
Rebuilding the Foundations of Math via 
(the “Theory”) ZFC;

ZFC to Axiomatized Arithmetic 
(the “Theories” BA and PA)

Rensselaer AI & Reasoning (RAIR) Lab
Department of Cognitive Science
Department of Computer Science

Lally School of Management & Technology
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute (RPI)

Troy, New York 12180 USA

IFLAI1
3/25/2021

Selmer Bringsjord



Questions?

AI in weapons …

The technical paper ...

https://www.insidehighered.com/audio/2021/03/22/ethical-ai
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2102.09343.pdf


Reviewing the situation 
…
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Selmer, what’s this open wff concept?

This says what?

That 2 multiplied by some number yields 4.
But this is very specific:  the successor 
of the successor of zero is specifically 2.

Here then is the general case with an “open” wff:

We’ve already seen it in our coverage of ZFC.

This open wff        expresses the arithmetic property ‘even.’�(x)
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