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Abstract

Different from the view that information is objective reality, we adopts the idea that all information
needs to be compiled by the interpreter before it can be observed. Then, the interpreter-based
information theory with its complexity is given by formula. Through the relationship between
complexity and PAC learnability, the general PAC learnability corresponding to general
complexity is derived. Then we generalize the observation process to the formal system with
functors, in which we give concrete proof of the generalized Gödel incompleteness theorem.
Finally, the Cantor set, the original Gödel incompleteness theorem, the Turing halting problem
and the EPR paradox are put into the same mathematical framework as the specific applications
of the general Gödel incompleteness theorem.

Significance Statement
PAC learnability is one of the most fundamental theories in the field of machine learning. Godel's
incompleteness theorem indicates an upper bound on the provability of formal logical systems.
Through the bridge of category theory, we reconstruct Godel's incompleteness theorem under the
learnability framework of PAC, and indicate the theoretical upper bound of generalization ability of
machine learning. And as the incompleteness theorem points out, even if machine learning
generalizes the incompleteness theorem of the system generated by the last learning, there will
be new incompleteness theorems formed from the later generalized system, so there is a
canonical non-generalizability, which tells us that the generalization process of strong AI cognition
of our experience world is never ending.

Main Text

Introduction

In computational learning theory, probably approximately correct (PAC) learning is a framework
for mathematical analysis of machine learning. It was proposed in 1984 by Leslie Valiant.(1) The
learner must be able to learn the concept given any arbitrary approximation ratio, probability of
success, or distribution of the samples.(2) An important innovation of the PAC framework is the
introduction of computational complexity theory concepts to machine learning. Nowadays, the
mainly topic about PAC learning is about PAC-Bayesian generalization for like equivariant
networks(3), offline contextual bandits(4), optimization and generalization in networks of
neurons(5), etc.. The core idea of PAC-Bayesian generalization is to set the possibility
distribution of the outcome into Bayesian possibilities, conditional probability that is not a priori
probability. PAC-Bayesian learning of optimization algorithms is a significant use of such
generalization of PAC learning.(6)
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In this paper, we will use this basic idea in the field of machine learning, PAC learning, to write
the procedure of processing an information into mathematical form. The generalization function,
the hypothesis, is considered as an interpreter and all the candidate hypotheses form the entire
interpreter space. With the probability distribution in this idea, we can combine the information
theory into this discussion and the generalization error would be the division between the
complexity under your interpreter and the complexity that the object should have as it is.

Gödel's incompleteness theorems are two theorems of mathematical logic that are concerned
with the limits of provability in formal axiomatic theories. These results, published by Kurt Gödel
in 1931(7), are important both in mathematical logic and in the philosophy of mathematics. The
theorems are widely, but not universally, interpreted as showing that Hilbert's program to find a
complete and consistent set of axioms for all mathematics is impossible.(8)

Gödel proves his first incompleteness theorem (G1) for a certain formal system P related to
Russell–Whitehead’s Principia Mathematica based on the simple theory of types over the
natural number series and the Dedekind–Peano axioms.(9) Gödel announces the second ¨
incompleteness theorem (G2) in an abstract published in October 1930: no consistency proof of
systems such as Principia, Zermelo–Fraenkel set theory, or the systems investigated by
Ackermann and von Neumann is possible by methods which can be formulated in these
systems.(10) Gödel sketches a proof of G2 and promises to provide full details in a subsequent
publication.(7) This promise is not fulfilled, and a detailed proof of G2 for first-order arithmetic
only appears in a monograph by Hilbert and Bernays (11). Abstract logic-free formulations of
Gödel’s incompleteness theorems have been given by Kleene (12) (“symmetric form”), Smullyan
(13)(“representation systems”), and others.

Different extensions and various applications of the Gödel incompleteness theorem have been
carried out for decades. Gödel’s incompleteness theorems exhibit certain weaknesses and
limitations of a given formal system. For Gödel, his incompleteness theorems ¨ indicate the
creative power of human reason. (14) Currently the mainly topics about Gödel incompleteness
theorem are discussed on representability in the field of elementary mathematics.(15)

Our goal is combining the fundamental theory of machine learning, information theory and
formal system together to achieve the proof of Gödel incompleteness theorem again but more
generally, which means we could put several different topics under the same mathematical
framework to talk about hitherto undone for the discussion of Gödel incompleteness theorem
has been restricted to the pure mathematics or just mentioned their possible relationships with
other fields briefly. The idea of introducing interpreters into the discussion of the Gödel
incompleteness theorem could be traced to representation systems (13) which use
representation theory on the formal systems to deduce the Gödel incompleteness theorem.

In this paper, an abstract functor as an interpreter is introduced as a crucial tool to observe a
certain object from a formal system. A certain proposition being provable or disprovable is
corresponding to whether it is PAC learnable or not from the perspective of an interpreter, thus
a more general framework which contains the Gödel incompleteness theorem could be built.
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Results

Complexity Measurement Based on Interpreters

System � is defined as a collection containing objects �, morphisms between objects �,
and environments (�). �: = � (�, �, �). The environment identifies the elements of the system.
Elements constitute objects. Objects and the morphisms between objects form the structure of
the system. Let the environment E be an object of a locally small category, e.g., a set, then the
system S is locally small. � is the collection of all well-constructed strings, which could be
considered as the free monoid of environment �module some construction rule � that if one
string is not well-constructed, it is seen as the empty string with length 0, i.e., the initial object
of �. Morphisms � has some certain rules to map from one object to another which is not
necessarily to be the monoid homomorphism.

Information� is defined as an object being mapped from another object by an
interpreter. Interpreter � is defined as a functor from one system S to another system C
satisfying �

�
�� and � � = �. The amount of information � is determined by both the

information itself and the interpreter. The traditional information amount is � � = log � �
where� � is the set of all possible strings with the same length of � and � � means
counting the number of elements of � � . With the interpreter the information amount
should be � �(�) = log Φ �

� �
, where � � means the set of all the possible strings that � is

interpreted as with a possibility distribution and � � means counting the number of
elements of � � . If � only has one possible interpretation, � �(�) = log � � and this will
be the biggest information amount. If � is interpreted to be all possible strings, � �(�) =
log 1 = 0 and this will be the smallest information amount, which means one gets nothing
from �(�).

More generally, let� represent the set (category, system) of all interpreters
(hypotheses, heuristic hypotheses). � is a specific interpreter (morphism, mapping, operator)
in�. Let all the information amount calculation be integrated into ℎ. The generalized
information amount � is defined as follows.

�(� ≤ � ≤ �) =
�

�

ℎ � � ���

Where � is the original object. ℎ is the interpreter. ℎ (�) is the distribution, which
means it can be normalized, as a whole. � is the independent variable of the distribution from a
cardinal category Λ. � and � are the upper and lower bounds of �. Λ is not necessarily a partial-
ordered set, but we can give it an order to get the part of information we need without loss of
generality. The complexity � of the information ℎ(�) is defined as follows:
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���������� ����: � ℎ =
�

�

� � ∙ ℎ � � � ���

��������� ����: � ℎ =
�=�

�

�� ∙ ℎ � ���

Let ℎ � be a distribution, which means it could be normalized. Then � ℎ could be
considered as a kind of expectation and � will be measurement or possibility. Then � ℎ will
satisfy all the property of expectation. Taking ℎ � as−���2 and � as �� (or �, �� if we need to
distinguish same �� = �� and � ∈ Λ) we can get the Shannon information entropy for example,
which indicates the expectation of information increase by adding a new bit, i.e., the average
information amount per bit. Our generalized complexity measurement indicates the expectation
of information increase by adding a new position of cardinal, i.e., the average information
amount per cardinal, which is in line with the Shannon entropy.

PAC learnable interpreter

We set up the learning conditions as follows:

� : = �ℎ� �������� �� ���� �� �����, �ℎ� ������ ��������

� ≔ �ℎ� ����� �� ��������� ���� �ℎ��ℎ � ��� �� ��������. � ∈ �

� ≔ �ℎ� ��� �� ��� �������� �����������. � �� �ℎ� ������ �� �

� ≔ �ℎ� ����������� �� �. �. �. � = �

�: = � (�����������) ������������ �� � ���� ��� �������� ��� �������

� : = �ℎ� ��� �� �������� ������������ (ℎ����ℎ����)

ℎ �� �ℎ� �������� ����������� (ℎ����ℎ����) �ℎ�� ℎ�� ���� �������. ℎ ∈ �

� ≔ �ℎ� ����������� �� �ℎ� �������� ���

NOTE: h is considered as an operator.

Let ��(�, �) be a procedure that draws an example �, using a probability distribution � and
gives the correct label �(�), that is 1 if � ∈ � and 0 otherwise.

E.g.

Let ℎ � = �. Let’s say � = �||� |
2
= ||�� |

2
where ∑||�� |

2
= 1 and ∑||� |

2
=

1
�
<+∞. On this condition, we can consider � as a possibility distribution.
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NOTE: We can examine learning in terms of functions or of concepts, i.e. sets i.e. interpreters.
They are equivalent, if we remember the use of characteristic functions for sets.

Now, given 0 < � , � < 1, assume there is a cognitive algorithm (a decomposition
algorithm) (an algorithm �) and a polynomial � in 1

�
, 1
�
(and other relevant parameters of the

class �) such that, given a sample of size � drawn according to EX(c, D), then, with probability of
at least 1 − �, � outputs a interpreter ℎ ∈ � that has an average error less than or equal to � on
I with the same distribution �. Further if the above statement for algorithm � is true for every
concept � ∈ � and for every distribution � over I and for all 0 < � , � < 1, then � is (efficiently)
PAC learnable (or distribution-free PAC learnable). We can also say that � is a PAC learning
algorithm for �.

Write the discussions above in formula:

� is a PAC learning algorithm for � if :

�1: ∃ ���� �������� � �. �.

ℎ � = �||� |
2
= ||�� |

2
⟺ℎ � = � �� � ����������� ������������

���

�2: � �� ������� �ℎ�� � ������� ������ �

� > � =
�� 2 ��
2�2

⇔

�3: ∀� ∈ �, ∀� ���� �, ��� ∀0 < � , � < 1 , ∃ℎ ������ �� � �. �.

� � ℎ� − � ℎ ≤ � ≥ 1 − �

⇔

�4: � �� ��� ���������.
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where the definitions:

1.

Information (of I under the interpreter h) or we can call it partial information

�ℎ{� ≤ � ≤ �} ≡ �{� ≤ � ≤ �} =
�

�

ℎ � � ���

2.

The amount of information

� = �ℎ{���� ≤ � ≤ ����} ≡ �{���� ≤ � ≤ ����} =
����

����

ℎ � � ���

3.

Complexity (of I under the interpreter h) or we can call it First-order origin (moment) complexity

� = �(�ℎ) ≡ �(ℎ) =
�

�

� ∙ ℎ � � ���

3’.

N-order origin complexity

�� = ��(�ℎ) ≡ ��(ℎ) =
�

�

�� ∙ ℎ � � ���

N-order central complexity

�� = ��(�ℎ) ≡ ��(ℎ) =
�

�

� − � � ∙ ℎ � � ���

Proof of this theorem is trivially a generalization of the original PAC learnable condition.

Define that A is general PAC (GPAC) learnable algorithm iff:

�1': ∃ ���� �������� � �. �.
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ℎ � = �||� |
2
= �'||�� |

2
⟺ℎ � =

1
�'
� �� � ����������� ������������

�ℎ��� �' = � =
����

����

ℎ � � ���

���

�2': � �� ������� �ℎ�� � ������� ������ �

� > � =
�� 2 ��
2�2

⇔

��� �3': ∀� ∈ �, ∀� ���� �, ��� ∀0 < � , � < 1 , ∃ℎ ������ �� � �. �.

� � ℎ� − � ℎ ≤ � ≥ �'(1 − �)

⇔

�4': � �� ������� ��� ���������.

In the next parts, we could mix PAC and general PAC, which is smoothly acceptable.

In fact:

�1' ⇔−∞ < � <+∞

As long as �' ≠ 0 exists, P1 is satisfied.
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Completeness of interpreter for proposition

For

X is an object from an outside system (e.g. real world).

� is an interpreter.

� is the information one cognitive system gets.

H is an operator which follows the axioms of probability.

S is the decomposition of our comprehensive (information on each eigenvector is exposed).

S is on the other hand the probability of a particle.

� is a wave function.

(�: )� ⟶ (�: )� � � ← �(: ����)

If H is general PAC learnable, we can get:

�� = � = � � 2

�� � = � = �
�

⟨�� � � �� |��⟩�

Where:

H is the space of interpreters.

I is the information (after we observe X by �).

S is a formal system, containing all the information after we decompose I by H.

� is a wave function.

� =
�1�1
�2�2
⋯

, �� ∈ ℂ, �� �� � ��� �� ������ ���ℎ����� ����� �����.

1 � = Σciei = ��� ����
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Definition of Interpreter Space H

For �� ∈ �, �� is often considered as an operator (a matrix) and � is constructed as a space. We
define � = �� �� �� ��� ���������}

1.

��, �� ∈ � ⇒ �� + �� ∈ �

Pf:

(�� + ��)|�⟩ = ��� + ���~� ��� + ���

2

��� + ��� could be considered as the distribution of the sum of two random variable.

So �� + �� is PAC learnable.

So �� + �� ∈ �.

∎

2.

�� ∈ � ⇒ ���� ∈ �

Pf:

����|�⟩ = �����~����� ���
2

���� could be considered as �� of ��� wave comes together.

So ���� is general PAC learnable.

So ���� ∈ �.

∎

3.Operator on operator is allowed.

Let B be an operation working on Ai, i.e. ��� ∈ �

So the entire space H could be described as:

Based on the axioms of H: �0 ⊆ � is inherited in H that belongs to H without calculation.

Then
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� = ���� ��0 = ���� � �0

4.Tensor Space

If ��, �� ⊆ � and �� ∧ �� = ∅, we define �� ⊗�� ∈ �⊗ is the Tensor Space of H.

�� ⊗��|�⟩ = ��� ⊗ ��� ∈ �

Definition of Formal system S

S is a system which contains all the objects mapped by ��. So the most discussion in this
part would be the definition of a system.

One system has three parts: Objects, Morphisms between objects and Environment.

System S=S(A,L,E)

Objects:= well-defined string composed by elements in Environment

For�|�⟩ = �

Well-defined rules are given by space H.

If one certain operation is allowed, this operation indicating well-defined guides how
the elements compose an object.

Morphism: = relationship between Objects. Examples:

�(�1) = {�2, �3}

Map A1, A1 � A2 = A2

Environment: = elements that could compose Objects.

Everything that could be decomposed from H and I is in the Environment.

By definition:

1.Linear

��, �� ∈ � ⇒ �� + ��� ∈ �

Pf:
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Element + and number � are components of space H.

+ , {�} ∈ �(�)

And linear operations “plus two vectors” and “times number �” are within the
operations of H.

So �� + ��� is well-defined.

So �� + ��� ∈ �

∎

2.Operator on operator is allowed.

Let B be an operation working on � ∈ �, i.e. ��� ∈ �

Then ��|�⟩ = � �� = ���

Pf:

Operator B is one component of space H and B indicates well-defined string.

So ��|�⟩ = � �� = ��� is a well-defined string in S(A,L,E).

So ��� ∈ �

So, the image space of H could be described as:

Based on the axioms of H: �0 ⊆ � is inherited in H that belongs to H without calculation. We
also have the axioms of S: �0 ⊆ � is inherited in S that �0� = �0.

Then

� = ���� ��0 = ���� � �0

�����(�) = �|� = ���� � �0

3.Tensor Space

If ��, �� ⊆ � and �� ∧ �� = ∅, we define �� ⊗�� ∈ �⊗ is the Tensor Space of H.

We have:

��⊗��|�⟩ = ��� ⊗��� ⊆ �⊗
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Pf:

⊗ this operation is allowed in H s.t, two subspace of H could be mapped to another set.
So⊗ is an element of S(E) and this link between ��� ��� ��� is well-defined.

So ��� ⊗ ��� ∈ �

So ��� ⊗��� ∈ �⊗

∎

NOTE: By definition:

For �1, �2 ∈ � � � ~�2, �1, �2 ∈ �

�1�1 + �2�2 ∈ �

We have

(�1�1 + �2�2)� = �1��1 + �2��1 = ��1�1 + ��2�2 ∈ �

Therefore, there is a bijection so that�⟷ �

BUT:

For �1, �2 ⊆ � � � ~�2, �1, �2 ⊆ �

Define¬� = �− �, ¬� = � � � − �

We have

(�1 ⊗ ¬�1 + ¬�2 ⊗�2)� = �1�¬�1 +¬�2��1 = ��1⊗ ¬�1 + � ¬�2 ⊗�2 ∈ �⊗

But

�1⊗ ¬�1 + ¬�2 ⊗�2 ∈ �⊗

⇔

∃�1, �2 ∈ � �. �. �1 ⊗�2 = �1 ⊗ ¬�1 + ¬�2 ⊗�2
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Most of the time, entangled polynomial of elements cannot be decomposed by two�1, �2 ∈ �,
in other words, �1⊗ ¬�1 + ¬�2 ⊗�2 ∈ �⊗ isn’t always right.

But ��1⊗ ¬�1 + � ¬�2 ⊗�2 ∈ �⊗ is always right.

There may not be a bijection so that�⊗ ⟷ �⊗

True propositions and False propositions

As the Equivalent Equation (3.1) said, if H is a GPAC learnable space, there exists a
correspondence between interpreter space H, formal system S and quantum systemΦ.

The H is corresponding to the proof process.

The S is containing each proposition.

SoΦ is defined to determine the “True or False”.

Define:

Proposition � ∈ � is true iff � = � � 2 has � > 0

Proposition � ∈ � is false iff � = � � 2 has � < 0

If � = � � 2 has � = 0, s is an empty proposition. And if � = � � 2 has � = ∞, then H is not
GPAC learnable, and � ∉ �.So, this definition about “True or False” is well-defined.

We call this definition the normal “True or False”. In fact, this is just one of the possible
definitions of the “True or False”. For example, �� � ≥ 0, �� � ≤ 0 , � = 0, � � ∞ could also
be a well-defined definition of the “True or False”. If we do not specially say, the normal “True
or False” is used. One can see:

� ∈ � ��� �� � �� ���� ⇒ ¬� =− � ∈ � ��� ¬� �� �����

The Space of Logic

Interpreter ℎ ∈ � is an operator working over the information I. And if there is an
operator � ∈ � � � ~�2 , we get �ℎ ∈ � which is another interpreter. This is what we’ve
discussed in the definition of H.

When we consider H is the space of all logical procedure, in other words, a proof
process, we can change the meanings of H, I and �2 corresponding to a logical system.

Let:
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I be the axioms of a calculation process, specifically, Peano Arithmetic.

� be the space of all legal logical procedure

� be all legal procedure on H forming space �2

�� can be characterized by ��0 where �0 is the axioms of�2

[i.e., �0 are the eigen vectors of the space �2.]

And �2 could also have enough eigen vector �0 �. �, ���� �0 = �2

So � = ���� �0 , �2 = ����(�0)

So, we have

� = �� = ���� �0 � = ����� �0 = ���� �0 �0�

��0 also works like the eigen vectors of S.

But as we can see next,

�⊗� = �⊗� � = ����(�0) ���� �0 ⊗ ���� �0 � = �⊗ � ≠ �⊗

Incompleteness of interpreter space for proposition space

Gödel Proposition Space ��ö���

Let’s consider an object in the tensor system �⊗:

��ö��� = �� ⊗�� + �¬� ⊗�¬�

Where �� ��� �� are two sub-system of S, which means the corresponding interpreter space
� ⊆ � and A is subspace of H while � ⊆ �2 and B is a subspace of {� � �}.

We specially command:

���� �⊗ � = �⊗

As ∀ ℎ ∈ �, ∃� ∈ � ��� � ∈ � �. �, �� = ℎ
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��ö��� is trivially well-defined.

Let’s find the corresponding tensor in �⊗:

It should look like this:

�� = �⊗�+ ¬� ⊗ ¬�

We have:

�� ∈ �⊗ ⟺ ∃�1, �2 �. �, �1 ⊗�2 = �⊗�+ ¬� ⊗ ¬�

Constructed general form：

�� = ��⊗ � + ��⊗ ¬� + � ¬� ⊗ �+ � ¬� ⊗ ¬� , �, �, �, � ∈ �

If �� ∈ �⊗, which needs to satisfy:

Δ = � �
� � = �� − �� = 0

When� and ¬�, � and ¬� are all linear independent, in other words �⊗ � and
¬� ⊗ ¬� cannot be combined with items of the same type, for��，Δ = 1, hence �� ∉
�⊗. So suppose each object in ��ö��� can be written in this form of �����, we have:

���� ≠ ����2 �� ���� ≠ ����
�. �, �� ∉ �⊗

This is a contradiction, so our hypothesis “each element in ��ö��� could be written as�����” is
wrong.

Find the Gödel sentence ��ö��� using diagonal proof

As the proof in 3.2,

∃� �� �ℎ� �������� �� � � � ,
∃� �� �ℎ� �������� �� �
�. �, ���� � ���� � = �

��� ���� < ����2 �� ���� < ����

⇒
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∃��ö��� = �� ⊗�� + �¬� ⊗�¬�
�. �, ∄�� ∈ �⊗ ���������� ��� = ��ö���

⇒
∃��ö��� ∈ � �. �, ∄ℎ ∈ � ���������� ℎ� = ��ö���

Since ���� �⊗ � = �⊗, �� could be decomposed as the following form:

�� =
�=1

dim�

�=1

dim�

����0
(�) ⊗�0

(�)��

Where �0
(�), �0

(�) indicate the eigenvector corresponding to � � � ,�，i is used as the i-th
eigenvector to characterize axiom i. Given such a decomposition, a new object can be
constructed in the following way：

��ö��� =
�=1

dim�

�=1

dim�

�����0�
⊗ ��0�

�� ∈ ��ö���# 3 − 8

��� =
�11, ��� ≠ �11
�22, ��� = �11

Here we assume �11 ≠ �22. If �11 = �22, we just need to find another element ����0
(�)⊗

�0
(�) ∈ �� s.t, ��� ≠ �11 to replace �22 in our argument. Because� and � has less dimension than

the full space, we can always find two different ���. So ��ö��� could be found, hence:

��ö��� ∈ � �. �, ∄ℎ ∈ � �. �. , ℎ� = ��ö���
Let � = dim � ≥ 2, �� = �,we have:

dim ��ö��� = 2� − � − 1

Pf:

� = dim � means H has at most n linearly independent eigen vectors, which means you
can compose an entangled ��ö��� by choosing k of n eigen vectors. Since �, �, �, … ∈ � ⇒ �⊗
�⊗ �⊗… ∈ �⊗ , so if we compose an entangled ��ö��� by choosing k of n eigen vectors, this

��ö���
�
� is linearly dependent with the same k eigen vectors composed by another way.

Therefore, �����ö���
�
� = �

�

Since 1 of n eigen vectors cannot form an entangled ��ö���.

So

dim ��ö��� = 2� −
�
1 −

�
0 = 2� − � − 1
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Note that if dim (�) ≤ 1, dim ��ö��� = 0.
∎

Discussion

1. Information theory is seen from the perspective of physics as objective and non-observer
oriented. Here we extend information theory to the perspective of the relative observer, give the
definition of generalized complexity, and return to the measurement of information entropy, cross-
entropy and other kinds of information.

2. The process of information observation is corresponding to PAC learnable, and the specific
conditions of whether an object can be learnable relative to an observer are given. The
minimization of generalization error of learning process will be transformed into the minimization
of general complexity.

3. Put in the process of observation with operator under the system in the form of Hilbert space,
are generalized Gödel incompleteness theorem of specific forms. Thus, the Cantor set, the
original Gödel incompleteness theorem, Turing halting problem and EPR paradox are put in the
same mathematical framework, which transforms the relationship between them from analogy to
the same of different concrete application of the theorem.

4. The formal system from the perspective of PAC learnability provides a more rigorous and
broader framework for some theories in systems science, which can be discussed under this
framework in our thesis by changing the interpreter into SVD(singular value decomposition) for
the first theory and mapping between the models with casual analysis for the second theory. We
could do more researches on the combination of general complexity, general Gödel
incompleteness theorem and these theories to get more insightful outcomes in the future.
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Materials and Methods

Examples to apply general Gödel incompleteness theorem:

Cantor Set

Let� be a proper way to construct a number in ℝ by ℕ.

� has at least two “linearly independent”: nonrepeating infinite decimals and rational
numberℚ, which could be trivially proved by the arguments 2 ∉ ℚ and ℕ~ℚ. Therefore,
dim � ≥ 2.

Let:

� = 0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 �������� �� �ℎ� ����� �������� �� ℕ

� = {�|� ∈ � �. �, �� ∈ ℚ = ��}

¬� = {�|� ∈ � �. �, �� ∈ (ℝ− ℚ) = �¬�}

� = {�|� ∈ � � � , � ∈ � �. �, ��� ∈ 0,1 ~ℝ}

¬� = {�|� ∈ � � � , � ∈ � �. �, ��� ∉ 0,1 ~ℝ}

We have (“all � ∈ � can be constructed” is tried to get by �):

����(��) = �

And:

dim � < dim (�)

So ��ö��� can be constructed, for example:

��ö��� = �� ⊗�� + �¬� ⊗�¬�

And ��ö��� can be produced by diagonal method in (3.3), which by the definitions above
is exactly the diagonal number that cannot be presented by ℕ.
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Original Gödel Incompleteness theorem

Let � be all the legal logical procedure in the First-order logical system.

� has at least two “linearly independent”: legal procedure in Zero-order logical system and
legal procedure in First-order logical system. Therefore, dim � ≥ 2.

Let:

� = �1, �2, �3, �4, �5 = {������ �� ����� ����ℎ�������}

� = {�|� ∈ � �. �, ∃� > 0, �� = � � 2}

¬� = {�|� ∈ � �. �, ∃� < 0, �� = � � 2}

By the way:

�Φ = � � ∈ � �. �, ∃� = 0, �� = � � 2 = Φ

ΦI = ∅

ΦI is not well-defined or just doesn’t contain any element in S(E).

Let A also satisfies:

� = ����( ������ �� Zero − order logical system )

Let B be similar to A:

� = {�|� ∈ � � � , � ∈ � �. �, ∃� > 0, ��� = � � 2}

¬� = {�|� ∈ � � � , � ∈ � �. �, ∃� < 0, ��� = � � 2}

We have (“all � ∈ � can be constructed” is tried to get by �):

���� � ���� � = �

And:

dim � < dim (�)

So ��ö��� can be constructed, for example:

��ö��� = �� ⊗�� + �¬� ⊗�¬�
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The tensor space method is isomorphic to Gödel number method, which is developed to
ask something about the formal system itself.

The meaning of ��ö��� is “�� ⊗��~����� �ℎ�� �� ����” and “�¬� ⊗
�¬�~�������� �ℎ�� �� �����” which indicates the completeness of S.

All proposition space ��� ∈ ��ö��� is a real space that is a subspace of S, in other words,
∀� ∈ ��� ∈ ��ö���, � �� ����.

But we can construct ��ö��� by diagonal method in (3.3) which is true and in S, but has no
ℎ ∈ � to prove.

Therefore, formal system S is incomplete. The Gödel incompleteness theorem I has been
proved.

The Gödel incompleteness theorem II “the consistence of S cannot be proved in S” can in a
similar way to construct ��ö���'.

��ö���' = �� ⊗�¬� + �¬� ⊗��

The meaning of ��ö���' is “��⊗�¬�~����� �ℎ�� �� �����” and “�¬�⊗
��~����� �ℎ�� �� �����” which indicates the consistence of S.

Arguing that corresponding ��ö���' is a false proposition in S but cannot be proved by H.
Therefore, the Gödel incompleteness theorem II has been proved.

Note that for all set of axioms � ���ℎ � > 1 and logical system higher or equal than First
(��� � − ����� ������� ������ = � + 1, � ∈ ℕ), the corresponding formal system S is
complete. While for all Zero-order logical system or for all set of axioms that only contains one
axiom, the formal system is complete.

Turing Halting Problem

Let H be a Turing machine that can be put into information (that is coded with 0 and 1) and
procedure (that is also coded with 0 and 1). A Turing machine gives us an outcome whether
halts or never halts.

� has at least two “linearly independent”: the process of information input and the process
of procedure input. Therefore, dim � ≥ 2.

Let:

� = 0,1

� = � � ∈ � �. �, �� = � ����� = � � ∈ � �. �, ∃� > 0, �� = � � 2

�. �. , �� = {�� �ℎ�� ℎ����}
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¬� = � � ∈ � �. �, �� = � ����� ����� = � � ∈ � �. �, ∃� < 0, �� = � � 2

�. �. , ¬�� = {�� �ℎ�� ����� ℎ����}

By the way:

�Φ = � � ∈ � �. �, ∃� = 0, �� = � � 2 = Φ

ΦI = ∅

ΦI is not well-defined input or just doesn’t contain any 0 or 1 in S(E).

� = {�|� ∈ � � � , � ∈ � �. �, ∃� < 0, ��� = � � 2}

�. �. , � = {�� ����� �� halt, �ℎ�� ������ �� ����� ℎ���}

¬� = {�|� ∈ � � � , � ∈ � �. �, ∃� > 0, ��� = � � 2}

�. �. , ¬ � = {�� ����� �� never halt, �ℎ�� ������ �� ℎ���}

We have (“all � ∈ � can be identified to be halt or never halt” is tried to get by �):

����(��) = �

And since � contains both information input process and procedure input process, so:

dim � < dim �

So ��ö��� can be constructed, for example:

��ö��� = �� ⊗�� + �¬� ⊗�¬�

The tensor space method is isomorphic to 0-1 number input method, which is developed to
ask something about the Turing machine itself.

The meaning of ��ö��� is “�� ⊗��~��� �ℎ� ℎ��� ���� ����� ℎ���” and “�¬�⊗
�¬�~��� �ℎ� ����� ℎ��� ���� ℎ���” which indicates the decidability of S.

We can get the corresponding ��ö��� which cannot be decided halt or not in any
circumstances on the hypotheses in this part. Therefore, Turing machine � is not decidable.

By analogy to Gödel Incompleteness theorem II, there is a trivial conclusion:



22

The consistence cannot be proved within in S.

EPR Paradox and Quantum Entanglement

Firstly, we will describe a simplified version of the EPR paradox first introduced by David
Bohm.[45]

Consider the decay of the neutral pi meson into an electron and a positron

�0 � �− + �+

Assuming the pion was at rest, the electron and positron fly off in opposite directions. Now,
the pion has spin zero, so conservation of angular momentum requires that the electron and
positron are in the singlet configuration:

1
2
(↑−↓+ − ↓−↑+)

Now if you measure the spin of the electron, say you get spin up, immediately you know
that someone 20 meters (or 20 light years) away will get spin down, if that person examines the
positron.

Next, let’s consider a more complex version:

Consider a two-level system H, |��⟩��� |��⟩ are two subspaces of H, with �� �� = ���,
(for example, as |��⟩may represent spin up and |��⟩ spin down). The two-particle state:

�|�� 1 ⟩⊗ |�� 2 ⟩ + �|�� 2 ⟩⊗ |�� 1 ⟩

Which cannot be represented by

|�� 1 ⟩⊗ |�� 2 ⟩

[The proof of this is persistent with the argument in ��ö���]

So far the fundamental completeness of this quantum system hasn’t been broken, since
each measure still exists for the entangled state. But remember what Gödel had said to us:
There is a ��ö��� state which is an entangled state but cannot be measured at all, i.e., ��ö��� state
has a certain possibility to be the first tensor state or the second, but it just cannot be detected
to collapse its wave function. This phenomenon is isomorphic to the Gödel incompleteness
theorem.
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[The proof of that ��ö��� state exists is persistent with the argument in ��ö���(3.3)]

For one particle spins on two different directions composing a Hilbert space �, one version
of ��ö��� could be written into the following form:

��ö��� =↑⊗↑+↓⊗↓

The corresponding ��ö��� will destroy the completeness of�.

And the other ��ö���' could be written into the following form:

��ö���' =↑⊗↓+↓⊗↑

The corresponding ��ö���' will indicate the consistence of� cannot be proved within �.

But if dim � = 1, all the paradoxes above will disappear, which is when you put the
particles through the Stern-Gerlach box.
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