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Dear M\ €]arhw,
@ fo v e lhmnl yuu_fﬂv gsending me your
paperes o Yesy Lothink ditids a Ffresh approach, and well
wurth'publiﬁhiﬁg, thnuqh w1th Qe O twm-am&nﬂmawtﬁﬂ_

) You e ed tm~ﬁ aand LhP drqumwﬁt ﬁn p-¢ @ 3«11,.t RO
people will snipe mt vou for failing to observe the
distinction hetween syntactic statements coded into
Gddel numbears and ﬁemanﬁic~ﬁtatamenta”abmut them.

Thw nnxmal 101mu3at1nr of the Géddelian Formula, G,
ie not in terms of G itself, but-the Gddel number of G,
which T shall type with a lower case g. Standardly 1% is
a numerical formala «Ca)Prix,g), where. g is the GBdel .
number of that particular formula, and X ranges over
GBdel numbers of sequences of well-formed formulas,
which I shall refer to as ¥, and Pr is a dyadic predlcate
whieh holdg -just in case that X is a proof sequence whose
last well-=formed formula is G.) That is, Pr(x,g) is a
predicate asserting:a relation between numbers, while
vour Dem is a predicate asserting a. ayntactic -relation
between a sequence of well-formed formulae and a ‘
particular well-formed formula. .Your Dem-is perfectly
intelligible, but some pecople will carp at the
existential quantifier (AKX}, rvanging over sequences of,
well-formed formulae, whereas if you talk only of the
coded version, in terms of GBdel numbers, 1t iz more
difficult to carp. -

The next stage, the introduction of (GG), also needs
making critic-proof. You might do it in two stages:
first replace the GB8del number with another variable ¥,

mféw)Pr<\,y)
and then explain the y as the GBdel number of the
altered Gﬁdeliaﬂ Formula in which the variable x has
been- replaced by ze : r i

: where y 19 the Gﬁdel numbw? of

'G (z/x) : Thls is rather clumsy, and it might be better

to keep the wariable x in the final G.and have the new

aquantified Varlable, z, at the cutset. --In that case you
would introduce (G% ) as 3 2 i :



jzaPr{a,y), where v is the GBdel numbsr of
PO, gy, which g of course, G itselfy
vom which it Ffollows that v o= g.

-+

Ymu tlhen will weed some argument to show that the wedx-— Qﬁiﬁﬁ“u{

e spune L AR P e, gy Dieee 03P dr,y) with g
unh%f1iutﬂd for vl dis eguivalsnt tm SraPrOx, gy and has
the same trutb-value whern giver the intended
interpreatabtion, in the maturals vumkbers.  This again is
tecd ouwsly Tobvifus okt needs eped Ting outy m@mauﬁm thie
G8Bdel coding iz purely syntactie, and the G834

number of two formulae diffeéring only in a bound variable
will none the lesgs -be dlfferent. ‘ Y @ v

As always in»dealing with*GGdéi*a theorem, there -
ig a problem of the wood and the trees. Your account is
easier to follow, ‘and pecple could well be confused by my
excessive ‘detail.  You might .either put ‘scme of my ;
version as a gloss after your version (this is why I have
used Pr instead of your .Dem): or you might keep your.
version in the main text,»and put an expanded version in
an Appendix.‘ ‘ » e

Tt might be worth also giving an/informal arvgument
for your (GG):»if-it could be demonsgtrated that. there is
no demonstration of G, that w@ulﬁ‘constitute a formal
proof (in the relevant system) of “there is no a
demonstration of G', 1.ev of G itself; 'and 1f we cauld
prove G, we should thereby have proved that G was
unprovable, and hence that the whole: system was
inconsiqtent"

Yours sincerely,

o BT R

TiddR.sLiuecas.

FE I glanaad at @y papar o Basse 1F I cosuld fing Fap wou
the exact reference to the passage quoted by Slezak in
your note 3, but my eye did not light on it, and I could
not ‘gparesthe time to look.through it properly. It may
be in my The FEreedom of the Will, Oxford, 1970, in which
I expanded the argument, and tried to note and meet the
objectionsg I had by then come across. But time presgses.
J o RaoLis




