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ℒ⋆ = ⟨L = ⟨A, G⟩, I⟩ + AxAI



But first, HyperGrader 
releases & help …

?
RipsSaysNo imbroglio.

Cheaters Never Prosper — again.
A Mighty Arturo setup.

⋮



Required:  April 27 now …



Fun Times @ 
Penn

“Proving that God exists 
is no harder than proving 
that 2+2=4 from PA.”
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• Brief Preliminaries (e.g. the propositional 
calculus & FOL)
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• Could a Finite Machine Match Gödel’s 
Greatness?
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A Victorious Gödelian Variant?

∀R(Pos(R) → ¬Pos(R̄))

∀R, R′￼[Pos(R) ∧ □ ∀x(R(x) → R′￼(x))] → Pos(R′￼)]

Pos(NE)

Intelligently extracted from Gödel/Benzmüller’s A1; F1a from Oppy.

Gödel/Benzmüller’s A2; F2 from Oppy.

∀R[Pos!(R) ↔ Pos(ER)]

∀R[Pos!(R) → □ ∃xER(x)]
Theorem 5 — welcome-weak? — from Oppy:

N2 (Necessary existence is positive):

Def  of strongly positive:



Variant:  Positive to Great-making
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Intelligently extracted from Gödel/Benzmüller’s A1; F1a from Oppy.

Gödel/Benzmüller’s A2; F2 from Oppy.
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