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Every generation has been wrong about what is  
impossible. Every single one. What makes you think we 

are the exception?

0. A Question Before We Begin

In  1900,  the  physicist  Lord Kelvin  reportedly  declared that  physics  was 

essentially complete — that there was nothing left to discover except refining 

known  measurements  to  a  few  more  decimal  places.  Within  five  years, 

Einstein had rewritten the foundations of space, time, and gravity.

In 1943, IBM chairman Thomas Watson allegedly suggested the world market 

for computers might be five machines. Within fifty years, a billion people 

carried one in their pocket.

In 2005,  if  you had told a  software engineer that  within fifteen years a 

computer  program  would  hold  a  coherent,  nuanced,  open-ended 

philosophical conversation indistinguishable from a human expert — they 

would have smiled politely and changed the subject. They would have been 

wrong.

So here is the question this manifesto asks, and refuses to let go of:

What are we wrong about today?

This document is about one specific candidate. The P vs NP problem. But it is 

also about something larger: the architecture of human knowledge itself, the 
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structural reasons we mistake current limits for permanent ones, and what 

history — ancient and modern — has to say about the matter.

Buckle up.

I. The Broken Clock of Impossibility
[ HISTORICAL RECORD ]

Let us run through a quick, uncomfortable list.

Heavier-than-air flight: Impossible.

In 1895,  Lord Kelvin — president of  the Royal  Society,  one of  the most 

decorated  scientists  in  history  —  declared  that  heavier-than-air  flying 

machines were "impossible." Eight years later, two bicycle mechanics from 

Ohio flew one at Kitty Hawk for 59 seconds. The Wright Brothers had no 

university degrees in aeronautics. They had a workshop and a question they 

refused to stop asking.

Splitting the atom: Theoretical fantasy.

Ernest Rutherford, who literally discovered the atomic nucleus, said in 1933 

that  anyone expecting to  derive  energy  from atomic  transformation was 

"talking moonshine." One year later, Leo Szilard patented the concept of a 

nuclear chain reaction. Twelve years after Rutherford's dismissal, two cities 

in Japan were destroyed by the energy released from atoms no larger than a 

dust speck.
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Real-time global communication: Physically absurd.

Before undersea telegraph cables, the idea that you could transmit a message 

from London to New York in seconds was not considered difficult — it was 

considered a category error. Information moved at the speed of ships. That 

was  a  physical  law  of  the  world,  as  obvious  as  gravity.  Then  someone 

stretched a wire across the ocean floor, and the law evaporated overnight.

Conversational artificial intelligence: Decades away, at minimum.

As recently as 2020, leading AI researchers published papers arguing that 

large language models were fundamentally incapable of genuine reasoning, 

common-sense understanding, or coherent long-form dialogue. They cited 

theoretical  limits,  cognitive  architecture  arguments,  and  historical 

performance curves. In 2022, those papers became embarrassing footnotes.

The pattern is not that smart people occasionally get  
things wrong. The pattern is that smart people,  

reasoning from the best available knowledge of their  
time, systematically underestimate what becomes 

possible next.

This is not a coincidence. It is a structural feature of how knowledge grows. 

And understanding that structure is the first step toward understanding why 

P=NP  —  currently  considered  by  most  experts  to  be  either  false  or 

unprovable — may be neither.

II. The Exponential Secret
[ PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE · MATHEMATICS ]
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Human  knowledge  does  not  grow  like  a  savings  account  —  linearly, 

predictably,  with modest  interest.  It  grows like a  nuclear reaction:  each 

discovery creates the conditions for multiple new discoveries, which each 

create conditions for multiple more.

The Chain Reaction of Ideas

Consider what electricity actually unlocked. Not just light bulbs. Not just 

motors.  The telegraph. The telephone.  The radio.  The vacuum tube.  The 

transistor. Integrated circuits. The microprocessor. The personal computer. 

The internet. Mobile computing. Machine learning. Each of these is not just a 

child  of  electricity  —  it  is  a  grandchild,  great-grandchild,  great-great-

grandchild. The family tree fans outward into the billions.

Now run the chain in reverse. Without the accidental discovery that certain 

materials change their electrical resistance under different conditions — the 

property  that  eventually  led  to  the  transistor  —  there  is  no  modern 

computing. Without computing, there is no internet. Without the internet, 

there is no distributed research infrastructure. Without distributed research, 

the  pace  of  scientific  progress  in  biology,  physics,  chemistry,  and 

mathematics collapses by orders of magnitude.

The question is not: what does knowledge unlock directly? The question is:  

what does it unlock that then unlocks something else, that unlocks something 

else, ten generations down?

Godel's Confession

In 1931, the Austrian mathematician Kurt Godel proved something that shook 

the  foundations  of  mathematics  itself.  His  Incompleteness  Theorems 

demonstrated  that  within  any  sufficiently  powerful  formal  mathematical 

system, there must exist true statements that cannot be proven within that 
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system. Mathematics, the language of certainty, confessed to structural self-

limitation.

The implications were seismic and are still not fully absorbed. Godel was not 

saying that some things are unknowable in principle — he was saying that 

some true things cannot  be reached from within certain axiom systems. 

Change the axiom system, and suddenly those truths become reachable.

This is the key insight. The inability to prove a statement is not evidence that 

the statement is false. It may simply be evidence that you are trying to prove 

it in the wrong language.

Fermat scrawled in a margin in 1637: 'I have a truly 
marvelous proof, which this margin is too small to 

contain.' The proof was not found for 358 years. When 
it arrived, it required mathematical tools — elliptic  

curves, modular forms — that did not exist in Fermat's  
century. The truth was always there. The language to  

speak it was not.

The same may be true of P=NP. Not false. Not unprovable. Simply waiting for 

a mathematics that has not yet been invented.

III. P vs NP: The Question Behind the Question
[ COMPUTATIONAL MATHEMATICS · COMPLEXITY THEORY ]

Let us be precise about what P vs NP actually asks, because most people — 

even educated ones — misunderstand it in ways that make the question seem 

smaller than it is.
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The Core Distinction

A problem is in class P if it can be solved efficiently — in polynomial time 

relative to the size of the input. Sorting a list of a million numbers is P: the 

time it takes scales predictably with the length of the list.

A problem is in class NP if a proposed solution can be verified efficiently, even 

if finding the solution in the first place appears to require exponential time. 

The classic example is the Travelling Salesman Problem: given a map of 

cities, is there a route visiting all of them under a certain total distance? 

Checking whether a given route satisfies the condition takes seconds. Finding 

the optimal route, among all possible routes, seems to require checking an 

astronomical number of possibilities.

The question is: are these two classes actually the same? Is every problem 

whose solution you can verify quickly also a problem you can solve quickly — 

if only you knew the right method?

Or to put it more viscerally: is the universe hiding shortcuts that we haven't  

found yet? Or is difficulty itself a fundamental feature of reality?

What P=NP Would Actually Mean

If P=NP is true, then every NP problem — and there are thousands, spanning 

cryptography, molecular biology, logistics, economics, drug design, and AI 

training — becomes efficiently solvable. Not just in theory. In practice, once 

the algorithm is derived from the proof.

The  RSA encryption  protecting  your  email,  your  bank  account,  and  the 

classified  communications  of  every  government  on  earth  relies  on  the 

assumption that factoring large numbers is computationally hard — that it 
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sits firmly in the "NP but not P" zone. If P=NP, that assumption evaporates. 

Every encrypted communication in history becomes, in principle, readable.

But here is  what people focus on less:  the upside is  equally staggering. 

Protein folding — the problem of predicting a protein's three-dimensional 

structure from its amino acid sequence — is NP-hard. It took AI researchers 

at DeepMind fifteen years to make serious progress on it with specialized 

machine learning. If P=NP, it becomes tractable. Directly. Efficiently. Drug 

discovery accelerates by decades. Disease mechanisms become transparent. 

The biology of aging becomes an engineering problem.

P=NP is not primarily a threat. It is a key. The 
question is only who holds it — and whether they tell  

anyone.

IV. The Rational Actor Problem
[ GAME THEORY · EPISTEMOLOGY ]

Here is an observation that nobody seems to find sufficiently disturbing.

The Clay Mathematics Institute offers one million dollars for a verified proof 

of P vs NP. The prize is structured to incentivize public disclosure: publish the 

proof, submit it for peer review, collect the reward, receive global fame.

Now consider: if the proof is that P=NP, and if a working algorithm can be 

derived from that proof — even a slow polynomial-time algorithm — then the 

discoverer holds the ability to break every major encryption system on earth. 

They can optimize logistics networks that currently cost global companies 
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hundreds of billions per year. They can build AI systems of a qualitatively 

different order than anything currently existing.

Why, under any rational model of human behavior, would such a person  

announce their discovery?

The one million dollar prize would be, relative to the value of the knowledge, 

approximately equivalent to offering a lottery winner a dollar to prove they 

bought the winning ticket. The disclosure cost is infinite. The reward is trivial.

This  creates  a  deeply  unsettling  epistemic  situation.  The  Clay  Prize  is 

structured as if knowledge naturally seeks public light. But if P=NP, the 

discoverer's optimal strategy — by the very computational logic that the proof 

itself describes — is silence. The Prize may be, in practice, a reward that can 

only be claimed by someone who either has not fully understood what they 

found,  or  who has  made an  unusual  ethical  choice  to  forgo  the  private 

advantage.

We cannot  know whether  someone  has  quietly  solved  this  problem and 

chosen to keep it. We have no mechanism to detect it. The absence of a public 

proof is entirely consistent with a private one.

The most powerful secrets are the ones no one knows 
to look for.

V. The Archaeology of Lost Solutions
[ ANCIENT HISTORY · PHYSICS · CIVILIZATIONAL KNOWLEDGE ]
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We are accustomed to  thinking of  history  as  a  story  of  linear  progress: 

primitive beginnings, gradual accumulation, modern peak. The archaeology 

of the last century has made this story increasingly difficult to defend.

The Pyramids: An Engineering Impossibility That Happened

The Great Pyramid of Giza contains approximately 2.3 million stone blocks, 

averaging 2.5 to 15 tonnes each, with some granite blocks in the King's 

Chamber weighing up to 80 tonnes. The stones fit together with tolerances of 

0.5 millimeters — tighter than most modern construction requirements. The 

entire structure is oriented to true north with an error of 0.05 degrees. This 

was accomplished around 2560 BCE, with no computers, no steel tools, and 

no machinery that modern engineers can convincingly identify.

The standard explanation — tens of thousands of workers dragging stones on 

sledges over sand — has been mathematically challenged repeatedly. The 

logistics do not close: the number of workers required, the supply chains for 

food and water, the coordination complexity, all strain the model to breaking 

point.

An  alternative  hypothesis  —  increasingly  supported  by  small-scale 

experimental  physics  — involves acoustic  levitation.  Researchers at  ETH 

Zurich, the University of Bristol, and other institutions have demonstrated 

that  precisely  calibrated sound frequencies  can suspend and manipulate 

objects  in  three-dimensional  space.  The  phenomenon  is  called  acoustic 

radiation pressure. At small scales, it works. The physics is real.

The hypothesis is that ancient Egyptians possessed knowledge of resonance 

frequencies,  geometric  alignments,  and  material  properties  that  allowed 

them to manipulate the acoustic radiation pressure on large stone blocks — 

reducing their effective weight sufficiently for smaller teams to move them 

with high precision. If true, this would mean the pyramid builders were not 
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solving a brute-force combinatorial problem. They had found the shortcut. 

They had, in practice, a solution to their engineering NP problem.

The knowledge did not survive. Not because it was impossible, but because 

civilizations are fragile containers for information, and when the holders of 

knowledge died or dispersed, the knowledge died with them.

The Baghdad Battery, the Antikythera Mechanism, the Damascus 
Steel

The Baghdad Battery — clay jars found near Baghdad containing copper 

cylinders and iron rods — date to around 250 BCE. When filled with an acidic 

liquid, they generate approximately one volt of electrical current. We have no 

idea what they were used for. We have no record of the knowledge that 

produced them.

The Antikythera Mechanism, retrieved from a Roman-era shipwreck in 1901, 

is a geared bronze device of extraordinary complexity, built around 100 BCE, 

capable  of  calculating  the  movements  of  the  sun,  moon,  and  planets, 

predicting eclipses, and tracking the four-year cycle of the Olympic Games. 

The mechanical complexity it demonstrates was not matched by any known 

European device for another 1,400 years.

Damascus  steel  — used  to  produce  swords  of  legendary  sharpness  and 

strength  in  the  medieval  Islamic  world  —  contained  carbon  nanotubes. 

Carbon nanotubes were not discovered by modern science until 1991. The 

metallurgical knowledge that produced them was lost in the 18th century. We 

do not know how it was done.

Knowledge does not automatically persist. It does not  
automatically propagate. It dies when its carriers die.  
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And when it dies, the people who come after look at  
the artifacts and call them miracles.

VI. The Quranic Cosmological Framework
[ THEOLOGY · PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE · INTERDISCIPLINARY ]

This  section  will  make  some readers  uncomfortable.  That  is  acceptable. 

Intellectual honesty requires engaging with all lines of evidence, not only the 

ones that fit the existing academic consensus.

The Principle of Completeness: On Cures

The  Quran  states,  through  prophetic  tradition:  'Allah  has  not  created  a 

disease except that He created a cure for it.' This is not a vague spiritual 

sentiment. It is a specific claim about the structure of physical reality: for 

every pathological state, there exists a corresponding corrective state. The 

universe is architecturally complete in this sense.

Modern pharmacology, genomics, and immunotherapy have not yet cured 

every  disease.  But  the  trend  line  is  striking.  Diseases  that  were  death 

sentences a century ago — tuberculosis, smallpox, many cancers, HIV — have 

been brought under control or eliminated. Not because scientists believed 

they could do it, but because they kept searching under the assumption that a 

solution existed.

The assumption of solvability is not passive faith. It is an active epistemic 

strategy. And it has a track record.
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The Principle of Duality: On Pairs

Surah Adh-Dhariyat (51:49): 'And of everything We have created pairs, that 

you  may  remember.'  The  scope  of  this  claim is  total.  Not  some things. 

Everything.

Physics has confirmed this at every scale examined. Positive and negative 

charge. Matter and antimatter. Wave and particle (wave-particle duality, the 

central paradox of quantum mechanics). Fermions and bosons — the two 

fundamental categories of all particles in existence. In mathematics: primes 

and  composites,  rational  and  irrational,  continuous  and  discrete.  In 

computation: P and NP.

The P vs NP problem is, at its structural core, a duality question. It asks: is the 

class of problems verifiable in polynomial time (NP) identical to the class of 

problems solvable in polynomial time (P)? It asks whether the dual faces of a 

single problem — finding versus checking — are truly distinct or secretly the 

same.

If creation operates through dual structures that ultimately resolve into unity 

— if the deep architecture of the universe is one where apparent opposites 

are faces of the same truth — then P=NP may not be a mathematical accident 

waiting to be proven. It may be an expression of the same principle that runs 

through all of creation.

The Instance of Instantaneous Transfer

Surah An-Naml (27:40) describes a figure — identified in commentary as Asaf 

ibn Barkhiya, a man with knowledge of scripture — who transported the 

throne of the Queen of Sheba across an unspecified great distance in less than 

the time it takes to blink. The text presents this not as a miracle in the 

theological sense of a suspension of natural law, but as a product of specific 

knowledge. The man knew something. The knowledge produced the result.
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Whether this is read literally or as an encoded principle, the implication is the 

same:  there  exists  knowledge  that  allows  problems  we  consider 

computationally intractable — moving mass across space instantaneously — 

to be solved. The constraint is not physical. The constraint is epistemic. The 

right knowledge dissolves the obstacle.

The Quran does not describe a universe that is mostly  
unknown and occasionally explained. It describes a 

universe that is completely designed — and gradually  
revealed, to those who ask the right questions.

VII. The Language Problem
[ PHILOSOPHY OF MATHEMATICS · META-MATHEMATICS ]

Here is the deepest argument of this manifesto, and the one that most directly 

addresses why the formal mathematical community has not yet proven P=NP 

in either direction.

The question is not: is P=NP true? The question is: do we have a language 

adequate to express its proof?

Historical Precedents of Linguistic Inadequacy

Calculus did not exist before Newton and Leibniz. Not because motion and 

change were not real — obviously they were — but because there was no 

symbolic framework for reasoning about instantaneous rates of change. Once 

the language was built, the mechanics of planetary motion, fluid dynamics, 
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and  thermodynamics  followed  almost  immediately.  The  knowledge  was 

waiting. The language was not ready.

Riemannian geometry did not exist before Riemann's 1854 lecture. Without it, 

general  relativity  was  unthinkable  —  not  just  difficult,  but  literally 

unformulable. When Einstein needed a mathematics for curved spacetime 

sixty years later, Riemann's framework was already there, built for abstract 

aesthetic reasons by a mathematician who had no idea what a physicist would 

eventually use it for.

The proof of Fermat's Last Theorem required Andrew Wiles to develop new 

techniques in algebraic number theory and the theory of elliptic curves that 

did not exist when he began working on the problem in 1986. He effectively 

had to build a new mathematical sub-language before he could write the 

proof.

The Specific Claim

The P vs NP problem has resisted proof since it  was formally stated by 

Stephen Cook in 1971. Despite being worked on by thousands of the world's 

best mathematicians and computer scientists for over fifty years, it remains 

open. The standard interpretation is that the problem is simply very hard.

This manifesto proposes an alternative interpretation: the problem resists 

proof because the current toolkit of mathematics — built on set theory, formal 

logic, complexity classes, and combinatorial arguments — may be structurally 

insufficient to express the proof. Just as you cannot prove the curvature of 

spacetime in Euclidean geometry (which by definition admits no curvature), 

you may not be able to prove P=NP in a mathematical framework that does 

not yet contain the concepts needed.

BEYOND THE BOUNDARY  ·  Bader Jamal Jabarin  ·  Kadropic Labs  ·  15



What would such a framework look like? We do not know. That is precisely the 

point. Newton did not know what calculus would look like before he invented 

it.  Riemann did not know that curved manifolds would describe physical 

spacetime. The mathematics that resolves P vs NP may require concepts that 

do not currently have names.

We are not at the end of mathematics. We may not  
even be at the end of its beginning. The proof of P=NP 

is not missing because it does not exist. It may be 
missing because the language to write it has not been 

born yet.

VIII. The Manifesto
[ CORE THESES ]

This document has moved through history, mathematics, physics, theology, 

game theory, and archaeology. Here, we consolidate.

Thesis 1: The Impossibility of Impossibility

Every generation has been wrong about what is impossible. The historical 

record is not ambiguous on this point. Declaring something impossible is a 

statement  about  the  current  state  of  human  knowledge,  not  about  the 

structure of reality. We should treat claims of impossibility with the same 

skepticism we apply to claims of certainty.
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Thesis 2: Knowledge Is Exponential and Its Loss Is Catastrophic

Human knowledge compounds. Each discovery is a platform for the next. This 

means the loss of a knowledge tradition is not just the loss of specific facts — 

it is the loss of entire exponential branches that would have grown from those 

facts. The ancient world was not primitive. It was different. And some of what 

it knew, we have not yet rediscovered.

Thesis 3: Mathematical Language Is Finite; Mathematical Reality Is 
Not

The current formal system of mathematics is a human construction built on 

particular  axioms and symbolic  conventions developed over  the last  400 

years. Godel proved that no such system can be complete. The proof of P=NP 

may require a mathematical language not yet invented — just as general 

relativity required a geometry not yet invented when Newtonian mechanics 

reached its limits.

Thesis 4: P=NP Is Not a Conjecture — It Is a Question About Universal 
Architecture

Whether finding a solution is fundamentally equivalent to verifying one is not 

merely  a  question  about  algorithms.  It  is  a  question  about  whether  the 

universe is designed with efficient solutions to its own problems — whether 

creation, as a complete and purposeful system, contains within it the keys to 

its own optimization. The Quranic principle of completeness — that every 

disease has a cure, that everything was created in pairs — suggests it does.

Thesis 5: Absence of Proof Is Not Proof of Absence

P=NP has not been proven. It has also not been disproven. Fifty years of 

failure to prove it is consistent with two explanations: it is false, or it requires 

tools we do not yet have. This manifesto argues for the second. The first 

assumes that our current mathematical toolkit is adequate to the question. 

History gives us no reason to believe that assumption.
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IX. Four Open Conjectures for Future Research
[ ORIGINAL THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK · JABARIN 2026 ]

The following four conjectures emerge directly from the philosophical and 

mathematical arguments developed in this manifesto. They are presented not 

as proven theorems, but as formally stated open problems — invitations to the 

research community to engage, challenge, extend, or refute. Each conjecture 

is novel in its framing, rooted in the preceding analysis, and designed to be 

falsifiable or provable by future mathematical work.

The author welcomes correspondence, critique, and collaboration.

Conjecture I: The Meta-Linguistic Barrier (MLB)

[ FOUNDATIONS OF MATHEMATICS · COMPUTATIONAL COMPLEXITY ]

Informal Statement: Any formal system powerful enough to express the P vs 

NP question is structurally insufficient to resolve it — not because the answer 

does not exist, but because the resolution requires axioms outside the system.

Formal Framing: Let F be any formal system satisfying the conditions of 

Godel's Second Incompleteness Theorem — i.e., F is consistent, recursively 

axiomatizable, and capable of expressing basic arithmetic. Let C(F) denote 

the complexity-theoretic claims expressible within F. We conjecture that the 

statement P = NP (or its negation) is not provable within C(F) for any such F 

currently in use, and that its resolution requires the construction of a formal 

system F* such that F* properly extends F and contains at least one axiom 

schema not derivable from F.

BEYOND THE BOUNDARY  ·  Bader Jamal Jabarin  ·  Kadropic Labs  ·  18



Motivation: This mirrors the situation of Euclidean geometry before Riemann: 

the parallel postulate could not be proven within Euclidean geometry because 

its  resolution required an entirely  new geometric  framework.  The Meta-

Linguistic Barrier conjecture asserts that P vs NP is the parallel postulate of 

computational mathematics — and that the correct resolution will require a 

framework we have not yet built.

Research Direction: Can we characterize the minimum axiomatic extension  

F*  would  require?  Is  there  a  complexity-theoretic  analog to  Riemannian  

curvature — a parameter that, when introduced, makes the P=NP question  

decidable?

Conjecture II: The Duality Collapse Hypothesis (DCH)

[ COMPLEXITY THEORY · ALGEBRAIC STRUCTURE · COSMOLOGICAL PRINCIPLE ]

Informal Statement: The distinction between P and NP is not a fundamental 

feature  of  mathematical  reality,  but  an  artifact  of  the  particular 

computational model — the Turing machine — in which complexity classes 

are  currently  defined.  Under a  more general  model  of  computation that 

captures the full algebraic symmetry of the problem space, P and NP collapse 

into a single class.

Formal Framing: Let T denote the standard deterministic Turing machine 

model, and let P(T) and NP(T) denote the complexity classes defined relative 

to T. We conjecture that there exists an alternative computational model M* 

such that P(M*) = NP(M*), and such that M* can be described by a group-

theoretic structure G where the solving and verifying operations are related 

by  a  symmetry  transformation  S:  G  ->  G  satisfying  S^2 = identity  (an 

involution). The collapse of P and NP under M* would then be a consequence 
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of this underlying symmetry, analogous to the way electromagnetism unifies 

electric and magnetic fields under Lorentz symmetry.

Motivation:  Physics  has repeatedly  discovered that  apparent  dualisms — 

electricity and magnetism, space and time, matter and energy — are unified 

under a deeper symmetry. The principle that all things are created in pairs, 

interpreted  cosmologically,  suggests  that  dualities  in  nature  are  not 

permanent separations but faces of a deeper unity. The Duality Collapse 

Hypothesis proposes that P vs NP is one such duality, and that the right 

computational model reveals the symmetry that collapses it.

Research Direction:  What  group-theoretic  constraints  would  M* need to  

satisfy? Is there a known class of computational models — quantum, analog,  

holographic  —  that  exhibits  the  required  involutive  symmetry  between  

solving and verifying?

Conjecture III: The Epistemic Ceiling Theorem (ECT)

[ PHILOSOPHY OF MATHEMATICS · KNOWLEDGE THEORY · COMPLEXITY ]

Informal Statement: Every proof technique that attempts to resolve P != NP 

from  within  standard  complexity  theory  will  encounter  a  definable 

obstruction — a point at which the proof requires assumptions about the 

structure of computation that cannot themselves be proven within the same 

framework.

Formal Framing: Let R be any relativizing proof technique. By the Baker-Gill-

Solovay theorem (1975), any relativizing argument cannot resolve P vs NP, 

since there exist oracles A and B such that P^A = NP^A and P^B != NP^B. 

Let R* denote any non-relativizing technique. We conjecture that every R* 

technique powerful enough to approach P vs NP will require, at some step k in 
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its proof sequence, an intermediate lemma L(k) whose proof is equivalent in 

difficulty to P vs NP itself — creating a circular dependency. This is the 

Epistemic Ceiling: the problem is self-referentially resistant to proof from any 

framework that does not already contain its resolution as a primitive.

Motivation: This mirrors the structure of Godel's own proof, which used self-

reference as the engine of incompleteness. The ECT proposes that P vs NP 

has encoded within it a self-referential barrier — and that overcoming it 

requires not a cleverer proof, but a genuinely different starting point.

Research Direction: Can we formally characterize the class of intermediate  

lemmas L(k) for known near-approaches to P vs NP — such as circuit lower  

bound attempts — and demonstrate the circular dependency explicitly? This  

would constitute a major step toward formalizing the ECT.

Conjecture IV: The Lost Optimization Principle (LOP)

[ THEORETICAL COMPUTER SCIENCE · ARCHAEO-EPISTEMOLOGY · INFORMATION THEORY ]

Informal Statement: The existence of ancient engineering achievements that 

appear to require NP-hard optimization solutions suggests that at least one 

prior human knowledge tradition possessed either a practical polynomial-

time algorithm for a class of NP-hard problems, or a physical exploitation of 

computational shortcuts not captured by the Turing model.

Formal Framing: Let E = {e_1, e_2, ..., e_n} be the set of verified ancient 

engineering achievements  whose optimal  construction,  under any known 

polynomial-time algorithm, requires resource expenditures inconsistent with 

historically available means. For each e_i, let K(e_i) denote the minimum 

Kolmogorov complexity of an algorithm sufficient to plan e_i's construction. 

We conjecture that for at least one e_i in E, K(e_i) is not achievable by any 
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algorithm in the standard Turing model without oracle access — implying that 

the builders either had access to a physical oracle (a natural computational 

process not captured by Turing machines), or operated within a knowledge 

framework  K*  that  provided  polynomial  shortcuts  to  problem  classes 

currently believed to be in NP but not P.

Motivation: If the Great Pyramid's construction required solving an instance 

of an NP-hard optimization problem, and if it was solved efficiently, then 

either  P=NP was  practically  accessible  in  some form,  or  there  exists  a 

physical computational substrate — acoustic resonance, geometric symmetry 

exploitation,  or  other  unknown  mechanism  —  that  provides  polynomial 

shortcuts  to  certain  NP-hard  instances.  Either  conclusion  has  profound 

implications for complexity theory.

Research Direction: Formally model the logistical optimization problem of  

the  Great  Pyramid  as  an  instance  of  a  known  NP-hard  problem  class.  

Compute the theoretical minimum computational resources required under  

all  known polynomial  models.  Compare  against  archaeologically  verified 

available resources. The gap in this comparison is the formal quantity the  

LOP asks us to explain.

These four conjectures are offered in the spirit in which all good scientific 

problems are offered: not as answers, but as precisely formulated questions 

that, if taken seriously, will require new mathematics to address. The author's 

claim is not that these conjectures are proven. The claim is that they are well-

posed — and that well-posed questions are the most valuable currency in 

science.

A question that cannot be answered with existing tools  
is not a bad question. It is a demand for new tools. And 
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the demand, clearly stated, is the beginning of the 
invention.

Closing: A Letter to the Next Generation of 
Mathematicians

You will inherit a field that has been told, implicitly and explicitly, that P != 

NP is probably true, that the problem is probably intractable, and that the 

right approach is probably within the existing framework of computational 

complexity theory.

Ignore that. Not because the current researchers are wrong to follow those 

leads — they are not. Explore every path. But do not inherit the assumption 

that the path must lie within the current map.

The history of science is the history of people who refused to accept that the 

map was the territory. Newton refused to accept that motion could not be 

formalized.  Cantor  refused  to  accept  that  infinity  was  a  single 

undifferentiated thing. Turing refused to accept that computation was not a 

mathematical object. Godel refused to accept that mathematics could prove 

all of its own truths.

Each of them broke something. Each of them built something larger in its 

place.

The proof of P=NP — if it comes — will not come from someone who is trying 

to use the existing toolkit more cleverly. It will come from someone who 

realizes the toolkit itself is the problem, and builds a new one.
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That person may be alive right now. They may be reading this document. They 

may not yet know that the language they are beginning to think in — the one 

that feels strange and unrigorous and not quite like "real" mathematics yet — 

is exactly the language the proof requires.

The boundary is not a wall. It is a horizon. And a 
horizon, by definition, moves when you walk toward it.

Bader Jamal Jabarin
Kadropic Labs  ·  Applied Mathematics

baderjamal64@gmail.com

— BEYOND THE BOUNDARY —
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