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Abstract
We propose a neurosymbolic approach to the explanation of
complex sequences of decisions that combines the strengths of
decision procedures and Large Language Models (LLMs). We
demonstrate this approach by producing explanations for the
solutions of Hitori puzzles. The rules of Hitori include local
constraints that are effectively explained by short resolution
proofs. However, they also include a connectivity constraint
that is more suitable for visual explanations. Hence, Hitori
provides an excellent testing ground for a flexible combina-
tion of SAT solvers and LLMs. We have implemented a tool
that assists humans in solving Hitori puzzles, and we present
experimental evidence of its effectiveness.

1 Introduction
Large Language Models (LLMs) are increasingly being used
to support individual and specialized decision making in
a wide range of domains (Chkirbene et al. 2024; Kämmer
et al. 2024; Kim et al. 2025). This success can be partially
attributed to their ability to adapt to new tasks without ad hoc
training by conditioning on the local context provided during
inference (Brown et al. 2020; Lewis et al. 2020). While quick
decisions are often useful, explaining the underlying ratio-
nale behind these decisions is essential for successful human-
AI collaboration. However, LLMs have been consistently
shown to struggle to produce consistent and faithful reason-
ing steps for complex tasks (Turpin et al. 2023; Chen et al.
2024). Multistep and complex decisions require logically
consistent and structured reasoning of the kind provided by
decision procedures such as SAT solvers. When the problem
is properly posed, SAT solvers not only discover solutions
but can also produce formal proofs to justify their reasoning.
However, these proofs are often lengthy and cumbersome to
parse, even for domain experts with advanced knowledge of
problem encoding and theorem proving. To address this chal-
lenge, we present a neuro-symbolic approach that leverages
LLMs to explain the proofs produced by SAT solvers in a
context-dependent and human-adaptable manner, facilitating
trustworthy, clearer, and more accessible explanations.

A natural testing ground for this approach arises in the
context of logic-based puzzles such as Hitori and Sudoku,
which are enjoyed by millions of people worldwide. In de-
signing such puzzles, the setter often envisions a logical path
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Figure 1: A Hitori puzzle (left) and its solution (right).

of discovery, and solving the puzzle involves reconstructing
this path. The joy lies not in arriving at a solution, but in
uncovering a clear, step-by-step explanation that leads to it.
SAT/SMT solvers, such as Z3, are frequently employed to
solve these puzzles and can also generate formal proofs of
correctness. However, due to the sequential nature of the
reasoning required, structuring intermediate subgoals to min-
imize cognitive load becomes a key challenge. We refer to
this challenge as proof staging. In this paper, we introduce a
framework that combines neuro-symbolic techniques to ef-
fectively stage proofs for Hitori puzzles, demonstrating how
LLMs can guide users through complex logical sequences in
an accessible manner. While our primary focus is on Hitori,
the insights gained are broadly applicable to other critical
decision-making domains that rely on SAT solvers for deriv-
ing and explaining complex sequences of decisions, including
chemical discovery, resource allocation and scheduling, and
regulatory-compliant decision-making.

Why Hitori? Hitori (see Figure 1) is a shading puzzle
played on a rectangular grid, with each cell containing a sym-
bol, typically a number. Popularized by the renowned puzzle
publisher Nikoli, Hitori has attracted significant interest not
only for its recreational appeal but also for its computational
aspects (it is known to be NP-complete (Hearn and Demaine
2009)). The objective of the solver is to shade some of the
squares to satisfy three conditions:
1. Uniqueness. No symbol appears more than once un-

shaded in any row or column of the grid. For example, in
Figure 1, at least one 4 in Column 1 must be shaded.

2. Separation. Shaded squares cannot share an edge. How-
ever, they may share a corner.

3. Connection. The unshaded squares form an edge-
connected region. (Two squares that only touch in a corner
are not edge-connected.)
Hitori stands out as one of the simplest puzzles that natu-
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rally combines local constraints (e.g., no duplicate unshaded
numbers in a row or column) with global constraints (e.g.,
maintaining connectivity of unshaded cells). This combina-
tion makes Hitori an ideal candidate for exploring neuro-
symbolic explanation frameworks. When properly posed, the
proofs for local constraints can be readily translated by LLMs
into natural language explanations. In contrast, global connec-
tivity constraints require deeper, problem-specific insights to
decompose the proof into easy-to-follow steps. Fortunately,
Hitori’s global constraints lend themselves to intuitive vi-
sualizations that reduce cognitive load during explanation,
making it an excellent domain for studying how visual and
symbolic reasoning interact. Moreover, Hitori is representa-
tive of a broader class of puzzles (we have compiled a list
of over 40 puzzle genres sharing these key characteristics).
This diversity provides a rich foundation for evaluating the
generalizability of our approach across problem domains.

What Is Proof Staging? We formalize proof staging as the
process of organizing and sequencing explanations for the
unsatisfiability of a first-order formula by assigning interpre-
tations to constant symbols. In the spirit of puzzle solving,
we focus on problems that admit a unique solution, where
the goal is not just to find this solution but to explain it in a
logically coherent and cognitively efficient manner.

A naive approach would first compute the solution and then
explain each decision in an arbitrary order, justifying why
each assignment aligns with the solver’s output. However, we
argue that such arbitrary sequencing often leads to redundant
explanations, where earlier steps must be repeatedly revis-
ited to make later steps intelligible. In contrast, well-formed,
humanly-solvable problem domains typically admit a natural
path—or an equivalence class of paths—where explanations
build incrementally on previously established facts, minimiz-
ing overlap and cognitive effort.

We posit that the proof size produced by solvers like Z3
along such a path should closely correspond to the size and
clarity of natural human explanations. The key challenge,
then, is how to identify this optimal explanatory path. We
formalize this as the proof staging problem, which can be
viewed as finding an optimal path through the space of partial
assignments of the formula. To address this, we propose
heuristics for proof staging guided by insights into the weak
and strong constraints inherent to the problem domain. These
heuristics aim to produce explanations that are both logically
sound and cognitively efficient, mirroring the way humans
naturally build understanding through incremental reasoning.
This framework raises several critical research questions:
RQ1. Do proof staging heuristics simplify formal proofs—

measured by size, reduced backtracking, structural
simplicity, and ease of proof extraction—across a
wide variety of Hitori puzzles?

RQ2 Do the staged proofs generated by Z3 exhibit struc-
tural properties similar to human-generated explana-
tions, particularly in terms of logical chaining of im-
plications, minimal backtracking, and proof size?

RQ3 Can LLMs take advantage of the structured outputs
produced by proof staging to generate more accurate,
fluent, and helpful natural language explanations of
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Figure 2: Stages in solving the Hitori: (a) sandwich rule for
cells r1c4 (and others) shaded in light green; (b) multi-step
deduction for r1c2 to be unshaded; and (3) A picture based
connectivity proof for the cell r2c1 to remain unshaded.

individual solution steps?

Contributions. We present a framework for explaining puz-
zle solutions, focusing on Hitori, by combining symbolic rea-
soning with in-context learning. We introduce the proof stag-
ing problem, which structures proofs to align with human rea-
soning by staging subgoals to reduce complexity. To support
this, we develop heuristics for identifying concise, human-
understandable resolution proofs, using natural language ex-
planations where possible and visualizations when reasoning
becomes more complex. By classifying constraints as weak—
supporting localized reasoning—or strong—requiring global
reasoning, such as connectivity constraints in Hitori—we
guide the explanation strategy accordingly. We implement
this framework on top of the Z3 solver, enabling staged,
parsed, and visualized proofs, and employ LLMs to produce
natural language explanations that combine the rigor of sym-
bolic solvers with the expressiveness of language models.

2 Overview
To illustrate the potential of our approach in explaining Hitori
puzzles, consider the 5×5 puzzle shown in Figure 1 along
with its solution. Since this puzzle has a unique solution,
asking Z3 to prove its uniqueness results in an explanations
of the shading and unshading decisions. However, the cor-
responding resolution proof is 82,438 characters long, mak-
ing it infeasible to comprehend either manually or directly
through an LLM. Consequently, users of our tool begin by
interactively querying the first logical step in the puzzle.

A commonly useful pattern in a Hitori grid is the sand-
wich, where a symbol is surrounded—either horizontally or
vertically—by two identical symbols. One of these two iden-
tical symbols must be shaded, which forces the sandwiched
symbol to remain unshaded due to adjacency. In our example,
there are five sandwiched squares. Notably, r3c4 (the grid
square in Row 3, Column 4) is sandwiched both horizontally
and vertically. The sample proof provided by the tool for cell



r1c4 is given in the following box.
r
1
c
4

Z3 Proof for r1c4 unshaded:
1 c01_04

LLM Explanation: This cell lies between two iden-
tical numbers (3s) in its row. According to the Sand-
wich Lemma, if two identical numbers are separated
by exactly one cell, that middle cell must be unshaded.
Shading it would allow both 3s on either side to re-
main unshaded, violating the Uniqueness Rule. There-
fore, (1,4) must be unshaded.

From its prompt, the LLM knows that the unit clause
c01 04 encodes an application of the sandwich rule. The
interaction can continue as the user selects additional cells or
requests the next step from the tool. Eventually, this leads to
more complex deductions, such as the following:

r
1
c
2

Z3 Proof for r1c2 unshaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted

(or (not c02_02) (not c02_05)))

2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or

c01_02 c02_02))

3 (asserted (not

c01_02))

4 c02_02)

5 (not c02_05)))

6 (a!2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or

(not c01_03) (not c01_05)))

7 (unit-resolution (asserted (or

c01_02 c01_03))

8 (asserted (not

c01_02))

9 c01_03)

10 (not c01_05))))

11 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_05

c02_05)) a!1 a!2 false))

LLM Explanation: This cell must be unshaded. If
r1c2 were shaded, then:

• r1c3 would have to be unshaded to satisfy the
Separation Rule.

• But r1c3 and r1c5 have the same symbol (3), so
both cannot remain unshaded. This forces r1c5
to be shaded.

• Similarly, shading r1c2 forces r2c2 to be un-
shaded due to adjacency.

• Now, r2c2 and r2c5 have the same symbol (3),
so one must be shaded. Since r1c5 is already
shaded, r2c5 must remain unshaded.

• This leads to r1c5 and r2c5 both being shaded
and adjacent, violating the Separation Rule.

Thus, assuming r1c2 is shaded leads to a contradic-
tion. Therefore, it must be unshaded.

The next proof concerns cell r2c1, which must remain
unshaded. The reason for this is that assuming r2c1 to be
shaded leads to a violation of the connectivity constraint. This
is illustrated in Figure 2(c): The left subfigure shows that if

r2c1 is shaded, the following cells must also be shaded by
logical implication: r5c1, r4c2, r4c4, and r5c5. Com-
bined with cell r3c3, which is already known to be shaded,
this results in a disconnected grid, violating Hitori’s connec-
tivity rule. The right subfigure in Figure 2(c) depicts that, to
preserve connectivity, cell r2c1 must remain unshaded.

3 Preliminaries
A propositional formula is built recursively from a set of
propositional variables V by applying Boolean connectives.
We take as Boolean connectives ¬ (negation), ∧ (conjunction)
and ∨ (disjunction) in order of decreasing precedence, with
their usual semantics. A literal is either a variable or its nega-
tion. A clause is the disjunction of a set of literals. A formula
in conjunctive normal form (CNF) is the conjunction of a set
of clauses. A formula is satisfiable if there is an assignment
of ⊤ (true) and ⊥ (false) to the variables appearing in it that
makes the formula evaluate to ⊤. Such an assignment is a
model of the formula. A formula is valid (or a tautology) if it
evaluates to ⊤ for all assignments to its variables. A formula
is valid if its negation is not satisfiable.

SAT solvers often play a central role in propositional rea-
soning. In what follows, we focus on CNF formulae. By SAT
solvers, we mean CNF SAT solvers; specifically those based
on the CDCL (Conflict-Driven Clause-Learning) algorithm
(Marques-Silva and Sakallah 1999). SAT solvers, in addition
to answering the satisfiability question, are often required to
provide a certificate for their decision. Certificates, besides al-
lowing independent verification of a solver’s conclusion, have
numerous applications. For a satisfiable formula, a model is
a certificate. Evidence of unsatisfiability, however, is usually
provided in one of two forms:
• A resolution proof, in which a contradiction (the empty

clause) is derived from the formula’s clauses by repeated
application of the resolution rule of inference, to be dis-
cussed presently.

• An unsatisfiable core, which is a subset of the clauses
that is, by itself, unsatisfiable. A common special case
occurs when the clauses in the core are literals from a set
of assumptions.

The preferred type of certificate depends on the intended use.
For our application, resolution proofs are the natural choice.
Given two clauses, γ1 = C1 ∨ v and γ2 = C2 ∨¬v such that
v and ¬v do not appear in C1 and C2, the resolvent of γ1 and
γ2 is the clause obtained from C1∨C2 by removing duplicate
literals. Since the resolvent of two clauses is implied by their
conjunction, the resolution rule is sound. Resolution is also
refutationally complete (Davis and Putnam 1960; Robinson
1965): The empty clause may be obtained if, and only if, the
conjunction of the clauses is unsatisfiable.

A resolution in which at least one of the resolved clauses is
a literal, is a unit resolution. A proof by unit resolution is one
in which all inferences are unit resolutions. A proof by linear
resolution is one in which one of the resolved clauses is the
most recently computed resolvent (except for the first step of
the proof). Linear resolution is complete. Unit resolution is
desirable because the resolvent is simpler than at least one
input clause. Unfortunately, it is not complete.



SAT solvers use unit resolution to effect Boolean con-
straint propagation. They supplement it with backtracking
search and conflict analysis to achieve a complete proof sys-
tem. Conflict analysis consists of repeated resolutions, so that,
when the CNF formula is unsatisfiable, from these resolution
steps a proof (or an unsatisfiable core) can be assembled. If
no branching occurred during the search and no model is
found, the proof of unsatisfiability is by unit resolution. Re-
lated to the ability to produce a certificate for an unsatisfiable
formula is the ability to compute the backbone literals of a
satisfiable formula (Kilby et al. 2005), that is, those literals
that are true in all the formula’s models. Indeed, efficient
algorithms for their computation rely on unsatisfiable cores
(Janota, Lynce, and Marques-Silva 2015).

Since resolution proofs produced by SAT solvers may be
quite large (Heule, Kullmann, and Marek 2016), efficient for-
mats have been devised for their representation (Heule and
Biere 2015; Kiesl, Rebola-Pardo, and Heule 2018). Those
formats, however, are optimized for mechanical proof check-
ing. Therefore, in this work, we prefer the less concise but
more readable proofs produced by Z3 (de Moura and Bjørner
2011) and described in (de Moura and Bjørner 2008). Z3
combines a CDCL engine and an array of theory solvers into
a Satisfiability Modulo Theories (SMT) solver, which can
be applied to first-order formulae involving arithmetic and
data structures. In this work, we only use the propositional
capabilities of Z3. Hence, we could use any proof-producing
SAT solver that can compute backbone literals, like CaDiCaL
(Biere et al. 2024).

4 Proof Staging for Hitori
In a proof-staging problem, we are given a propositional
formula with a unique model and aim to prove the value
of each variable in that model. We are also given a set of
subgoals. For Hitori, a subgoal may be to prove whether
a grid square is shaded or unshaded; for Sudoku, it might
involve proving that a square contains a specific value or that
a candidate can be eliminated. Achieving all subgoals must
entail a complete explanation of the model.

Given our formula and the associated set of subgoals, proof
staging is the process of ordering the proof subgoals and
choosing a proof technique for each subgoal so as to get a
simple proof. The choice of the proof technique is dynamic:
it happens when the subgoal is attempted. This contributes
to the difficulty of picking a good order. For Hitori, we rely
on two proof techniques: propositional resolution proofs and
connectivity proofs. For classic Sudoku, resolution is enough,
but for Sudoku variants, which, with few exceptions, are not
simple coloring problems, we may need arithmetic.

4.1 Encoding Hitori
From a Hitori grid, we obtain a propositional formula that is
satisfiable if, and only if, the puzzle has a solution. We briefly
summarize the process here, focusing on the aspects that are
relevant to the explanation of a puzzle. More details may be
found in Appendix A.

We associate a Boolean variable, ci,j , to cell (or square)
(i, j) of an m× n Hitori grid , stipulating that ci,j is true if,

and only if, the cell is clear (unshaded). If gi,j is the symbol
in cell (i, j), then the uniqueness rule is encoded by the two-
literal clauses ¬ci,j∨¬ck,ℓ for all i, j, k, ℓ such that (i, j) and
(k, ℓ) are distinct cells in the same row or the same column,
and gi,j = gk,ℓ. The separation rule is encoded by the two-
literal clauses ci,j ∨ ck,ℓ for all i, j, k, ℓ such that (i, j) and
(k, ℓ) are distinct cells that share an edge.

Encoding the connection rule for SAT can be done in
several ways, none of which is entirely straightforward. The
approach we follow lets the SAT solver construct a spanning
tree of the unshaded cell graph. To that effect, we associate
a parent pointer to each cell. Each pointer is encoded by
four Boolean variables. A fifth variable is used to prevent
the parent pointers from forming cycles, according to the
technique of (Brock-Nannestad 2018). The SAT solver also
chooses an unshaded cell as the root of the tree. Full details
of the encoding, which are given in the Appendix, are not
important for the explanation of the puzzles, because the
clauses for the connection rule do not appear in them as
discussed in Section 4.2.

Since a connected graph may have many spanning trees,
the map from constraint models to puzzle solutions is not
injective. However, to check uniqueness of the puzzle solu-
tion given a model of the constraints, it suffices to add to the
constraints a blocking clause. This clause asserts that a model
should differ from the one that was found in the values of
one or more ci,j variables.

To the clauses described so far, we add the following re-
dundant ones to simplify the explanations. These are derived
from straightforward consequences of Hitori’s rules.

Sandwich lemma. A square sandwiched between two
squares that carry the same symbol—either in the same row
or in the same column—must remain unshaded. This is be-
cause at least one of the neighbors must be shaded by the
uniqueness rule; hence, the sandwiched cell must remain
unshaded by the separation rule. This lemma produces unit
clause ci,j for each sandwiched cell (i, j).

Unshaded Neighbor lemma. If mn ≥ 4, every square in
the Hitori grid must have a neighbor that is not shaded. If
the square is shaded, this follows from the separation rule.
If square (i, j) is unshaded and mn ≥ 4, then there is at
least another unshaded square in the grid that must connect to
(i, j). This is impossible unless (i, j) has a neighbor that is
not shaded. The existence of an unshaded neighbor is easily
encoded by a clause with a positive literal for each neighbor
of (i, j). While this lemma only provides a necessary condi-
tion for connectedness, it takes care of a large fraction of the
proofs that involve the connection rule.

Other lemmas could be used to capture known solution
techniques. We only discuss one. Let a seed of a Hitori puzzle
be a square whose symbol does not appear elsewhere in the
square’s row and column. Knuth (2023, p. 182) observes that
if a puzzle has a unique solution, then all seeds are unshaded
in that solution and all seeds that are not adjacent to shaded
squares are articulation points for the graph of the unshaded
squares. However, no further deductions are enabled from
the unshading of the seeds. Moreover, our objective is not to
explain how to find some solution, but to explain how to find



the solution. Hence, we do not rely on uniqueness assump-
tions that would have to be later discharged. Accordingly, we
do not make use of Knuth’s observations.

4.2 A Greedy Heuristic for Proof Staging
In Section 4.1, we have shown how a Hitori puzzle may be
encoded into a propositional formula f that is satisfiable if,
and only if, the puzzle has a solution. We have further shown
how uniqueness of the solution may be checked by conjoining
a blocking clause b to f and checking whether the resulting
formula is unsatisfiable. If f ∧ b is indeed unsatisfiable, a
resolution proof of that outcome, which we call a monolithic
proof, provides an explanation for the solution of the puzzle,
albeit one that is seldom adequate. The last column of Table 1
shows that the monolithic proof is usually so large as to
overwhelm both humans and LLMs.

One could think of decomposing the proof into lemmas,
one for each cell of the grid. Indeed, for each literal ℓ that ap-
pears in the blocking clause b, the monolithic proof contains
a refutation that ℓ can be made true while satisfying f . Proof
decomposition, however, is ineffective for two reasons. The
first reason is that the blocking clause, due to its mn literals,
is a weak constraint: one that does not immediately cause
the SAT solver to deduce values. In contrast, asking whether
a specific ci,j variable may have its value reversed with re-
spect to the (unique) puzzle solution adds to f a unit literal
(a clause with one literal) which often triggers deductions.
The net result is that the monolithic proof often contains
unnecessary case splitting, which makes it hard to follow.

The second reason is even more important. Most inferences
in the solution of a Hitori puzzle only rely on the uniqueness
and separation rules. Those inferences are usually explained
concisely by resolution proofs. The same applies to those (lo-
cal) inferences that can be justified by the Unshaded Neighbor
lemma. The inferences that depend on the connection rule,
but cannot be explained by the Unshaded Neighbor lemma,
however, often require very unwieldy resolution proofs. On
the one hand, these proofs involve all the variables used to
encode the problem. Specifically, they involve the constraints
on the parent pointers. On the other hand, these proofs must
show that, no matter where the parent pointers point, a contra-
diction is reached. This often leads to extensive case splitting,
which results in hard-to-read proofs. In summary,
• Monolithic proofs do not provide a good platform for the

explanation of Hitori puzzles.
• Propositional resolution proof are ill suited to explain de-

ductions prompted by the connection rule.
We address both problems via proof staging. As mentioned
earlier, the propositional formula is f , and the subgoals are
the shading values of all cells in the grid. The order in which
the subgoals are tackled is greedy: subgoals that only depend
on the uniqueness and separation rules are given priority over
subgoals that depend on the connection rule. Ties among
the higher priority subgoals are broken by the size of their
respective resolution proofs. For the low priority subgoals,
we analyze the connectivity of the grid graph and we present
the results graphically, instead of textually. We call these
graphical forms proofs by picture.

Strong and Weak Solutions. A straightforward but inef-
ficient way to identify the lowest hanging fruit among the
subgoals is to generate all their proofs and pick the subgoal
with the shortest one. Once a subgoal has been explained, it
becomes a unit literal. This simplifies the proofs for other
subgoals. Hence, in the next round, all remaining subgoals
are ranked anew. Instead, we rely on the notion of weak and
strong constraints.

A weak solution for a Hitori puzzle is an assignment to the
ci,j variables that complies with the uniqueness and separa-
tion rules, but may violate the connection rule. By analogy, a
weak constraint is one that only uses the ci,j variables, and
none of the remaining variables. The uniqueness and sepa-
ration constraints are fully expressible in terms of the ci,j
variables. Among the connection constraints, only those that
rely on the Unshaded Neighbor lemma are so expressible.
In contrast, a strong constraint is one that depends on other
variables besides the ci,j variables. A weak solver is a solver
that is only provided the weak constraint of the puzzle, while
a strong solver has access to all constraints, both weak and
strong. A proof produced by a weak solver is a weak proof.

The solution to the puzzle is computed by a strong SAT
solver, while the selection of the next subgoal to tackle makes
use of a weak solver. Goals whose proofs require strong con-
straints result in satisfiable sets of weak constraints. More-
over, the weak constraints are only a fraction of all con-
straints and are much easier to solve. Indeed, unit resolu-
tion is complete for the weak constraints (if we ignore the
Unshaded Neighbor clauses) because they only require two-
literal clauses. Unit resolution is not complete, in general, for
2CNF. The classic example is

(a ∨ b) ∧ (a ∨ ¬b) ∧ (¬a ∨ b) ∧ (¬a ∨ ¬b),

which has no unit-resolution refutation. However, in our
proofs, we always have at least one unit literal, given by
the negation of the subgoal. We can then rely on the com-
pleteness of linear resolution (Anderson and Bledsoe 1970).
Linear resolution, starting with a unit literal, produces re-
solvents that are all unit literals because the side clauses
have no more than two literals. Therefore, all steps are unit
resolutions. Even with the inclusion of the clause based on
the Unshaded Neighbor lemma, we empirically observe that
weak proofs only need unit resolutions.

Proofs by Picture. In the solution of a Hitori puzzle, the
connection rule usually plays a secondary role, or no role at
all, until enough cells have been shaded. That is why taking
up subgoals that depend on that rule after the subgoals with
weak proofs usually works. Explaining a subgoal by a con-
nectivity argument often enables more weak proofs, so that
in the final stages of a proof, weak proofs and proofs by pic-
ture alternate. If a subgoal has no weak proof, it means that
the weak constraints, conjoined with the negation of the sub-
goal, are satisfiable. We ask the weak solver for the backbone
literals of those satisfiable constraints. These consequences
of the negation of the goal may lead to a disconnected grid
graph, which proves that the goal value cannot be flipped, or
to a graph that has articulation points (Hopcroft and Tarjan
1973). In the latter case, the constraint that the articulation



Table 1: Puzzles stats. For each puzzle, size gives the size
of the grid; avg the arithmetic mean of the lengths of the
resolution proofs; max the length of the longest resolution
proof; pbp the number of proofs by picture; and uniq the
length of a (monolithic) resolution proof that the solution is
unique. Proof lengths are in characters.

puzzle size avg max pbp uniq
p51 4× 4 134.67 223 1 4511
p63 5× 5 159.2 518 5 82,438
p107 5× 5 202.21 777 1 7442
p43 8× 4 174.84 518 0 3834
p48 11× 3 156.14 664 4 157,507
p9 8× 8 114.69 416 3 48,298
p111 8× 8 113.72 471 4 232,362
p29 8× 8 140.48 640 8 72,913
p34 10× 10 119.19 601 4 549,888
p65 10× 10 164.06 549 4 874,386
p105 10× 10 122.29 549 4 28,086
p36 15× 15 104.69 601 5 212,337
p25 25× 25 102.14 188 7 4,091,665

points must be left unshaded is added to the weak solver as
additional consequences of the negation of the subgoal. If
the resulting constraints become unsatisfiable, the subgoal is
proved. If there are no articulation points or the constraints
remain satisfiable, we need to resort to a strong proof. Em-
pirically, this has never happened in our experiments. We
conjecture that this is because puzzles that would require
those strong proofs are unsuitable for human consumption.

5 Experimental Results
5.1 Proof Staging (RQ1 and RQ2)
We assembled a data set of 107 Hitori puzzles from various
sources; of these, 15 were mechanically generated by us. All
have unique solutions. Table 1 presents statistics for the puz-
zles that we found more challenging, due to the complexity
of their resolution proofs (high avg and max) or the difficulty
of proving uniqueness (large uniq values). High pbp counts
further indicate cases where visual reasoning is needed, high-
lighting the limits of purely symbolic explanations.

As an example, consider p25, which is challenging for
humans due to its sheer size. The low values of avg and max,
however, means that, while scanning the grid may be taxing,
the logical steps are all simple. Out of 625 subgoals, only
7 require proofs by picture. This means that the connection
rule does not play a major role in the solution. Even such
a small number of subgoals related to connectivity, though,
is enough to blow up the monolithic proof to the point of
making it useless for explanation. Note that the total length of
the 618 resolution proofs resulting from the staging approach
is 63, 121 characters. While the contrast between monolithic
proof and staged proof steps is exacerbated by the grid size,
it is also notable in small puzzles that require more intricate
reasoning, like p63, where the combined length of all proof
steps is more that 25 times shorter than the monolithic proof.

These puzzles provide a rigorous test for RQ1 and RQ2.
Despite their complexity, proof staging heuristics reduce

proof size and backtracking, simplifying extraction and ex-
planation. The staged proofs also exhibit structural patterns
such as incremental reasoning, logical chaining, and visual
aids that align with human explanatory strategies.

5.2 Explanation Generation (RQ3)
We designed a small study to test the ability of LLMs to
generate accurate, fluent, and helpful natural language ex-
planations of individual solutions steps when provided with
the structured output produced by the proof staging mecha-
nism. In addition, we evaluated the impact of the length and
complexity of the proof steps on generation performance.

Model and Prompting Strategy. We use DeepSeek R1,
an open-source LLM with strong performance on code-
language tasks (DeepSeek-AI et al. 2025). Using a few-shot
prompting approach (Brown et al. 2020), we provide the
model with three demonstrations of single-step proof objects
paired with natural language explanations. To interpret proof
objects, the LLM must understand the puzzle constraints and
reason about the board state—tracking shaded and unshaded
cells and how they inform each explanation. To support this,
we augment the prompt with two previous solution steps, the
current board state (i.e., shaded/unshaded cells), and the fixed
set of clauses and definitions used in the SAT encoding. An
example prompt is provided in the Appendix.

Data. We sampled 5 proof steps and their explanations
from the 55 Hitori puzzles, resulting in 275 explanation steps.
These steps occur at different stages of the proof with varying
lengths and levels of complexity. In general, steps that occur
in the earlier stages of a proof are more trivial than the ones
that occur in the later stages. To account for this, we split our
data into two subsets. The first set contains trivial steps that
typically occur at the start of the proof, while the second set
contains challenging steps that occur towards the end of the
proof. To further study the impact of structured context, we
experiment with two configurations, one in which the model
sees the entire history of shaded and unshaded cells up to
that step and one in which we only provide the history of the
cells that are relevant to the individual proof step.

Evaluation Metrics. In order to assess the quality of the
explanations, we used expert ratings. Each step was rated by
two annotators. Table 2 outlines the evaluation criteria, which
were rated using a Likert scale from 1 to 5.

Results for Trivial Steps. We observe a relatively low av-
erage correctness rating for trivial steps (A = 2.96− 3.34−,
where 2 means disagree and 3 means neither agree nor dis-
agree). Interestingly, we observed that the annotators agreed
less when assessing the proof steps that were trivial, obtaining
a quadratically weighted Cohen’s Kappa of 0.42, suggesting
moderate agreement. Upon analysis, we observe that the lan-
guage produced by the LLM to explain succinct and trivial
steps is often imprecise. The disagreement stemmed from
differences in leniency towards this impreciseness. This had
knock-on effects on subsequent criteria, as one annotator
assumed all statements in incorrect proofs to be unhelpful
to the necessary conclusion. For example, we observe that



Table 2: Evaluation Criteria for Explanation Quality

Criterion Description
A. Correctness The explanation is correct.

B. Relevance The explanation only uses facts necessary to un-
derstand the step.

C. Completeness The explanation addresses all clauses in the
proof needed for a good explanation.

D. Falsities The explanation contains assertions that are sim-
ply not true.

E. Clarity The explanation is lucid and helps the reader
understand the proof.

F. Conciseness The explanation is reasonably short, avoiding
unnecessary repetitions.

Table 3: Avg. ratings for different configurations. The dimen-
sions are as specified in Table 2

History A B C D E F

Trivial Steps Full History 2.96 4.02 4.24 2.52 4.24 3.82

Filtered History 3.34 3.88 3.94 2.4 4.3 4.22

Complex Steps Full History 4.48 4.74 4.44 1.42 4.34 3.12

Filtered History 4.4 4.4 4.52 1.64 4.34 3.28

relevance scores drop after an evaluator has judged a transla-
tion incorrect because any evidence presented by the LLM
is deemed to be “irrelevant”. The succinctness of the proof,
as well as the lack of previous states, results in the LLM
“overthinking”, often generating a non-factual explanation
in the process. We also observe that performance slightly
improves when only states pertinent to the step are provided
to the LLM, possibly due to reduced context burdens.

Results for Complex Steps. We observe good average
scores in most metrics for complex steps (above 4 for posi-
tive criteria and below 2 for negative criteria, where 4 means
disagree and 2 means disagree), with the exception of the
conciseness metric (F = 3.12 − 3.28). We also observed
greater agreement between the evaluators, achieving Cohen’s
Kappa of 0.6. This is due in part to the fact that later steps
are less affected by imprecise explanations. In addition, our
demonstrations in the prompt better resemble the more com-
plex steps. This points to the fact that further refinement of
the selection of demonstrations could further improve perfor-
mance. In this case, there appears to be a very limited effect
when altering the history available to the LLM.

5.3 Limitations
First, while our initial results are promising, we have not
yet developed a complete system; full experimental results,
including human studies, are forthcoming. Second, our exper-
iments are limited to Hitori puzzles. While we have achieved
promising preliminary results with other puzzles like Sudoku,
Futoshiki, and Star Battle (see Appendix), it remains an open
question how well these results generalize to other domains.
We expect extensions and adaptations of the proof staging

approach will be called for, when more than two styles of
explanations become necessary. Third, we have evaluated our
approach using only the Z3 solver; exploring its effectiveness
across other SAT and SMT solvers is left for future work.
Finally, although Hitori is NP-complete, the exact complexity
of the proof staging problem itself remains unknown.

6 Related Work and Conclusion
LLMs have been shown to struggle to solve puzzles that
require complex reasoning (Giadikiaroglou et al. 2024). In
response to these challenges, methods that combine symbolic
solvers and LLMs have recently received increasing atten-
tion (Mittal et al. 2024; Jiang et al. 2022; Xin et al. 2024).
Common approaches include using LLMs to translate prob-
lem specifications and proof sketches into formal programs,
then offload them to standard solvers (Jiang et al. 2023; Mit-
tal et al. 2024), or generating large-scale synthetic formal
proof data to fine-tune LLMs (Xin et al. 2024). However,
significant less attention has been paid to the problem of
whether LLMs can produce useful explanations (in the form
of reasoning steps) for proof objects.

A significant body of research has addressed explanations
in the formal verification and planning domains. Early work
(Jin, Ravi, and Somenzi 2002; Groce and Visser 2003) fo-
cused on generating human-understandable explanations for
model violations through counterexamples. This was later
refined through causality-based reasoning (Beer et al. 2012)
and abstraction techniques to guide the analysis of error
traces (Nanshi and Somenzi 2013). While these methods
effectively explain isolated violations or short decision se-
quences, they are less suited for complex, multi-step pro-
cesses involving interconnected constraints. More recently,
research attention has shifted to explainability in policy syn-
thesis for stochastic systems (Brázdil et al. 2015; Azeem et al.
2024). However, these approaches primarily rely on sym-
bolic reasoning and lack mechanisms for producing natural
language explanations.

Our work advances these threads by proposing a neurosym-
bolic approach that combines decision procedures with LLMs
to explain complex sequences of decisions. Using Hitori puz-
zles as a case study, we demonstrate how local constraints
can be formally explained through short resolution proofs,
while global connectivity constraints benefit from visual and
language-based explanations. This hybrid approach leverages
the strengths of modern SAT solvers (de Moura and Bjørner
2011; Barbosa et al. 2022; Biere et al. 2024) along with the
NLP capabilities of LLMs, providing a flexible and effective
framework for human-centered explanations.
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Nötzli, A.; Ozdemir, A.; Preiner, M.; Reynolds, A.; Sheng,
Y.; Tinelli, C.; and Zohar, Y. 2022. cvc5: A Versatile and
Industrial-Strength SMT Solver. In Tools and Algorithms
for the Construction and Analysis of Systems TACAS 2022,
415–442. LNCS 13243.
Beer, I.; Ben-David, S.; Chockler, H.; Orni, A.; and Trefler, R.
2012. Explaining counterexamples using causality. Formal
Methods in System Design, 40: 20–40.
Biere, A.; Faller, T.; Fazekas, K.; Fleury, M.; Froleyks, N.;
and Pollitt, F. 2024. CaDiCaL 2.0. In Computer Aided
Verification (CAV), 133–152. LNCS 14681.
Brázdil, T.; Chatterjee, K.; Chmelı́k, M.; Fellner, A.; and
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A Details of the Encoding
A.1 Acyclicity Constraints
The challenge in encoding Hitori for a SAT/SMT solver lies in the connectivity constraints. The general strategy is to add
constraints whose satisfaction implies the existence of a spanning tree of all unshaded squares. Each square—except a designated
root—is equipped with a parent link, which the solver causes to point to the square’s parent in the spanning tree. These links
should form no cycles. We could let each link be a non-negative integer-valued variable. The root would be numbered 0, while
every other unshaded square would have to point to an unshaded square with a smaller integer value. This, however, is not very
efficient. Instead, we adopt an approach based on (Brock-Nannestad 2018), whose main ideas we summarize here. (More details
and proofs are found in (Brock-Nannestad 2018).)

Consider the cycles below. As we go around them in clockwise fashion, we encounter four and eight turns, respectively.

We identify these turns by the directions before and after the turn. We focus on two types of turns: up-then-right (marked by
orange circles) and right-then-up (marked by green squares). We call these turns notable. In the cycle on the left, there is one
up-then-right turn and no right-then-up turns. In the cycle on the right, there are two turns of the first type and one turn of the
second. In general, in every cycle there is always one more up-then-right turn than there are right-then-up turns. So, the number
of notable turns is always odd. Moreover, the difference between the numbers of notable turns of the two types is always 0 or 1
along the cycle and is 1 over one lap. Hence, we can track this difference with just one bit.

To convert this idea into constraints for a SAT solver, we associate one Boolean variable to each square of the grid. We impose
the constraint that, if the cycle turns up-then-right or right-then-up in that square, the turn-tracking variable of this square must
have opposite value to that of its predecessor along the path. In the remaining 10 ways in which the cycle goes through a square,
the turn-tracking variable must have the same value as the variable from the predecessor square. The turn-tracking variables of
the shaded squares may take arbitrary values.

The chain of constraints around a cycle forces the turn tracking bit to change an odd number of times. This means that the
parity constraints around a cycle are unsatisfiable. Hence, there are no cycles.

A.2 The Encoding
We detail how to model a Hitori puzzle for a SAT solver. For an m×n grid, with square (0, 0) in the top-left corner, we associate
six Boolean variables to each square of the grid.
• ci,j : if it is true, then square (i, j) is unshaded; otherwise, it is shaded.
• hi,j,1 and hi,j,0: they encode the horizontal parent link according to the following scheme:

– (⊥,⊥): no horizontal link
– (⊥,⊤): the horizontal link points right
– (⊤,⊤): the horizontal link points left
– (⊤,⊤): forbidden

• vi,j,1 and vi,j,0: they encode the vertical parent link according to the following scheme:
– (⊥,⊥): no vertical link
– (⊥,⊤): the vertical link points up
– (⊤,⊥): the vertical link points down
– (⊤,⊤): forbidden

• pi,j : the turn parity of square (i, j) that is discussed in Section A.1.
We also need a single Boolean variable, r, to select the root of the tree. Let’s start with the constraints on the c variables.
• If squares (i, j) and (k, ℓ) in the same row (i.e., i = k) or column (i.e., j = ℓ) of the grid contain the same symbol, at least one

of them must be shaded: ¬ci,j ∨ ¬ck,ℓ.
• No two shaded squares should share a side: if squares (i, j) and (k, ℓ) are neighbors, ci,j ∨ ck,ℓ.
If these constraints on the c variables are satisfied, but the constraints on the remaining variables are ignored, we get a weak
solution. In a weak solution, the unshaded squares may form more than one connected region.

For the constraints on the h and v variables, we need to distinguish three cases: The shaded squares, the root of the spanning
tree, and the other unshaded squares. The h, v, and p variables of the shaded squares are unconstrained. Every unshaded
square that is not the root must have exactly one outgoing edge, pointing to its parent in the tree. In addition, if the horizontal
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Figure 3: Possible values of the p variables of a puzzle. The root of the spanning tree is Square (0, 1).

parent pointer of unshaded square (i, j) points left, then j > 0 should hold and ci,j−1 should be ⊤. Likewise for the other
three directions. Finally, two unshaded squares should not point at each other. (These “short loops” are not prevented by the p
variables.)

The root of the tree can be confined to the first two squares of the first row, because no two adjacent squares can both be
shaded. One Boolean variable, r, is used to let the SAT solver decide where the root will be. We stipulate that r is true if the root
is (0, 1) and false if the root is (0, 0). Then, if r is true, then c0,1 is true, and if r is false, then c0,0 is true.

As discussed in Appendix A.1, the variable pi,j , should switch value whenever the loop takes an up-then-right or right-then-up
turn. The particular values of the p variables are not important: only their relations to the neighboring variables if they belong to
unshaded cells.

The constraint on the p variables at square (i, j) have the following form: “If there is an incoming edge from above, and an
outgoing edge to the left, then pi,j and pi−1,j should be the same. There are 12 possible combinations of incoming and outgoing
edges to consider, some of which may not be possible near the boundaries of the grid. As an example, consider this fragment of
grid:

(i, j) (i, j + 1)

(i+ 1, j)

For these values of the c, h, and v variables, the constraint on the p variables should be,

(pi,j ̸= pi+1,j) ∧ (pi,j+1 = pi,j) .

Suppose up(i, j) is a function of the h and v variables that is true if, and only if, the arrow from square (i, j) points up. Likewise,
for right(i, j). We need the constraints,

(up(i+ 1, j) ∧ right(i, j))→ pi,j ̸= pi+1,j

(right(i, j) ∧ right(i, j + 1))→ pi,j+1 = pi,j .

For a puzzle with m = 4, n = 5, Figure 3 shows a possible spanning tree. The arrows describe the values of the h and v
variables. Each arrow is colored according the value of the square’s p variable: red means true and teal means false.

B Algorithm
The pseudocode for our proof staging algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1. The inputs are the conjunction of the weak constraints,
f , and the blocking clause b that negates the unique solution to the strong constraints. The literals of this clause are the negations
of the subgoals.

An explanation for the puzzle solution is an explanation of each subgoal. Hence, the while loop produces an explanation for
one of them at each iteration.

In a given iteration, the subgoals are divided into those that, at this stage, admit a weak proof, and those that do not. if the
first class is not empty, the subgoal to be explained is one with a resolution proof of minimum length. Otherwise, a connectivity
argument is required for all remaining subgoals.

The explanation of resolution proofs is delegated to the LLM. The pictures, in our prototype, are deemed to be self-evident.
This is sometimes not fully justified. A more refined implementation will ask the user whether the implications that led to the
proof by picture need to be further explained.

Once a subgoal has been explained, the unit clause that asserts it is conjoined with f . As a result, some of the remaining
subgoals may get shorter weak proofs. Some other subgoals that had no weak proof may get one.



Algorithm 1: EXPLAINHITORISOLUTION(f , b)

1 subgoals← EXTRACTSUBGOALSFROMBLOCKINGCLAUSE(b)
2 while subgoals are not empty do
3 foreach subgoal in subgoals do
4 weak proof←WEAKSOLVER(f ∧ ¬subgoal)
5 if weak proof exists then
6 Rank subgoal by SIZE(weak proof)
7 else
8 Mark subgoal as requiring strong proof

9 next subgoal← SELECTSUBGOALWITHSMALLESTPROOF()
10 if next subgoal requires strong proof then
11 DISPLAYPROOFBYPICTURE(next subgoal, f)
12 else
13 EXPLAINPROOFINTEXT(next subgoal,weak proof)
14 APPLYDEDUCTION(f , next subgoal)
15 Remove next subgoal from subgoals

a a

a a a a a

a b a b a

b

a

b

Figure 4: A few tricks of the trade.

C Additional Hitori Lemmas
Besides the Sandwich lemma and the Unshaded Neighbor lemma, the “tricks” of Figure 4 are popular with Hitori solvers. In
each case, reversing the shading of a cell marked as either shaded or unshaded leads to immediate violation of the rules. The
first two tricks apply to corners of the grid because their inferences come from preventing the trapping of the corner square. For
example, if r1c1 and r1c2, in the top-left corner, contain the same symbol, shading r2c1 would cause the other neighbor of
r1c1 to be shaded as well, trapping r1c1. The others apply everywhere in the grid. The pattern at the bottom right in Figure 4
could be applied to explain why r1c2 and r2c3 in Section F of this appendix must be left unshaded (with a = b = 3).

D Prompts
Prompt used for “partial-state” examples can be found in Figure 5. Recall that in “partial-state” examples, we only show history
relevant to the task at hand. In order to get the prompt used for “full-state”, we mention all the states prior, regardless of it finds
use in solving the local step.

E Annotation Results
The authors served as annotators for assessing the LLM’s translation of Z3 proofs into natural language. In this section, we
disclose additional statistics gathered from our annotations. In order to conduct this study, we collapse our Likert scale into just 3
divisions - agree, neutral, disagree.

E.1 Annotator Agreements
Outlined in Table 4.

E.2 Descriptive Statistics of Annotations
In this section, we share average annotator results across multiple dimensions, for “full”, “partial” and combined states - as
provided in prompts (Tables 5, 6, 7). Our scale goes from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Generally, higher scores



1 Look at the following step taken from a Z3 proof of a Hitori puzzle’s solution.
2
3 ‘‘‘text
4 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_05 c02_05)) (asserted (not c01_05)) c02_05)
5 ‘‘‘
6
7 We obtain the meaning of the clauses as follows:
8
9 ‘‘‘text

10 Reasons for the clauses in the proof
11 (or c01_05 c02_05): r1c5 and r2c5 cannot both be shaded because they share an edge
12 ‘‘‘
13
14 Before this step, the cell ‘r1c5‘ was shaded.
15
16 After this step, the cell ‘r2c5‘ was left unshaded.
17
18 You could explain this to a human in the following way:
19
20 ‘‘‘text
21 r1c5 and r2c5 share an edge. Hence, they cannot both be shaded. Since r1c5 is already

shaded, r2c5 is left unshaded.
22 ‘‘‘
23
24 Similarly, we can look at another step taken from a Z3 proof of a Hitori puzzle’s

solution.
25
26 ‘‘‘text
27 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c01_07) (not c07_07)))
28 (asserted c07_07)
29 (not c01_07))))
30 (unit-resolution a!1 (asserted c01_07) false))
31 ‘‘‘
32
33 We obtain the meaning of the clauses as follows:
34
35 ‘‘‘text
36 Reasons for the clauses in the proof
37 c07_07: r7c7 has identical neighbors in its column
38 (or (not c01_07) (not c07_07)): r1c7 and r7c7 cannot both be unshaded because they

have the same symbol
39 ‘‘‘

Figure 5: “Partial-State” Prompt - Part 1

indicate better LLM generation, except for the dimension “Falsities”, where the lower score is better.



Table 4: Cohen’s Kappa (κ) agreement reported on annotator’s assessment of the LLM responses’ correctness.

Annotator Pair 1 (Trivial) Annotator Pair 2 (Complex)

Full-State 0.55 0.63
Partial-State 0.27 0.57

Overall 0.42 0.60

Table 5: Average ratings as assigned by annotator pairs, across different dimensions. These are ratings for the “full-state” and
“partial-state” settings combined.

Dimension Annotator Pair 1 (Trivial) Annotator Pair 2 (Complex)

Annotator 1 Annotator 2 Annotator 1 Annotator 2

Correctness 2.6 3.56 4.52 4.36
Relevance 3.00 4.88 4.92 4.28

Completeness 3.48 4.88 4.72 4.28
Falsities 3.40 1.68 1.56 1.60
Clarity 3.88 4.80 4.36 4.20

Consciseness 3.84 4,28 4.56 1.96

F Complete explanation of the Hitori puzzle from Figure 1

To illustrate the potential of our approach in explaining Hitori puzzles, consider the 5×5 puzzle shown in Figure 1, along with
its solution. Since this puzzle has a unique solution, asking Z3 to prove its uniqueness yields explanations for the shading and
unshading decisions. However, the corresponding resolution proof is 82,438 characters long, making it infeasible to understand
either manually or directly via an LLM. Consequently, users of our tool begin by interactively querying the first logical step in
the puzzle.

A commonly useful pattern in a Hitori grid is the sandwich, where a symbol is surrounded—either horizontally or vertically—
by two identical symbols. One of these two identical symbols must be shaded, which forces the sandwiched symbol to remain
unshaded due to adjacency constraints. In our example, there are five sandwiched squares (notably, r3c4 is sandwiched both
horizontally and vertically). We begin by examining the tool-generated explanation for r1c4, a representative sandwich case.
The explanations in this section were generated using ChatGPT-4o.
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1
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Z3 Proof for r1c4 unshaded:
1 c01_04

LLM Explanation: This cell lies between two identical numbers (3s) in its row. According to the Sandwich Lemma, if two
identical numbers are separated by exactly one cell, that middle cell must be unshaded. Shading it would allow both 3s on either
side to remain unshaded, violating the Uniqueness Rule. Therefore, (1,4) must be unshaded.

The explanations for other sandwiched cells—r3c2, r3c4, and r4c5—follow similar reasoning and are omitted for brevity.
Their positions are highlighted in Figure 6(a).

We now move on to reasoning that involves longer chains of logical consequences rather than local sandwich structures. The
next two cases, r1c2 (Figure 6(b)) and r2c3 (Figure 6(c)), illustrate how contradictions emerge from assuming a cell is shaded.



Table 6: Average ratings as assigned by annotator pairs, across different dimensions. These are ratings for “partial-state” settings
combined.

Dimension Annotator Pair 1 (Trivial) Annotator Pair 2 (Complex)

Annotator 1 Annotator 2 Annotator 1 Annotator 2

Correctness 2.76 3.72 4.60 4.20
Relevance 2.92 4.92 4.92 3.88

Completeness 2.92 5.00 4.68 4.36
Falsities 3.24 1.72 1.48 1.88
Clarity 3.88 4.76 4.60 4.04

Consciseness 3.88 4.60 4.76 1.80

Table 7: Average ratings as assigned by annotator pairs, across different dimensions. These are ratings for “full-state” settings
combined.

Dimension Annotator Pair 1 (Trivial) Annotator Pair 2 (Complex)

Annotator 1 Annotator 2 Annotator 1 Annotator 2

Correctness 2.44 3.40 4.44 4.52
Relevance 3.08 4.84 4.92 4.68

Completeness 4.04 4.76 4.76 4.20
Falsities 3.56 1.64 1.64 1.32
Clarity 3.88 4.84 4.12 4.36

Consciseness 3.80 3.96 4.36 2.12
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Z3 Proof for r1c2 unshaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c02_02) (not c02_05)))

2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_02 c02_02))

3 (asserted (not c01_02))

4 c02_02)

5 (not c02_05)))

6 (a!2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c01_03) (not c01_05)))

7 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_02 c01_03))

8 (asserted (not c01_02))

9 c01_03)

10 (not c01_05))))

11 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_05 c02_05)) a!1 a!2 false))

LLM Explanation: This cell must be unshaded. If r1c2 were shaded, then:

• r1c3 would have to be unshaded to satisfy the Separation Rule.
• But r1c3 and r1c5 have the same symbol (3), so both cannot remain unshaded. This forces r1c5 to be shaded.
• Similarly, shading r1c2 forces r2c2 to be unshaded due to adjacency.
• Now, r2c2 and r2c5 have the same symbol (3), so one must be shaded. Since r1c5 is already shaded, r2c5 must remain

unshaded.
• This leads to r1c5 and r2c5 both being shaded and adjacent, violating the Separation Rule.

Thus, assuming r1c2 is shaded leads to a contradiction. Therefore, it must be unshaded.
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Z3 Proof for r2c3 unshaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c01_03) (not c01_05)))

2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_03 c02_03))

3 (asserted (not c02_03))

4 c01_03)

5 (not c01_05)))

6 (a!2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c02_02) (not c02_05)))

7 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c02_02 c02_03))

8 (asserted (not c02_03))

9 c02_02)

10 (not c02_05))))

11 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_05 c02_05)) a!1 a!2 false))

LLM Explanation: This cell must be unshaded. If we assume r2c3 is shaded, then:

• r2c2 must be unshaded (due to adjacency).
• But r2c2 and r2c5 contain the same symbol (3), so they can’t both be unshaded — thus, r2c5 must be shaded.
• Also, shading r2c3 forces r1c3 to be unshaded (adjacency).
• But r1c3 and r1c5 also contain the same symbol (3), so r1c5 must be shaded.
• Now both r1c5 and r2c5 are shaded, but they’re adjacent — violating the Separation Rule.

Thus, assuming r2c3 is shaded leads to a contradiction. Therefore, it must be unshaded.

Figure 6(b,c) captures these key decisions.

The sequence continues with a critical inference involving vertical duplication: if r2c3 is unshaded, then r3c3 must be
shaded. This decision cascades into further adjacency constraints on r4c3 and has wider implications for the puzzle.
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Z3 Proof for r3c3 shaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c02_03) (not c03_03)))

2 (asserted c02_03)

3 (not c03_03))))

4 (unit-resolution a!1 (asserted c03_03) false))

LLM Explanation: Cell (3,3): Shaded Reason: This cell contains the same symbol as (2,3), which has already been established
as unshaded. According to the Uniqueness Rule, two cells in the same column with the same symbol cannot both be unshaded.
So (3,3) must be shaded.
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Z3 Proof for r4c3 unshaded:
1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c03_03 c04_03)) (asserted (not c03_03)) c04_03)

LLM Explanation: Cell (4,3): Unshaded Reason: Since (3,3) is already known to be shaded, and (4,3) shares an edge with it,
the two cannot both be shaded — that would violate the Separation Rule. Therefore, (4,3) must be unshaded.

Next, we consider the case of r5c4, where a longer chain of dependencies must be resolved to avoid violating both the
Separation Rule and the Unshaded Neighbor Lemma.
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Z3 Proof for r5c4 unshaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c02_04) (not c04_04)))

2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c04_04 c05_04))

3 (asserted (not c05_04))

4 c04_04)

5 (not c02_04)))

6 (a!2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c01_03) (not c05_03)))

7 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c05_03 c05_04))

8 (asserted (not c05_04))

9 c05_03)

10 (not c01_03))))

11 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c01_05) (not c02_05)))

12 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c02_04 c02_05)) a!1 c02_05)

13 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_03 c01_05 c02_04))

14 a!2

15 a!1

16 c01_05)

17 false))

LLM Explanation: Cell (5,4): Unshaded Reason: Let’s walk through the reasoning step by step. This proof rules out the
possibility of shading cell (5,4), because doing so would cause a contradiction involving several interconnected cells and rules:

• Step 1: If (5,4) were shaded... (5,3) must be unshaded (adjacent cells cannot both be shaded — Separation Rule). But (5,3)
and (1,3) contain the same number (3), so both cannot be unshaded (Uniqueness Rule, column). Hence, (1,3) must be shaded.

• Step 2: Still assuming (5,4) is shaded... (4,4) must be unshaded (shares an edge with (5,4)). But (4,4) and (2,4) both contain
4, and so cannot both be unshaded — one of them must be shaded. Since we’re assuming (4,4) is unshaded, this forces (2,4)
to be shaded.

• Step 3: Now with (2,4) shaded... Then (2,5) must be unshaded (adjacent to shaded (2,4)). But (2,5) and (1,5) are in the same
column and contain the same number (3), so both can’t be unshaded. To fix this, we must shade (1,5).

• Step 4: Now, with (1,5) shaded and (1,3) shaded (from earlier), consider (1,4)... Cell (1,4) must have at least one unshaded
neighbor (due to the Unshaded Neighbor Lemma). But its neighbors are (1,3), (1,5), and (2,4) — all of which we’ve forced to
be shaded. This violates the Unshaded Neighbor Lemma, creating a contradiction.

Conclusion: Assuming (5,4) is shaded leads to a cascade of forced decisions that eventually violate the Unshaded Neighbor
Lemma at (1,4). Thus, (5,4) must be unshaded.

The cell r2c1 demonstrates how assumptions about shading can violate the connectivity of unshaded cells—a key constraint
in Hitori.
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Z3 Proof for r2c1 unshaded:
1 Step 11. Connectedness lost if r2c1 is shaded

2 ASCII grid:

3 . . x . .

4 x . . . x

5 . . X . .

6 . x - x .

7 x - - - x

LLM Explanation: Cell (2,1): Unshaded Reason: If (2,1) were shaded, it would disconnect the unshaded cells into two
separate groups — violating the Connectivity Rule.
The ASCII grid shows this clearly:

• Cells marked with . form one connected component of unshaded cells.
• Cells marked with - form another, unreachable from the first if (2,1) is shaded.
• Cells marked with x are shaded as a result of the assumption that (2,1) is shaded.

Since unshaded cells must remain part of a single connected area, shading (2,1) is not allowed. Therefore, (2,1) must be
unshaded.

The logical consequences of the above steps affect several additional cells. We briefly note that the proofs for r2c2, r1c1,
and r1c3 rely on similar connectivity arguments and are omitted here.

We now turn to the region involving r1c5 and its adjacent cells, showing how shading propagates under the Uniqueness and
Separation constraints.
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Z3 Proof for r1c5 shaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c01_03) (not c01_05)))

2 (asserted c01_03)

3 (not c01_05))))

4 (unit-resolution a!1 (asserted c01_05) false))

LLM Explanation: Cell (1,5): Shaded Reason: Cells (1,3) and (1,5) are in the same row and contain the same number (3).
Since (1,3) is already known to be unshaded, (1,5) must be shaded to avoid violating the Uniqueness Rule.
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Z3 Proof for r2c5 unshaded:
1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_05 c02_05)) (asserted (not c01_05)) c02_05)

LLM Explanation: Cell (2,5): Unshaded Reason: (1,5) is already shaded, and (2,5) shares an edge with it. According to
the Separation Rule, adjacent cells cannot both be shaded. Therefore, (2,5) must be unshaded.
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Z3 Proof for r5c3 shaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c01_03) (not c05_03)))

2 (asserted c01_03)

3 (not c05_03))))

4 (unit-resolution a!1 (asserted c05_03) false))

LLM Explanation: Cell (5,3): Shaded Reason: Cells (1,3) and (5,3) are in the same column and contain the same number
(3). Since (1,3) is unshaded, (5,3) must be shaded to preserve the Uniqueness Rule.

This implies further decisions on cells adjacent to r5c3, as shown below.
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Z3 Proof for r5c2 unshaded:
1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or c05_02 c05_03)) (asserted (not c05_03)) c05_02)

LLM Explanation: Cell (5,2): Unshaded Reason: (5,3) is known to be shaded, and (5,2) is adjacent to it. To avoid two
shaded cells sharing an edge, (5,2) must be unshaded.
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Z3 Proof for r5c5 shaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c05_02) (not c05_05)))

2 (asserted c05_02)

3 (not c05_05))))

4 (unit-resolution a!1 (asserted c05_05) false))

LLM Explanation: Cell (5,5): Shaded Reason: Cells (5,2) and (5,5) are in the same row and both contain the number 2.
Since (5,2) has been determined to be unshaded, (5,5) must be shaded to comply with the Uniqueness Rule.

As this region stabilizes, we return to the consequences for r4c4 and the subsequent shading of r2c4.
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Z3 Proof for r4c4 unshaded:
1 (unit-resolution (unit-resolution (asserted (or c04_04 c05_03 c05_05))

2 (asserted (not c05_03))

3 (asserted (not c05_05))

4 c04_04)

5 (asserted (not c04_04)) false)

LLM Explanation: Cell (4,4): Unshaded Reason: Cell (5,4) must have at least one unshaded neighbor (by the Unshaded
Neighbor Lemma). However, (5,3) and (5,5) are both shaded, leaving only (4,4) as a potential neighbor. Therefore,
(4,4) must be unshaded to satisfy this requirement.
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Z3 Proof for r2c4 shaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c02_04) (not c04_04)))

2 (asserted c04_04)

3 (not c02_04))))

4 (unit-resolution a!1 (asserted c02_04) false))

LLM Explanation: Cell (2,4): Shaded Reason: This cell contains the same symbol (4) as (4,4), and both are in the same
column. Since (4,4) has already been determined to be unshaded, (2,4) must be shaded to satisfy the Uniqueness Rule —
no duplicate numbers unshaded in a column.

To maintain neighbor connectivity, r3c5 must be unshaded.
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Z3 Proof for r3c5 unshaded:
1 (unit-resolution (unit-resolution (asserted (or c01_05 c02_04 c03_05))

2 (asserted (not c01_05))

3 (asserted (not c02_04))

4 c03_05)

5 (asserted (not c03_05)) false)

LLM Explanation: Cell (3,5): Unshaded Reason: To satisfy the Unshaded Neighbor Lemma, cell (2,5) must have at least
one unshaded neighbor. But: (1,5) is shaded, (2,4) is shaded (as just established), So the only candidate left is (3,5). To
preserve the rule that every cell has at least one unshaded neighbor, (3,5) must be unshaded.

Finally, we address the remaining dependencies around column 1. The following inferences determine the status of r4c2 and
eventually resolve r5c1.
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Z3 Proof for r4c2 unshaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (unit-resolution (asserted (or c04_02 c05_01 c05_03))

2 (asserted (not c05_03))

3 (or c04_02 c05_01))

4 (asserted (not c04_02))

5 c05_01))

6 (a!2 (unit-resolution (unit-resolution (asserted (or c02_02

7 c03_01

8 c03_03

9 c04_02))

10 (asserted (not c02_02))

11 (asserted (not c03_03))

12 (or c03_01 c04_02))

13 (asserted (not c04_02))

14 c03_01)))

15 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c03_01) (not c05_01))) a!1 a!2 false))

LLM Explanation: Cell (4,2): Unshaded Reason: Let’s unpack the chain of reasoning that forces (4,2) to be unshaded:
Context: The goal is to avoid violating the Unshaded Neighbor Lemma and the Uniqueness Rule. We’re assuming (4,2) is
shaded and showing this leads to a contradiction.

• Step 1: Impact on (5,2)’s neighborhood If (4,2) is shaded, then in order to satisfy the Unshaded Neighbor Lemma
at (5,2), either (5,1) or (5,3) must be unshaded. But (5,3) is already known to be shaded, so (5,1) must be
unshaded.

• Step 2: Impact on (3,2)’s neighborhood Still assuming (4,2) is shaded, to ensure (3,2) has an unshaded neighbor,
one of the following must be unshaded: (2,2) (already known to be shaded), (3,1), (3,3) (already shaded), or (4,2)
(assumed shaded). This forces (3,1) to be unshaded.

• Step 3: Conflict in column 1 Now we’ve concluded: (5,1) is unshaded (from Step 1), (3,1) is unshaded (from Step 2),
But they both contain the same number (4) and lie in the same column. This violates the Uniqueness Rule, which forbids
duplicate unshaded symbols in a column. Contradiction.

Conclusion: Assuming (4,2) is shaded leads to a contradiction involving neighbor requirements and column uniqueness.
Therefore, (4,2) must be unshaded.

A different explanation for r4c2 would note that shading it disconnects the left and right sides of the grid. Our program,
however, currently prefers weak proofs like the one above, whenever they are available.
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Z3 Proof for r5c1 shaded:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not c03_01) (not c05_01)))

2 (asserted c03_01)

3 (not c05_01))))

4 (unit-resolution a!1 (asserted c05_01) false))

LLM Explanation: Cell (5,1): Shaded Reason: Cells (3,1) and (5,1) are in the same column and both contain the same
number (4). Since (3,1) is already confirmed as unshaded, (5,1) must be shaded to satisfy the Uniqueness Rule.

G Futoshiki

We give here an example of the promising preliminary results for puzzle genres other than Hitori that were mentioned in
Section 5.3. Futoshiki is a number-placement puzzle played on an n× n grid that initially contains some (given) numbers and
some inequality signs. The objective is to complete a Latin square with the numbers 1 to n so that the inequalities are satisfied.
As usual with pencil puzzles, a well-formed Futoshiki puzzle has a unique solution. Deciding whether a Futoshiki puzzle has a
solution is NP-complete (by reduction from completion of partial Latin squares). Below is a small (4× 4) puzzle alongside its
solution.
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3
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1 2 3 4

<

< <

<

<

<

1 3 1

2

3

4

1 2 3 4

<
< <

<

<

<

4 2 1 3

1 3 4 2

2 4 3 1

3 1 2 4

The easier starting point for the solution of this puzzle is Row 1. Only 2 and 4 remain to be placed, and the inequality
determines their positions. It is also easy to see that, in Column 4, the 1 must go in Row 3. The next step is the key one. One
observes that anything but a 2 in r3c1 would force three numbers that are at least 3 in Row 3. The resolution proof produced by
Z3 for this step and its interpretation by ChatGPT o4 are shown below.
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Z3 Proof for r3c1 = 2:
1 (let ((a!1 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not x_1_1_4) (not x_3_1_4)))

2 (asserted x_1_1_4)

3 (not x_3_1_4)))

4 (a!3 (unit-resolution (asserted (or x_3_1_3 (not x_3_1_2)))

5 (asserted x_3_1_2)

6 x_3_1_3))

7 (a!4 (unit-resolution (asserted (or x_3_3_3 (not x_4_3_2)))

8 (unit-resolution (asserted (or x_1_3_2 x_4_3_2))

9 (asserted (not x_1_3_2))

10 x_4_3_2)

11 x_3_3_3))

12 (a!5 (unit-resolution (asserted (or x_1_2_3 x_3_2_3 (not x_1_2_2) (not x_3_2_2)))

13 (asserted x_3_2_2)

14 (asserted x_1_2_2)

15 (asserted (not x_1_2_3))

16 x_3_2_3)))

17 (let ((a!2 (unit-resolution (asserted (or x_3_1_4 x_3_3_4 (not x_3_1_3) (not x_3_3_3)))

18 a!1

19 (or x_3_3_4 (not x_3_1_3) (not x_3_3_3))))

20 (a!6 (unit-resolution (asserted (or x_3_1_4 x_3_2_4 (not x_3_1_3) (not x_3_2_3)))

21 a!1

22 a!5

23 (or x_3_2_4 (not x_3_1_3)))))

24 (unit-resolution (asserted (or (not x_3_2_4) (not x_3_3_4)))

25 (unit-resolution a!2 a!3 a!4 x_3_3_4)

26 (unit-resolution a!6 a!3 x_3_2_4)

27 false)))

LLM Explanation: This proof shows that r3c1 must be exactly 2. Here’s why:

• r1c1 is already 4 (given), so r3c1 cannot also be 4 due to column uniqueness.
• Suppose r3c1 is 3. Then r2c1 must be less than 3 (to satisfy the inequality r2c1 < r3c1), so say r2c1 = 1 or 2.
• But now, due to the inequality r3c2 > r2c2, r3c2 must be at least 3. Meanwhile, r1c2 is 2 (given), so r3c2 must be

greater than 2 to avoid duplication in the column. So r3c2 must be at least 3.
• These constraints together force both r3c2 and r3c3 to be at least 4.
• But that would place the number 4 in both r3c2 and r3c3, violating the Futoshiki rule that each number must appear

exactly once in a row.

Thus, assuming r3c1 = 3 leads to a contradiction. Since values 1 and 4 are already excluded for r3c1, it must be 2.

The prompt used to obtain this explanation included, beside the resolution proof, an explanation of the encoding, stating that
x i j k is true if, and only if, ricj is at least k, and a few clauses annotated with their role in the encoding. For example,
the prompt explains that (or x 3 1 4 x 3 3 4 (not x 3 1 3) (not x 3 3 3)) encodes the constraint that r3c1 and
r3c3 cannot both be 3. This puzzle is simple enough that the LLM could solve it without recourse to the Z3 proofs. However, it
could not satisfactorily explain the solution by itself.



1
2 Before this step, the cell ‘r7c7‘ was unshaded
3
4 After this step, the cell ‘r1c7‘ was shaded.
5
6 You could explan this to a human in the following way:
7
8 ‘‘‘text
9 r1c7 and r7c7 are in the same column, and contain the same symbol. Since r7c7 is

unshaded, r1c7 must be shaded.
10 Asserting that r1c7 is unshaded leads to a contradiction. Hence, r1c7 has to be shaded.
11 ‘‘‘
12
13
14 Here is another example step taken from a Z3 proof of a Hitori puzzle’s solution:
15
16 ‘‘‘text
17 (unit-resolution (unit-resolution (asserted (or c04_03 c05_02 c05_04 c06_03))
18 (asserted (not c04_03))
19 (asserted (not c05_02))
20 (asserted (not c05_04))
21 c06_03)
22 (asserted (not c06_03))
23 false)
24 ‘‘‘
25
26 We obtain the meaning of the clauses as follows:
27
28 ‘‘‘text
29 Reasons for the clauses in the proof
30 (or c04_03 c05_02 c05_04 c06_03): r5c3 must have an unshaded neighbor
31 ‘‘‘
32
33 Before this step, the cells ‘r4c3‘, ‘r5c2‘, ‘r5c4‘ were unshaded.
34
35 After this step, the cell ‘r6c3‘ was left unshaded.
36
37 You could explain this to a human in the following way:
38
39 ‘‘‘text
40 Since the other 3 neighbors of r5c3 are already shaded, if we shaded r6c3, r5c3 would be

trapped by shaded cells.
41 This would prevent r5c3 from being connected to other cells as per Hitori rules.
42 Hence r6c3 must be left unshaded.
43 ‘‘‘

Figure 5: “Partial-State” Prompt - Part 2



1
2
3
4 Now, look at the following step taken from a Z3 proof of a Hitori puzzle’s solution.
5
6 ‘‘‘text
7 {z3}
8 ‘‘‘
9

10 Remember, ‘ci_j‘ means cell[i,j] must be unshaded.
11 Conversely, ‘not ci_j‘ means cell[i,j] must be shaded.
12
13 We obtain the meaning of the clauses as follows:
14
15 ‘‘‘text
16 {solver_explanation}
17 ‘‘‘
18
19 {shaded_cells_message}
20 {unshaded_cells_message}
21
22 After this step, the cell ‘{target}‘ was {value}.
23
24 Prepare an explanation for this step that would be understandable to a human.

Figure 5: “Partial-State” Prompt - Part 3

(a) Deciding r1c4—r4c5. (b) Deciding Cell r1c2 (c) Deciding Cell r2c3

Figure 6: Stepwise justification of key shading and unshading decisions in the Hitori puzzle (1).



(a) Deciding r3c3. (b) Deciding Cell r4c3 (c) Deciding Cell r5c4

Figure 7: Stepwise justification of key shading and unshading decisions in the Hitori puzzle (2).

(a) Deciding r1c5. (b) Deciding Cell r2c5 (c) Deciding Cell r5c3

Figure 8: Stepwise justification of key shading and unshading decisions in the Hitori puzzle (3).



(a) Deciding r4c2. (b) Deciding Cell r3c1 (c) Deciding Cell r5c1

Figure 9: Stepwise justification of key shading and unshading decisions in the Hitori puzzle (4).


