
8. I imagine someone asking my advice; he says: "I have constructed 
a proposition (1 will use 'P' to designate it) in Russell's symbolism, 
and by means of certain definitions and transformations it can be so 
interpreted that it says: 'P is not provable in Russell's system'. Must I 
not say that this proposition on the one hand is true, and on the other 
hand is unprovable? For suppose it were false; then it is true that it is 
provable. And that surely cannot bel And if it is proved, then it 
is proved that it is not provable. Thus it can only be true, but 
unprovable. " 

Just as we ask: " 'provable' in what system?", so we must also ask: 
" 'true' in what system?" 'True in Russell's system' means, as was 
said: proved in Russell's system; and 'false in Russell's system' means: 
the opposite has been proved in Russell's system.-Now what does 
your "suppose it is false" mean? In the ~ssell sense it means 'suppose 
the opposite is proved in Russell's system'; if that is your assumption, 
you will now presumably give up the interpretation that it is un-

provable. And by 'this interpretation' I understand the translation into 
this English sentence.-1f you assume that the proposition is provable 
in Russell's system, that means it'is true in the RNssell sense, and the 
interpretation "P is not provable" again has to be given up. If you 
assume that the proposition is true in the Russell sense, the same thing 
follows. Further: if the proposition is supposed to be false in some 
other than the Russell sense, then it does not contradict this for it to 
be proved in Russell's system. (What is called "losing" in chess may 
constitute winning in another game.) 
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