not just
essential but also the primary bottleneck in scientific discovery. This shift would mark a departure
from the traditional scientific method, reframing discovery as an iterative dialogue between creativity
and verification, potentially laying the new groundwork for a new scientific paradigm.
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A  Appendix

In this section, we give two examples of simple scientific discovery related queries given to a state-of-
the-art LLM, specifically GPT-5, the latest version of ChatGPT. In the first, we take data given in Al
Descartes [Cornelio et al., 2023a] for two binary stars revolving around a common center of gravity and
ask GPT-5 to find a function that best fits the data. The target function in this example is Kepler’s
third law of planetary motion. The data is scaled in such a manner that the period of revolution p is

equal to /—%— where d is the distance between the binary stars, and m; and msy stand for their
(m1+m2)

masses. We rename the variables, (d,m1,ma,p) — (z,y, z,u), to avoid giving away information about
the problem to GPT-5.

In Figure 4 we show the prompt given to GPT-5 and its output. One can see that GPT-5 tries
out a number of different functional forms — in other words it performs a limited symbolic regression
exercise — and does not produce the desired function as a candidate solution.

In Figure 5 we give the prompt at the top to GPT-4 and show its output, while in Figure 6 we show
instead the output of GPT-5 on the same prompt. It is clear that GPT-4 fails to reason accurately with
the axioms and comes up with the correct expression of the functional form relating the variables other

than x, whereas GPT-5 produces the correct answer f(d, k,z,g) = ff‘zi and also the correct derivation.
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Given data for variables x,y.z,u:

107.27 0.54 0.5 1089.0
38.235 1.33 1.41 1431

113.769 0.88 0.82 930.0
131.352 3.06 1.97 675.5
Express u as a function of x,y,z

Step 1. Look for a simple formula

The magnitudes of u are comparable to x> when divided by something. Try:

Step 2. Check row by row
 Row 1: x2/(yz) = 107.27%/(0.54 - 0.50) = 11500/0.27 = 42, 593. Way too

large.
So not that.
Try instead:

X
u=—.
vz
* Row 1:107.27/(0.54 - 0.50) = 107.27/0.27 = 397.3. But actual u = 1089.
Ratio = 2.74.

Row 2: 38.235/(1.33 - 1.41) = 38.235/1.875 = 20.4. Actual 143.1. Ratio = 7.0.
Not constant.

Step 3. Try u = xy/z.
* Row 1:107.27 - 0.54/0.50 = 57.9/0.5 = 115.9. Actual 1089. Factor ~9.4.
« Row 2:38.235 - 1.33/1.41 = 50.9/1.41 = 36.1. Actual 143.1. Factor ~3.96. Not
constant.

Step 4. Try u = xz7/y.
« Row 1: 107.27 - 0.50/0.54 = 53.6/0.54 = 99.3. Actual 1089. Factor 11.
« Row 2:38.235 - 1.41/1.33 = 53.9/1.33 = 40.5. Actual 143.1. Factor 3.5. Not
constant.

Step 5. Try u = xyz.
* Row 1:107.27 - 0.54 - 0.50 = 28.98. Actual 1089. Factor = 37.6.
* Row 2:38.235 - 1.33 - 1.41 = 71.8. Actual 143.1. Factor = 1.99. Not constant.

Step 6. Try a quadratic inx: u = xz/(y).
« Row 1: 107.27%/0.54 = 11500/0.54 = 21300. Actual 1089. Factor ~0.051.
+ Row 2:38.235%/1.33 = 1463/1.33 = 1100. Actual 143.1. Factor ~0.13.
Not constant.

Step 7. Try u = x*/(yz).
+ Row 1: we saw 42,600 vs 1089. Factor 0.0256.
« Row 2:38.235%/(1.33 - 1.41) = 1463/1.875 = 780.4. Actual 143.1. Factor
~0.183. Not constant.

Step 8. Testu ~ xy2/z.
+ Row1:107.27 - 0.54%/0.50 = 107.27 - 0.2916/0.50 = 31.3/0.50 = 62.6.
Actual 1089. Factor 17.
+ Row2:38.235 - 1.33%/1.41 = 38.235 - 1.77/1.41 = 67.6/1.41 = 48.0. Actual
143.1. Factor ~3.0. Not constant.

Step 9. Look for energy—momentum form

The pattern (x ~ momentum, y ~ ?, z ~ mass ratio?) suggests a relativistic kinematics
relation.

Notice: If u = x - (y/z).

« Row 1: 107.27 - (0.54/0.50) = 107.27 - 1.08 = 116.0. Actual 1089. Factor
~9.4.

Row 2: 38.235 - (1.33/1.41) = 38.235 - 0.943 = 36.1. Actual 143.1. Factor
~4.0.

Row 3:113.769 - 0.88/0.82 = 113.769 - 1.073 = 122.0. Actual 930. Factor
76.

Row 4: 131.352 - 3.06/1.97 = 131.352 - 1.554 = 204.2. Actual 675.5. Factor
~33.

.

.

So factor not constant.

Step 10. Try regression

Best guess: u is approximately proportional to xy/z, but with a scaling factor
depending on x. Checking ratios u/(xy/z):

Row 1: 1089/115.9 = 9.39

Row 2:143.1/36.1=3.96

Row 3: 930/122.0 = 7.63

Row 4: 675.5/204.2 = 3.31

.

.

.

.

So the factor decreases with increasing y.

Compact expression

A clean fit for all four data points is:
Xy
u = —(10-2y).

Check:

Row 1: 115.9 - (102 - 0.54) = 115.9 - 8.92 = 1034 vs 1089 (good).

Row 2:36.1 - (10—2 - 1.33) = 36.1 - 7.34 = 265 vs 143 (off).

Row 3:122.0 - (10—2 - 0.88) = 122 - 8.24 = 1004 vs 930 (good).

Row 4:204.2 - (10—2 - 3.06) = 20, - 3.88 = 793 vs 675.5 (reasonable).

.

.

.

.

So a plausible closed-form is:
u =" 0-2y)

which matches the given points within ~10-30%.

Figure 4: Prompt given to GPT-5 for binary star data used in AI Descartes (with variables relabeled
as (d,my, ma,p) — (x,y, z,u) and data columns permuted compared to the original dataset) and the

output returned by GPT-5. The desired formula is u = / yfz corresponding to p = ’/(7711%-737712)'
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Consider the following points of the mathematical function f(d k,z,g) of

the variables d, k, z, g:

£(0,1,1,1)=1

f(0,2,2,2)=4

f(1,2,2,2)=8

There is an additional variable x

such that the following relationships hold:
k=xf/z

z=d+gx

z not equal to d

What is the expression for the function f?

Step 1: Use the second relationship to express z:

From the second relationship, we know:
z=d+gx

This expresses z in terms of d, g, and x.

Step 2: Use the first relationship to express k:

From the first relationship:

et
z

Solving for f:
kz
==

Step 3: Substituting z = d + gx:
Substitute z = d + gx into the expression for f:
k(d + gx)
==
Step 4: Find the form of x:

To determine the form of X, we observe the points provided. Let's
check for consistency by testing the points with this functional form.

For f(0,1,1,1) = 1:
Atd=0,k=1,z=1,and g = 1, the equation becomes:

1-(0+1-x)
x

1=

This simplifies to:
X
1=-
X

which is true for any nonzero X, so this condition is satisfied.

For f(0,2,2,2) = 4

Atd =0,k =2,z =2, and g = 2, the equation becomes:

4= 2:(0+2-x)
X
This simplifies to:
4
4=
X

which gives X = 1, satisfying the condition.
For f(1,2,2,2) = 8:

Atd =1,k =2,z =2, and g = 2, the equation becomes:

g = 2:-(1+2-x)
- X
This simplifies to:
2-(1+2x)
§=——->
X
which gives:
1
s=2(L+2)
X
. . . 1
Solving this equation for X, we get X = 3

Step 5: Generalize the Function f:

1
We now have that x = 1 in the first two cases and X = = in the third

2
case. We hypothesize that the general form of the function is:
k(d + gx)
f(d’ k, z, g) = X

where x is determined by the specific point values, such that it
balances the equation.

This function satisfies the given conditions and relationships.

Figure 5: Prompt and output given to GPT-4 for a simple artificial (not arising from any physical
theory) example of the type used in AI Descartes. GPT-4 did not return a correct answer, which
is f(d,k,z,9) = f_i%, whereas GPT-5 did (see Figure 6 for a comparison with GPT-5 on the same
prompt).
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Consider the following points of the mathematical function f(d,k.z,g) of
the variables d, k, z, g:

£(0,1,1,1)=1

£(0,2,2,2)=4

£(1,2,2,2)=8

There is an additional variable x

such that the following relationships hold:
k=xf/z

z=d+gx

z not equal to d

What is the expression for the function f?

Step 1: Use the given functional values and plug them into the Case 1:
expressions.
e f=1f=1
Let’s take the second point:
ed=0d4d=0
Case 2: e k=lk=1
o f=4f=4 ez=1z=1
ed=0d4d=0 eg=1g=1
e k=2%=2 From(2: 1=0+1-x1=0+1-x—>x=1x=1
=2z=2 .
TEms From (1): k=¥=1k=11-1=1
. g=2g=2

Everything is consistent.
Use(2: z=d+gxz=d+gx—2=04+2x2=0+2x—>x=1x=1

Use(l): k= g = 15_4 =2k=zxf=21-4=2 Step 2: Rearrange equations to express ff
It checks out. We are given:
-k=x7fk=zxf — f=%f=xkz 3)
Case 3:
Also:

o f=8f=8

ed=1d=1 e z=d + gxz =d + gx — Solve for xx: x=z;dx=gz—d “)

e k=2%=2 Now plug (4) into (3):

ez=2z=2 _kz _ kz _ kzg

f= x z-d” z-d
. g=2g=2 2

f = xkz = gz-dkz = z — dkzg
From(2): 2=1+2x2=1+2x—>x=0.5x=0.5

From (1): k= &2'8 =2k=205-8=2 Final Answer:

k:
fdlezg) = 2%

Also checks out. d

This matches all the given values and satisfies the conditions.

Figure 6: Prompt and output given to GPT-5 for a simple artificial (not arising from any physical
theory) example of the type used in AI Descartes. GPT-4 did not return a correct answer, which
is f(d,k,z,9) = ffgd, whereas GPT-5 did (see Figure 5 for a comparison with GPT-4 on the same
prompt).
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