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At the end of July 2026 I posted on my website a set of principles by
which I abide with respect to the use of AI in mathematics [1]. I believed
the motivation for such a step was clear, as well as the implicit reference to
certain recent events in mathematics. It has, however, become clear that
neither the motivation nor the recent events which prompted me to post
these principles are known enough. In this document I will clarify both of
these points, but the scope of this text goes beyond that original purpose.

Events in May–July 2026. Prior to May 2026 I had mostly ignored the
developments in the use of AI in mathematics, as they used to touch prob-
lems which I considered irrelevant for the progress of mathematics in general
(such as a plethora of activities related to the trivialities of Erdős problems).
Several simultaneous events, starting from mid-May 2026, changed com-
pletely my views on the imminent dangers of the use of AI in mathematics,
and by extension on the society at large.

Around that time, several colleagues started posting numerous papers on
the arXiv, under the premise “AI generated, human verified”. As for many
other things in this saga, the main mystery for me is why someone, who
is otherwise an admirable mathematician, would make such a step. Others
followed, so that each new day brings several such papers from various math-
ematicians of various degrees of excellence. As I argue below, this trend is
very difficult to explain since it amounts to self-sabotage.

Simultaneously, two Fields medallists, as well as several other mathe-
maticians whose common thread is active presence on social media or the
blogosphere, started actively agitating for the increased use of AI in math-
ematics; a curated selection is [2], [3], [4].

The final straw, not only for me but for many others, was the decision
of a third Fields medallist to join an AI company immediately after being
awarded the medal in July. The act itself was not enough: since then, he has
given several interviews purporting that mathematical research, as we know
it, is dead [5], or proclaimed, euphemistically and with a curious smile, that
the future of young people in mathematics will, as he puts it, be upended
[6]. Not only is this a disgraceful attempt to kill off his own discipline: never
has an award been devalued so quickly.

Ethical and environmental issues. There are many contributions online
detailing the general ethical issues with the use of AI, as well as disastrous
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consequences for our environment. If one knows them and still does not
care, then one is beyond help. As these are well known, I concentrate here
on issues which are somewhat less often discussed. There might be some
overlap with Section 1 of [7].

Acts of a human. What is the point of living? I do not know, but I
am certain that giving up on activities that our species has been doing for
thousands of years (art, literature, science) is not what living should be. I
refuse to use AI in mathematics (or anywhere else) because giving up any
skill diminishes what it means to be human. Why would you cut your arm
so that your neighbour can grow a third leg?

Good research practice. I refer to the guidelines on good research prac-
tice published by the German Research Foundation, which is an authori-
tative source [8]. In recent months, the use of AI in research has started
eroding the most fundamental values of good research practice: here I refer
in particular to Guidelines 2, 9, 11, 12 and 14 in [8].

I discuss in detail only one disturbing new trend, which destroys the very
foundations of good research practice. That recent trend is an abundance of
papers on arXiv which are completely AI generated, but carry “authorship”
of humans, usually under the motto “AI generated, human verified”. The
strategy is this: a human types a prompt in one (or more) AI agents to
solve or disprove one (or more) conjectures in mathematics. After many
hours of AI activity (often spread between several AI agents by different
companies in order to maximise chances of success and minimise potential
for false proofs), a first draft is created. The human “author” is often not an
expert in the methods of the draft: in order to create some form of insurance
that the mathematics is sound, another AI agent is used to auto-formalise
the draft in a proof assistant, creating sometimes thousands of lines of code
that no human would quickly be able to verify. After the proof assistant
“confirms” that the proof is sound, another AI agent is used to write the
draft up in TEX. At this stage the human steps in, polishing the new version,
adding some references in order to make it appear human as if they know
what they are talking about, and posting it to the arXiv.

This is usually accompanied by comments that the work was obtained
in “conversations with AI”, that there was some “human input”, that “due
to the limitation of generative AI it is possible that some literature was
missed”, that there was some/extensive “human verification and polishing”,
that “the correctness of the paper is the sole responsibility of the authors”.
Many references to the “author” are sprinkled throughout, as if referring
to oneself as an “author” makes you one. And probably that is the point:
nowadays, if you claim you are an author, then you surely must be one.

The explanations of Guideline 14 from [8] include that taking part in “the
drafting of the manuscript” could warrant authorship of the manuscript.
The current trend is to interpret this guideline in such a way that taking
part in drafting of a manuscript is the sole reason to warrant authorship.
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Say you are a professor who gives a problem to a PhD student. After
struggling with the problem for some months, the student comes back with
a write-up of a solution. Say you thank the student for the hard work, make
aesthetic changes to the manuscript and post it to the arXiv as the sole au-
thor, with comments that the work is “student generated, professor verified”,
that the work was obtained in “conversations with the student”, that there
was some “professor input”, that “due to the limitation of the student it
is possible that some literature was missed”, that there was some/extensive
“professor verification and polishing”, that “the correctness of the paper is
the sole responsibility of the professor”. What is the difference?

The difference, I already hear some say, is that a student is human, and
AI is a machine; a student can complain about good research practice, and
the machine cannot or does not “want to”. Ironically, the same people also
say that their papers are obtained in “conversations with AI”, and happily
engage in discussions on whether AI is “sentient”.

I repeat one of my principles: You are not an author of a paper to which
your only contribution was to type a prompt in an LLM. If you put your
name on such a paper, you are committing an ultimate violation of good
scientific practice. You are not a mathematician unless you create new
theories or prove new results: prompting a machine to do the work for you
does not make you into a mathematician. Asking a machine to do the work
for you does not warrant your authorship of a paper.

The futures. Mathematicians often seem to believe – just because they
can prove hard theorems – that they are beyond the reach of fallacies of
human nature, and often underestimate human psychology or think they
are above it.

Let us imagine a scenario (which will not happen, since there is
resistance: you are reading one voice in that resistance) in which all math-
ematicians drop human thinking and start using AI to write papers, from
conception to publication. −→ This leads to an exponential production of
manuscripts that no human could ever verify. −→ As a consequence, one
of the main pillars of modern mathematics – to trust that a result is cor-
rect – is delegated to automated proof assistants. −→ As a consequence,
another main pillar of modern mathematics – conveying understanding and
not mere production – is destroyed: everyone quickly loses interest and moti-
vation to produce any remaining human research (note human psychology).
−→ The role of a current professional mathematician with a permanent posi-
tion reduces to teaching. −→ With incentives for human-done mathematics
disappearing, the number of new undergraduate students converges to zero.
−→ All hiring of new academic staff in mathematics stops. −→ Human
competence in mathematics disappears quickly. (This is already happening
in some other fields where AI automation is the current dogma.) −→ In
less than ten years there is not a single human who can tell you what the
current state of the art in any branch of mathematics is.
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The alternative, which I believe is already happening, is the follow-
ing. A split is occurring: between mathematicians who refuse working with
AI – group A – and those who embrace it fully – group B. (There is a
third group of those who claim they take no sides, but that position will
not be tenable for much longer.) −→ Say you are in group B. Once you
put your name to a paper which is partially AI-produced, your reputation
(which is a large part of an identity of a mathematician) disappears: even
if you subsequently publish a manuscript on which you had worked alone
for years, no one will believe you produced it yourself (human psychology
again). −→ It is impossible to switch back to group A (since your reputa-
tion as a thinking mathematician is gone), so you double down in the group
B. −→ Students are not stupid: they know which mathematician uses their
brain and which, instead, uses a prompt: as a consequence, you lose stu-
dents and postdocs who do not want to spend time playing with prompts.
−→ As no one is interested in your AI-generated results, you lose interest in
mathematics (human psychology again). −→ Group A ignores AI-generated
mathematics and continues, to some extent, as before the advent of AI. −→
The population of professional mathematicians shrinks and an equilibrium
settles: this is similar to an equilibrium discussed in [9], but I believe it will
happen somewhat earlier than in that description.

If you use AI to generate papers. If you use AI to generate papers, I
believe the following will happen.

If you have tenure: Your reputation among mathematicians who do
not use AI will disappear and will not be rebuilt again; and among mathe-
maticians who use AI, no one cares about “your” results, since everyone is
interested only in “their own” results. Your competence in mathematics will
weaken; you will lose students and postdocs. You will “collaborate” only
with other AI-prompters. The job will be psychologically unsatisfying and
you will lose interest in mathematics completely.

If you have a PhD but not tenure: All of the above applies. Addi-
tionally, you will never get tenure, unless you are being pushed by someone
in your camp who has tenure. Regardless of how good you are in prompting
a machine to produce you a paper, your mathematical skills will not de-
velop out of passive learning. You will feel that you need to produce more
output to compensate for lack of competence: but increasing the volume
is counter-productive. People with tenure who encourage you to use AI in
your research are not helping you get tenure. You should stop following
their advice, but by now it is too late.

If you are working towards a PhD: All of the above applies. Addi-
tionally, you will never obtain a doctorate, unless your institution disregards
good research practice and awards you a PhD for work that everyone knows
is at least partly produced by a machine. People with a doctorate, who
encourage you to use AI in your research, are not helping you get a PhD.
You should stop following their advice, but by now it is too late.
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If you are a Bachelor or Master student: Read the above and
derive a conclusion for your own mathematical path.

Why mathematics? Many propose the following explanation for why
there is substantial “progress” in the use of AI in mathematics: because
mathematics is a closed system, which does not rely on outside environment
(such as the nature) to verify whether its statements are true; and that there
are many employees of AI companies who can appreciate, to some extent,
mathematical theorems and conjectures.

Whereas this is certainly true, the main reason is economics: AI compa-
nies have not even remotely delivered on promises they started from: cures
for illnesses, climate change, nuclear fusion; instead there are large invest-
ments in powerful hacking tools and military use. In absence of success on
problems they had advertised, they seem to believe that solutions to abstract
mathematical problems is a suitable compensation: they have to show that
they are doing something which seems meaningful, and they found a fruitful
ground among a group of mathematicians. If you use AI in your research,
you are giving AI companies free advertisement, a sense of purpose and a
lifeline. Why?

Why? The question that I keep asking myself ever since the AI saga started
is: Why? If you are a working mathematician, and you accept that the
long-term impact on mathematics as a profession and on your own life is
detrimental, and you still use AI to produce papers: Why?

Because everyone else you know is doing it? Because it is “comparable
to the advent of search engines in the early 2000s”? Because it is “a new
industrial revolution”? I suggest you actually read about the industrial
revolution and learn how it ate its own children, for a century.

Epilogue: on farce, irony, shame. I finish with a selection of quotes.
In the text [10] that tried to “digest” an AI generated counterexample

to a conjecture, one reads, beyond farce: ‘I used an AI chatbot to discuss
various aspects of this problem and to confirm several of the calculations
made here.’

In [3] one reads: ‘... any PhD student who was not paying $200 per month
to access these tools was crazy ’, and ends, irony-oblivious: ‘What a time to
be alive.’

In [11] one reads: ‘When I was a postdoc, I went to the library once
and it felt like a traumatic experience. I decided, “I’m never going back to
the library.” There was no point.’ There were times when mouths would
have been ashamed to say this, publications ashamed to print it, and eyes
ashamed to see it. In our times one receives a medal instead.



6 VLADIMIR LAZIĆ
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