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A bstract

A rem Inds sub fct to law s of physics? A re the law s of physics com putable? A re conscious thought
processes com putable? Currently there is little agreem ent as to what are the right answers to these
questions. Penrose (@], p. 644) goes one step further and asserts that: a radical new theory is indeed
needed, and I am suggesting, m oreover, that this theory, when it is found, willke of an essentially non—
com putational character. The ain of this paper is three fold: 1) to exam ine the incom patibility between
the hypothesis of strong detem inism and com putability, 2) to give new exam ples of uncom putable
physical law s, and 3) to discuss the relevance of G odel's Incom pleteness T heorem in refuting the claim
that an algorithm ictheory| like strong A I| can provide an adequate theory ofm ind. F inally, w e question
the adequacy of the theory of com putation to discuss physical law s and thought processes.

1 Introduction

Penrose @] (see also @]) has discussed a new point of view conceming the nature of physics that m ight
underline conscious thought processes. H e has argued that it m ight be the case that som e physical law s are
not com putable, ie. they cannot be properly sin ulated by com puter; such law s can m ost probably arise
on the \no-m an’sJand" betw een classical and quantum physics. Furthem ore, conscious thinking is a non-—
algorithm ic activity. H e is opposing both strong A I (@ccording to w hich the brain’s action, and, consequently,
conscious perceptions and intelligence, are m anifestations of com puter com putations, M nsky E, @]), and
Seark’s @] contrary view point (@lthough com putation does not in itself evoke consciousness, a com puter
m Ight nevertheless sin ulate the action ofa brain m ainly due to the fact that the hum an brain is a physical
system behaving according to (com putable) m athem atical \law s").

Theain ofthispaper isto exam ine the incom patibility betw een the hypothesis of strong determm inism and
com putability, to give new exam ples of uncom putable physical law s, and to discuss the relevance of G odel’s
Incom pleteness T heorem in refuting the clain that an algorithm ic theory| like strong A I| can provide an
adequate theory ofm ind. O ur starting point is the ©llow Ing paragraph from Penrose @] p560:
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Tt seem stom e that ifone has strong determ inism , but withoutm any worlds, then them athem ati-
calschem ew hich govemsthe structure ofthe universe w ould probably have to be non-algorithm ic.
For otherw ise one could in principle calculate what one w as going to do next, and then one could
Yecide’ to do som ething di erent, which would be an e ective contradiction between ‘free w ill’

and the strong determ Inism ofthe theory. By introducing non-com putability into the theory one
can evade this contradiction | though I have to confess that I feel som ew hat uneasy about this
type of resolution, and I anticipate som ething m ore subtle for the actual hon-algorithm ic!) rules
that govem the way that the world works!

2 From B oscovich to G odel

Perfect determ inism was considered earlier by B oscovich E], Lebniz and Laplace (see B arrow E]) . Themamn
argum ent is sin ilar to the one used by Penrose: ifallour law s, say, ofm otion, were in the form ofequations
which determm ine the future uniquely and com pletely from the present, then a \superbeing" having a perfect
know ledge ofthe starting state would be able to predict the entire future. T he puzzling consequence appears
as soon as one tries to carry out this prediction!

G odelwas Interested In this problem as well. A coording to notes taken by Rucker (@], p181l) G odel's
point of view is the follow ing:

Tt should be possble to form a com plete theory of hum an behaviour, ie. to predict from the
hereditary and environm ental givens what a person willdo. However, if a m ischievous person
leams of this theory, he can act in a way so as to negate it. Hence I conclude that such a theory
exists, but that no m ischievous person w ill leam it. In the sam e way, tin e-travel is possibl, but
no person w ill ever m anage to kill his past self.

A nd he continues:

T here is no contradiction between free w illand know Ing In advance precisely what onew illdo. If
one know s oneself com pletely then this is the situation. O ne does not delberately do the opposie
of what one wants.

3 Strong D eterm inism

A ccording to Penrose (@], p. 558-559) strong determ nisn

isnot jist a m atter of the fuiture being determ ined by the past; the entire history of the universe
is xed, according to som e precise m athem atical schem e, for alltim e.

T hus strong determ inisn is a variant of Laplace’s soenarjoﬂ according to which the stage is set at the
beginning and everything follow s \m echanistically" w ithout the intervention ofG od, w ithout the occurrence
of \m iracles" (cf. Frank R4)).

Strong detem nisn does not in ply a com putable Universe, as i says nothing about the com putability
of nitial conditions or of physical law s

Let us discuss this In the context of the com puter science. Any program p requiring som e particular
input s can be rew ritten into a new program p° requiring no (the em pty list ;) put. This can for nstance
been realized by coding the input s of p as constants of p°. Likew ise, any part of p° can be extemalized
as a subprogram s, whose code can then be identi ed with an Input for the new program p. In this sense,
the tem s e ective com putation and initial value are interchangeable and the nam ing m erely a m atter of
convention. Therefore, if strong determ inisn leaves unspeci ed the com putability of initial values serving

I\A thing cannot occur w ithout a cause which produces it".
22 ssum ing the Church-Turing T hesis, this is equivalent to saying that the law s of nature correspond to recursive finctions.



as input for recursive natural law s, i m ay as well leave unspeci ed the recursion theoretic status of natural
law s.

A 11 this sounds rather abstract and m athem atical, but the em ergence of chaotic physical m otion has
confronted the physics com m uniy w ith the theoreticalquestion ofw hether ornot to accept the classical (ie.,
non-constructivist) continuum . A s envisioned by Shaw @] and Ford E], along w ith m any others, \classical
chaos" em erges by the e ectively com putable \visualization" of the incom pressble algorithm ic inform ation
of the initial values. Thereby, the classical continuum serves as an \um" containing (@lm ost, ie., wih
probability one) only (uncom putabl) M artin-1.0f/C haitin/Solovay random elem ents. W ith probability one,
the physical system \chooses" one random elm ent of the continuum \um" as its nitial value. In this sense,
chaotic dynam ics expresses aln ost a tautology : put M artin-Lof/C haitin/Solovay random ness in, get chaotic
m otion out. T he non-tautologic feature isthe \choice" ofone elem ent ofthe classical (ie., non-constructivist)
continuum . In order to be abl to choose from non-denum erable m any uncom putable ob cts, the axiom of
choice has to be assum ed. But then, one is confronted w ith \paradoxical" constructions utilizing this axiom

(cf. W agon E, @]) . In particular, one could transform every given physical ob fct into any other physical
ob ct (or class of ob fcts) in three processing steps:

decom pose the originalob fct into a nite number of pieces;
apply isom etric transform ations such as rotations and translations to the pieces; and nally,
rearrange them into the nalfom .

Thism ight be the ultin ate production bel: one can obtain an arbitrary number of identical copies from a
sihgle prototype! W e m ention this utopy here not because of In m ediate technological applicability but to
point out the type of shock to which the physics comm uniy is going to be exposed if it pretends to keep
the \skeleton in the closet of continuum physics". Indeed, all the follow Ing exam ples of strong determ inism
clashing w ith uncom putability and random ness originate in the assum ption of the appropriateness of the
classical continuum for physicalm odelling.

Quantum theory does not o er any real advancem ent over classical physics in this resgpect. It is a \half-
way" theory, In between the continuum and the discrete. A sE instein put it E],

T here are good reasons to assum e that nature cannot be represented by a continuous eld. From

quantum theory it could be Inferred w ith certainty that a nite system with nie energy can be
com pktely descrbbed by a nite number of (quantum ) numbers. This seem s not In accordance
w ith continuum theory and has to stipulate trials to describe reality by purely algebraic m eans.
N obody has any idea ofhow one can nd the basis of such a theory.

Continuous hidden variable m odels of quantum m echanics such as Bohm ’s m odel E] operate w ith
pseudo—classical particles. The realvalued iniial position of a Bohm ean particle, for instance, is M artin—
Lof/Chaitin/Solovay random w ith probability one. The particles m ove through com putabl quantum po-—
tentials. As In chaos theory, the random occurrence of single particle detections originates again in the
assum ption of the classical continuum . From this point of view , the B ohm ean m odel of quantum m echanics
is not a \m echanistic" theory, although its evolution law s m ight be recursive.

E verett/’sm any-w orld interpretation of quantum m echanics @] isnotmuch ofan advance either. It saves
the strong determ Inism by abandoning the w ave function collapse at the price ofa Universe branchingo into
(som etin es uncountable) m any Universes at any m easurem ent or beam splitter equivalent. C urrently, there
is very little know ledge conceming the com putationalstatus ofthe wave ﬁmctjonﬁ or continuous observables.
Im plicitly, the underlying sets are the classical (ie., non-constructive) continua.

3See PourE land R ichards @], and the ob jections in P enrose @], and B ridges B].



4 TIs D escription Possible?

Can a system contain a description of tself? O fcourse, no nite system can contain itself as a proper part.
W hat we m ean by \description" here is an algorithm ic representation of the system . Such an algorithm ic
representation could be interpretabl as a \natural law " since it should allow the e ective sin ulation of the
system from wihin the system .

Von Neum ann E] was concemed w ith the question of selfdescription in the context of the self-
reproduction of (universal) autom ata. His Cellular A utom aton m odel was inspired by organic lifefom s,
and the description \blieprint" for selfreproduction was ngpired by the DNA . Today, autom aton self-
reproduction is just one application ofK leene’s xed-point theorem @, @].

Von Neum ann realized that there m ust be a di erence between an \active" and a \passive" m ode of self-
description. T he \passive" description is given to the system by som e G od-lke extemalagent or oracle. Ik is
then possbl fora nite system to contain such a \passive" representation of itself w ithin itself as a proper
part. Based on this description, the system is capable of sin ulating Jtselfﬁ Such a selfdescription In general
cannot be obtained \actively" by self-nspection. The reason for this is com putational com plem entarity
B7, Bd1 and the recursive unsolvability of the rule inference problem [, 291

5 Is P rediction P ossible?

Is there any incom patibility between the strong determ inisn and com putability, as P enrose suggests? Is it
indeed in possble for a person to \leam his own theory" G odel)?

Let us assum e that we have both strong determ Inism and com putable physical law s. For the rem ainder
ofthispaperwe x a niealhabetA and denoteby A the set ofall strings overA ; kjis the length ofthe
string x. A (Chaitin) com puter C isa partial recursive finction carrying strings (on A ) into strings such that
the dom ain ofC ispre x-free, ie. no adm issble program can be a pre x of another adm issble program . If
C is a com puter, then Tc denotes its tin e com plexiy, ie. Tc &) is the running tin e ofC on the entry x,
ifx is in the dom ain 0ofC ; T¢c (x) isunde ned in the opposite case. O ne can prove Chaitin’s T heorem (see,
for instance, C haitin E, ], Calude E], Svozil @]) stating the existence of a universal com puter U such
that for every com puter C there exists a constant sim U ;C) | which dependsupon U ;C | such that in case
C (x) = y, there exist{] x° such that

U &%) =y; M)
%5 &3+ sim U;C): @)
A ssum e, now , for the sake of a contradiction, that an \algorithm ic prediction" is possible. Then the

universal com puter can sin ulate the predictor, so it can iselfact as a predictor. W hat does thism ean? The
com puter U can sin ulate every other com puter ), in a shorter tim e. Fom ally, to equation ﬂ) we add

Ty &%) < Te ®): @)
Now , ket us exam ine the possibility that U is a predictor. For every string x In the dom ain ofU let
t&) = minfly (z) jz2 A ;U (2) = U K)g; @)
ie. t(x) isthem inim al running tim e necessary for U to produce U (x)ﬁ
N ext de ne the tem poral canonical program (input) associated wih x to be the st string (In quasi

Jexicographicalorder) x* satisfying the equation {):

x* =mifz2 dom U) U @)= U ®);Ty @) = tKx)g:

4C ertain prediction tasks cannot be speeded up, though; see the discussion below .
SAnd can be e ectively constructed.
6A ctually, t(x) is not com putable.



So,
U &) =U&);and Ty &)= t&):

A sthe universalcom puter U is a predictor itself, and for itself, it ollow s from E) that there exists a string
x%such that U &% = U x* )= U x),and Ty &%) < Ty ') = t&), which is false. T herefore, every universal
predictor is \too slow " for certain tasks, in particular, predicting \highly tin ee cient" (or, altematively,
\highly tin e-consum ing") actions of itself]|

The reason for the above phenom enon can be illustrated by show ing the existence of \ sm all-sized"
com puters requiring \very large" running tin es. To this ain we use Chaitin’s version of the Busy Beaver
function . Denote by H Chaiin complexity (or, algorithm ic inform ation content), that is the function
de ned on (all) strings by the formula

H &) =mnhfyjjy2a ;U )= xg;

ie. H x) is the length of the an allest program for the universal com puter U to calculate x. For every
naturalm Xt us denote by stringm ) the m th string in quasidexicographical order, and et ) be the
largest natural num ber w hose algorithm ic inform ation content is less than or equalto n, ie.

)= maxfm jm 2 N ;H (stringfm )) ng:

Chaitin (E], 80-82, 189) has shown that grow s larger than any recursive function, ie. for every recursive
function f, there exists a naturalnumber N , which depends upon f, such that @) fmn), Pralln N :
Indeed, any program of length n eitherhalsin tine lessthan @ + O (1)), or else it never halts.

AsH (string( @®))) n, i OllowsthatU (y,) = string( @)), HOr som e string y, of length less than n.
This program vy, takes, however, a huge am ount of tin e to hal: there is a constant c such that for large
enough n, U (y,) takesbetween (1 ¢) and @ + ¢) units of tin e to hal. To conclude, the equation (lﬂ
is com patble with ) Chaitin’s T heorem ), but incom patble wih ().

C om putation is a physical process, Inevitably bound to physical degrees of freedom ; all known physical
law s, In tum, are ultin ately expressble by algorithm s for inform ation processing (ie., they are com putabl).
T he above discussion revealed som e m athem atical 1im its; they can be com pleted w ith pure physical lin its,
as discovered by M undici Bg]f] Due to the fact that every com puter is sub Fct to the irreversbility and
uncertainty of tin e-energy, and m axin ality of the speed light, one can derive the follow ing result: T he total
tin e t and energy E spent for every com putation consisting of n steps satisfy the inequality:

t n2 L ;
2 E
where h is P lanck constant. For instance, it follow s that com putations volving m ore than 103° steps are
Infeasble.
T his suggests that even inthe case the Universe is determ Inistic and unigue, and is underlying law s are
algorithm ic, an algorithm ic prediction is in possble. Tt jasti es also G odel's clain according to which \no
person w ill ever leam his theory" In spie of the fact that such a theory m ight exist.

6 Uncom putability and R andom ness: Two E xam ples

Variousphysicalproblem s lead to the question whethera function, in a certain a class, hasa realroot. Results
due to R ichardson @], Caviness @], W ang E] (see also M atipsevic @]) show that for a large class of
wellde ned functions such a problam is not algorithm ically solvable. D a C osta and D orda @] have proven
som e undecidability results in physics using thistool. A di erent approach, based on Specker’sT heorem ,was
developed by PourE land R ichardson @]. In this chapter we shallbuild on the work ofR ichardson, W ang,
and Chaiin to show that two problem s In elem entary physics are undecidable and display pure random ness.

7For an early_investigation of a forecast inspired by recursion theory see P opper @].
8G andy , 4] has put forward related argum ents in posing lim itations to m athem atical know ledge by the niteness of
physical ob jcts.



6.1 R ichardson-W ang and C haitin T heorem s

An exponential D iophantine equation is of the form

where E1;E, are expressions constructed from variables and natural num bers, using addition, m ultiplica—
tion, and exponentiation. The equations which do not m ake use of exponentiation are called D iophantine
equations. Fem at’s fam ous equation

(P+ l)s+3+ (q+ l)s+3: (r+ l)s+3;

isan exam ple ofan exponentialD iophantine equation. Forevery xed s, the above equation isa D iophantine
equation, for instance, the equation

e+ 13+ @+ 1)°= @+ 1)%:

By a fam il of (exponential) D iophantine equationswe understand an (exponential) D iophantine equation

D ue to work ofD avis, M atifasevic, Putnam , Robinson (see M atipsevic @]) the follow ing classes of sets
were shown to coincide: 1) the class of recursively enum erable sets, 2) the class of exponential D iophantine
sets, 3) the class ofD iophantine sets.

By virtue of the existence of recursively enum erable setswhich are not recursive (see, for nstance, C alude
ﬂ]) we deduce that the problem of testing whether an arbitrary (exponential) D iophantine equation has a
solution (in naturalnum bers) is recursively undecjdableﬂ A universal (exponential) D iophantine set, ie. a
set which \codes" all (exponential) D iophantine sets is recursively enum erable, but not recursive.

In contrast with the case of (exponential) D iophantine equatjons| dealing w ith solutions in natural
num bers| the problem of deciding the solvability of polynom ial equations w ith Integer coe cients in real
unknow ns is decidablk. In the unary case this can be done by the wellknown Sturmm m ethod; in the general
case one have to use Tarski¥s m ethod E]. To get undecidability we have to allow the use of som e other
functions; an easy way to achieve this is to consider the addition, m ultiplication, com position and the sine
finction, all rationals and

Forour ain it is convenient to reform ulate R ichardson @] and W ang E] results as follows. W e de ne,
forevery naturaln 1, , tobethem inin al W ith respect to set-theoretical nclusion) fam ily ofexpressions
which contains all rationalsand , the variables x;; :::;X, , the finctions sin (x) and €°, and which is closed
under the operations of addition, m ultiplication, and com position.

T he llow ing predicates are recursively undecidable:

Forevery G (k) 2 1, \there existsa realnumber r such that G (r) = 0".

+1

. [&*+ 1)G? x)] ' dx is convergent".

R
Forevery G (x) 2 1, the predicate \the integral

°T his solved in the negative H ibert’s Tenth P roblem .



Follow ing Chaitin @, ] we do not ask whether an arbirary D iophantine equation has a solution,
but rather whether it has an in niy of solutions. O f course, the new question is still undecidable. In
the form er case the answers to such questions are not J'ndependentﬁl, but in the later one the answers can
be independent in case the equation is constructed properly. A ctually Chaitin has e ectively constructed
such an exponentialD iophantine equation (see his Jast Lisp construction in @]) w ith the property that the
num ber of solutions jum ps from nie to In nite at random asa certain xed param eter is varied. A ctually,
saying that the \num ber of solutions jum ps from nite to in nite at random " isnot a gure of speech, i
is just a rem arkable technical statem ent: if the param eter n takes the values 1;2;::;, and !, = 0 in case
the corresponding equation has niely m any solutions, and !, = 1, In the opposite case, then the sequence
11!, ! is random In M artin-Lof/Chaitin/Solovay sense; see C a]uﬂe B]. T he real num ber num ber

=0:!1!2 i !

represents the halting probability of a universal com puter. In case we assum e the hypothesis of strong
determ Inism , has also a \physical" signi cance: it represents a constant of the U njyerse.F_Il T he num ber
is not invariant under changes of the underlying universal com puter. H ow ever, all \constants" share a
num ber of fascinating properties (see, for instance, C alude ]); these changesm ight be sin ilar to changes of
other \constantsofN ature", asN ew ton’s gravitationalconstant, the charge ofan electron orthe ne-structure
constant, under certain circum stances (changing the num ber of din ensions of the space, for nstance).

6.2 One-din ensional H eat E quation

Im proper Integrals, for exam ple, Fourier and Laplace transform s, play a particularly in portant role in
m odelling physical phenom ena (see, C ourant, H ibert E], Stefanescu @]) . Two exam ples involving the
Laplace transform iluistrate uncom putability and random ness.

Let us rst consider the heat conduction on an in nite slab. Tt is described by the one-dim ensionalheat
equation:

8
Qu @%u
§ — —=0Gx2R;t>0;
3 @t @x?
: u;0) = £ &); ©
u (x;t) is bounded.
Qu Q%u , . )
If E and F are supposed to be continuous and bounded, then the solution of @) m ay be obtained
X
via the Laplace transform (see, Friedrichs @]) E
Z
1 : = y)?
uX;t) = p— e ~ %t f(y)dy: (7)
2t 3

6.3 A Problem ofE lectrostatics
Let us consider the plane electrostatic prob]emﬁ on R R, which satis estheboundary potential condition

x;0) = £ x):

10T he reason is sin ple: we can detemm ine w hich equations have a solution ifwe know how m any of them are solvable.
1T here is som ething attractive about perm anence.
12N otice that the solution of the problem ) m ay be also obtained by m eans of the FouH'er transfom . It is possible that for

som e functions £ the Laplace (or Fourier) transform does not exists, and still {]) veri es (§) .
3a problem of electrostatics is plane if there is a distinguished direction such that alldata are constant in this direction and
the eld to be detem ined is also constant in this direction; Friedrichs 1.



If isan electrostatic potential, then the electric eld E is given by
E = grad

IfD isaplanedomain (ie. an in niely long cylinder w ith cross section D ) bounded by a surface C
com posed of severaloonductorsﬁ at di erent potentials, then is is a solution ofthe system

8
Q2 @2
P v - 0iv2D;
@x?  Qy? @®)
®;0) = £ &):
T he problm E) can be solved via the form alism ofdi erential form SE T he solution of ) is given by
Z
y £ ()
(x;y): = ——dt: 9)

1 & x)2+ y?
F irst we Jook at the solution of the one-din ensionalheat equation {{). If£(y) = >+ 1) ! ; then, or
every xed (xo;tg), the solution

Z 4 o v)?
1 e T,

2tk 1 y'H1

dy

is nite.
Consider now the function f (y) = & .Letty > 1land X9 2 R be xed. Then

2 2
(xg ) (xg v)? 3,2, Xov Xp
g, Yt 7

e T f(y)> ey2 7 = e 2

For xed xo, lny, 1 2y* + = 1 ; so the Integral
z
1 (x g y)2

e " ®m £ (y)dy

is divergent.
IFf)= G+ 1) 'H ? (y) then, Prevery xed (xg;ty), we get the solution
1 T . o 1 % 1
uxoith) = 2p_t0 T l)HZ(y)dy_ 2P—t0 e l)KZ(y)dy'
IncaseH wasin ;,thenK isin ; aswell So, the problem to test, or xed (x¢;ty), whether the solution
U Xo;tp) s nite ornot for an arbitrary function H 2 1, is recursively undecidable.

U sing Chaitin’s construction we can exhbit a sequence of functions H; 2 1 such that the induced
sequence ¢ & ;i ¢ 170, if the corresponding solution is nite, c; = 1, In the opposite case, is random .
So, In the space of all solutions of ﬂ) there are areas in which convergence and divergence altermate in a
pure random way.

Sim ilar results can be obtained for the solution ofthe electrostatic plane problem . For xed Xg;Vo,vo € O,
the solution (E) can be represented as

Z 1
1 f(yOu+ Xo)
®oivo)= —5  ——>———du:

10
Y6 1 ut+ 1 40)

Iff x) = G x) 2 jwhere G isa function in 1, then the the problem oftesting whether & ;yp) is nie or
not is recursively undecidable. Again, we can e ectively construct a sequence of solutions displaying pure
random ness, ie. for which the sequence of answers to the convergence problem is random .

4T he conductors are m aterials which do not exert any force on charged particles in their interior, but they do so at the
boundary. In a state of equilibbrium the charges contained in a conductor are distributed over the boundary.

15T he sam e system can be derived from conduction of electricity on a conducting sheet covering the dom ain D .

18T he Iocal existence of a potential is described by the equality E = d ; see Bam berg and Stemberg [1].



7 Incom pleteness

In a rem arkable paper entitled Intelligent M achjnesEl (E], 107-127) Turing investigates the possibility
as to whetherm achines, ie. com puters, m ight show intelligent behaviour. He considers the argum ent that
m achines are Inherently incapable ofexhibiting hum an-like intelligent behaviour, because hum an m athem ati-
cians are capabl of detem Ining the truth or falsity of m athem atical statem ents In a way that m achines,
as em bodin ents of form al system s that are sub gct to the lin itations of G odel’s Thcom pleteness T heorem ,
cannot. Turing notes that G odel’'s Incom pleteness T heorem

rests essentially on the condition that the m achine m ust not m ake m istakes. But this is not a
requirem ent for intelligence.

H e is suggesting that m achines m ight perhaps equal hum an m athem aticians if they were equipped w ith
a hum an-lke capacity to m ake m istakes.

T he analysis of predictability outlined in this paper is sub fct to Turing’s ob fction regarding m istakes.
A coordingly, we address the follow ing question: Is Turing’s argum ent irrefutable?

At a rst sight, requiring the absence of m istakes m ight seem to be overly restrictive. But how can a
m istake-m akingm achinebe constructed? W here should we place the borderbetw een \adm issble" and \non-
adm issibble" m istakes In order to preserve the \Intelligbility" of our Universe. How can a m istake aking
m achine discover the regularities, com m on factors, recurrences, and in plications, which tell us what things
are and how are they going to be In the future? A cocording to B arrow (E] p.269):

the intelligibility ofthe world am ounts to the fact that we nd it to be algorithm ically com press—
ble. W e can replace sequences of facts and observationaldata by abbreviated statem ents which
contan the sam e nform ation content. T hese abbreviations we often call \law s of N ature".

However, we know that a total com pression of the Universe is not actually possble as the existence of
chaotic processespoints out (Chaitin E, E], Rucker @], Svozil @,@, E], Calude E], Calude and Salom aa
@]) . How can we describe seem ingly random processes In nature and reconcile them w ith supposed order?
How much can a given piece of nform ation be com pressed? Calide and Salom aa @] have suggested that
the Universe is actually globally random , and, consequently, locally ordered. T he U niverse, lke any netw ork—
like structure can be seen both at local and global levels. Local properties require only a very nearsighted
observer| and for this level, science is indeed very usefiil and successfill] but global properties are m uch
moredi cul to \see", they need a sweeping vision. For instance, the overall shape ofa soiderweb is a global
property, while the average num ber of lines m esting a vertex is a local characteristic.

T he relevance ofG odel’s Incom pleteness Theorem  [B]] argum ent hasbeen questioned by di erent authors,
especially by Boolos, Chaln ers, D avis and Perlis (see [41]; i contains also Penrose’s reply) . In our opinion,
Turing’s cr:irjque| m entioned above| is the m ost substantial. Tt questions the status of G odel’s fam ous
unprovable statem ent: is this unprovable statem ent| seen to be \true" by Penrose| esoteric, accidental?
D oes the incom pleteness phenom enon have any relevance for a scientist’s daily life? T his is a rather delicate
question. Ifwe adopt a topological point of view (see Calude, Jurgensen, Zin and E]), then incom pleteness
is a rather com m on, pervasive phenom enon: the set of true, but unprovable statem ents is topologically \very
large", ie. w ith respect to any reasonable topology the set oftrue and unprovable statem entsofa su ciently
rich, sound, and recursively axiom atizable theory is dense and in m any cases even co-rare. It is im portant
to notice that the above resul holds true not only globally, but even for \ xed" problem s. For instance,
the haling problem : there exists a large set of true, but unprovable, statem ents stating that som e Turing
m achine willnever halt on a xed entry.

The naturalway to m odel \adm issible m istakes" is to work w ith probabilistic Turing m achjneﬂ Instead
of (oxdinary) Turing m achines. A probabilistic Turing m achine has som e distinguished states acting as

17This paper has attracted less interest than Com puting M achinery and Intelligence (B], 133-160); for instance, Penrose
does not quote it at all.
18T his type of m achine is som etim es called a M onte C arlo algorithm .



\coin—tossing states" for which the nite control speci esp 2 possible next states. T he com putation is
determ inistic except that in the distinguished states the m achine uses the output ofa random experin ent to
decide am ong the p possible next states. So, a probabilistic Turing m achine can m akem istakes; the output is
not \truly correct", but \correct w ithin a probability" . C lassical resuls due to D e Leuuw , M oore, Shannon,
and Shapiro [1]1and G i1l P41 show that the class of finctions com puted by probabilistic algorithm s coincides
w ith the class of recursive functions. The di erence isonly in com plexity: ifwe do not Insist on a guarantes,
then som etim es it is possible to com pute faster. A 1l results pertaining incom pleteness, previously discussed,
rem ain valid, so it appears that Turing’s ob ction cannot be supported anym ore: this probabilistic space
Inherits the non-com putability of the determm inistic one.

8 C om putability

Is the theory of com putability (recursion theory)E an appropriate fram ew ork to discuss physical law s and

thought processes? It is not unreasonable to sugpect that the notion of com putation w illplay a m a pr role

In fiture resesarch in the natural sciences; how ever, the global picture ism ore com plex than it appearson a
rst analysis.

R ecursion theory is usefiil for proving the existence of uncom putable physical law s. If we are interested
in \useful" physical law s, ie. law s which can be e ectively used for practical purposes, then the theory of
com putation m ight not be the appropriate tool. Indeed, i m ay happen that som e function is com putable,
but i is very di cul to com pute, El or even worse, that the com putable finction is im possiblke to com pute
at all. For instance, consider the C ontinuum H ypothesjEEl and the follow Ing fiinction

1; ifthe Continuum H ypothesis is true,

f =
®) 0; ifthe Continuum H ypothesis is false,

suggested in B ridges E]. A coording to classical logic, £ is com putable because there exists an algorithm that
com putes i, ie. the algorithm that retums either one or zero, for all non-negative integers. D eep work due
to G odel @] and C ohen @] show s that neither the C ontinuum H ypothesis nor its negation can be proven
w ithin Zem elo-Fraenkelset theory augm ented w ith the A xiom ofC hoice, the standard fram ew ork ofclassical
m athem atics, so we w illnever know which of the two algorithm s| \print one", or \print zero" | is the right
one. W e conclude that the standard theory of com putable functions does not m atch com putationalpractice!
T he paradoxical nature of this exam ple com es from the underlying logic of com putability. To handle this
problem we have to distinguish betw een existence in principk and existence in practice. A possble approach
is to consider provable com putable fiinctions introduced by F ischer @]. A oom putable function is called
provabk with respect to some form al system S which contains second order arithm etic if there exists an
algorithm which com putes it and which can be proven to be total in S. These functions are interesting
because they are functions we usually work w ith in practice, eg. In num erical analysis. W hat do we lose
sacri cing all com putable functions In favour of provable com putable ones? G ordon @] has proven that
this class of fiinctions is a com plexity class, ie. i can be com puted with lin ited resources, say in time.
Now, ifwe apply som e results In Calude ﬂ] we arrive at the conclusion that there is an essentialdi erence
betw een com putable finctions and provable com putable functions: n a constructive sense, the form er class
is of second B aire category (ie. lJarge) while the later one ism eagre (ie. an all). Inform ally thism eans that
m ost com putable functions are not provable com putable; the di erence between functions \com putabl in
principle" and provable com putable functions is signi cantﬁ

1°A truly rem arkable achievem ent of m odermn m athem atics is the discovery of recursive (or, com putable) fiinctions, ie.
finctions which can be com puted by algorithm s. W ithin the realm of this theory it is possible to prove the existence of
finctions that are not com putable by any algorithm whatsoever. The theory of com putability has not yet becom e part of
m ainstream physics, but it can serve perfectly well as a guiding principle to hitherto inform alnotions such as \determm inism ".

207 ctually, for every com putationalm easure, for instance, tim e or space, there exist arbitrarily di cult to com pute fiinctions;
see C alude [11.

21T here is no cardinal num ber strictly in between aleph-null, the cardinal of the the set of natural num bers, and aleph-one,
the cardinal of the set of reals.

22T this context it is interesting to note a result| obtained in 1964| which can be considered as \Chaitin (very rst)
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9 Conclusions

T he paradox m entioned by Penrose is not real, because \real predictors" do not eXJsl:El This is because
every (universal) predictor is \too slow " for certain tasks, in particular for predicting actions of itself. Two
m ore exam ples of uncom putability of physical law s are discussed. Turing’s ob fction conceming G odel’s
Incom pleteness T heorem is confronted w ith the fact that, from a topologicalpoint ofview , the incom pleteness
phenom enon is comm on and pervasive; this result is still true for probabilistic Turing m achines, ie. for
m achines allow ed to m ake \reasonable" m istakes. A lthough we have refiited P enrose’s argum ent that strong
determm nisn and com putability are logically incom patible, we have found independent reasons to support his
conclusion conceming the non-com putability of physical law s. F inally we are lead to the ollow ing question:
is the theory of com putation an appropriate fram ew ork to discuss physical lJaw s and thought processes? W e
argue that for proving non-com putability resuls the answer is a m ative; for m ore practical purposes, In
which we are Interested not only in discovering physical law s, but in using them to m ake predictions, the
answerm ight be negative. O ther aspects of the problem , eg., the role of the ocbserver and \approxin ation"
in m aking predictions, w illbe treated in another paper.
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