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Abstract

It is known that an epsilon-invariant sentence has a first-order reformulation, although it is not in an explicit form, since, the
proof uses the non-constructive interpolation theorem. We make an attempt to describe the explicit meaning of sentences
containing epsilon-terms, adopting the strong assumption of their first-order reformulability. We will prove that, if a monadic
predicate is syntactically independent from an epsilon-term and if the sentence obtained by substituting the variable of the
predicate with the epsilon-term is epsilon-invariant, then the sentence has an explicit first-order reformulation. Finally, we
point out that the formula gives a contextual-quantificational meaning for the indefinite descriptions, provided that one accepts
Kneebone’s read of epsilon-terms.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The explanation of the problem

G. T. Kneebone, B. Hartly Slater and others pointed out that Hilbert’s epsilon-calculus is an appro-
priate and natural environment for Russell’s Theory of Descriptions In [@], it is showed that if the
¢ operator is used and the epsilon-axioms are assumed, then Russell’s theory becomes in a certain
sense complete. Although, in the formal language, Russell’s descriptions are not proper names, they
are incomplete symbols and have only contextual meaningE Hilbert’s epsilon-operator is defined for
every formula ¢ regardless whether or not the extension of ¢ is a singleton. Hartly Slatef] showed
that the term,

t=(ex)(@ A(YY)(@ly/x] = x=y)),

is a formalized definite description and the following equivalence holds:

@) @A(Nely/x]=x=y)) F  Pt/x]< @)@ A (W) (@ly/x]=x=y) A D).

The right-hand side of the <> is the well-known Russellian formula, thus it is the contextual meaning
of the sentence ¥[/x], provided that the extension of ¢ is a singleton. We continue this investigation
and, adopting the strong assumption of their first-order reformulability, make an attempt to describe

ISee 14, [1).

2 According to Russell and Whitehead:

By an ‘incomplete symbol’ we mean a symbol which is not supposed to have any meaning in isolation, but is only
defined in certain contexts. [IZ, p. 217].

3See 24, p. 417].
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the contextual meaning of sentences of the form ¥ [(ex)¢/x], where (ex)e is an arbitrary epsilon-
term. In Section Bl we will prove that, if " consists of epsilon-invariant sentences and the formulas
¢ and ¢ are independent from the term (ex)p (in a sensdﬂ), then I' =9 [(ex)p/x] will be equivalent
to

(@) A(Yx)(@ = 9))V (=(@x)g A(VX)D)

in the so-called intensional epsilon-calculus. Obviously, the result is a theorem of the epsilon-logic,
despite that the motivation and some of the conclusions belong to the philosophy of language or the
philosophy of logic.

1.2 The problem in a wider view

Bertrand Russell, in his Theory of Descriptions, dealt with the meaning of natural language sentences
of the form:

‘The F is G. (DD)

He argued that the phrase ‘the F”’, which is called a definite description, is an incomplete expression
in the sense that it has meaning only in the context of (DD)E According to Russell, the meaning of
(DD) is

‘There is one and only one F', and that one is G.’ (RU1)

The above proposal seems to solve two famous problems in the philosophy of language. The first
one is the meaning of non-referring descriptions whereas the second is Frege’s modal logical puzzle
on Hesperus and Phosphorus

A noteworthy property of Russell’s proposal is that it is a solution within the first-order logic.
Indeed, if the predicates F' and G in the meta-language correspond to the formulas ¢ and ¥, respec-
tively, then the Russellian proposal associates the sentence (DD) with the following formula:

@) A (W) @ly/x] o x=Y)). (RU2)

Russell’s description elimination program, i.e. to treat definite descriptions according to (RU2),
became a doctrine in formal logic, and the Theory of Descriptions and the formalization of the
natural language of mathematics are closely intertwined from the beginning.

The claim that (DD) means (RU1) is a thesis in the philosophy of language, but using the refor-
mulation (RU2), one could make an attempt to prove the thesis in a strict and formal way in formal
languages containing descriptive terms. For example, if the language of the first-order modal logic
is extended by a descriptor operator ¢ and the descriptive terms (:x)¢, then the proposition,

D (()gp) < @) A (W) (@ly/x]<x=Y)),

4See Definition 33
5See [23].
See [Iﬂ]. The original problems can be found in [ﬂ].
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814 Epsilon-invariant substitutions and indefinite descriptions

is valid according to the modal semantics, at least in a modal form. Both in [Ia] and in [‘E], it is
discussed, however in slightly different ways. These investigations prefer Frege’s view and consider
definite descriptions as complete symbols.

Also, there are formalizational projects which deviate from the Russellian doctrine and instead
prefer Hilbert’s pre-suppositional solution of the problem of definite descriptions. Such formal
languages can be found in Hilbert and Bernays’ Grundlagen der Mathematik and in Bourbaki’s
Eléments de mathématiqueﬂ In the epsilon-languages, extra expressions of the form:

(ex)p

called the epsilon-terms are added. According to Slatelﬁ, if

o A()elx/yl—x=y)

is denoted by ¥, then it can be easily proved that

@)y} Plen)y/x] < @AMl /x]=>x=y)AD), (PS)

where (3x)y is the pre-supposition for the Russellian definite description to be expressible in the
formal language. Obviously, if the pre-supposition above holds, then the formal expression (ex)yr
corresponds to both the Russellian and the Hilbertian definite description. Note that, if the pre-
supposition does not hold, then (ex)y is neither a Russellian, nor a Hilbertian definite description;
it is rather a non-attributive description in the sense of Donnellan’s definitionf]

The present article’s main problem arises here. If we turn to the case of general epsilon-terms,
the question is the following. Is there a general counterpart of (PS) for an arbitrary epsilon-term,
for a ¥ which does express neither unicity nor existence, provided that [(ex)y/x] has a first-order
reformulation.

1.3 The proposed solution

For us, it is important that the operations used in (RU2) (i.e. quantification, identity, Boolean oper-
ations, etc.) are solely logical ones, hence (RU2) could be considered a purely logical sentence. In
the Tarskian sense, a notion is logical if it is a composition of permutation-invariant operations such
as quantification, identity, substitution of variables and so onlq As opposed to Russell’s descriptor,
Hilbert’s operator does not satisfy the permutation-invariant property. The sentence,

7 (X)),

is not necessarily purely logical, since generally, it does not have a plain first-order reformulation.
Our goal is to find the first-order reformulation of the sentence ¥ ((ex)¢) and its meaning, provided
the sentence ¥ ((ex)g) is purely logical.

Our hypothesis is that, if there is any purely logical meaning of J[(ex)¢/x], then it must be a weak
form of the purely logical meaning of 9 [(tx)¢/x] proposed by Russell. Since, we follow Tarski, on

7See [@,H.
8See [2d].
See [[4].

10Gee [21].
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‘purely logical’ we mean plain first-order reformulation, actually it will be enough to work with a
certain type of epsilon-invariance. As it is known, if 9 [(ex)¢/x] is epsilon-invariant then, according
to Blass and Gurevich it has a first-order reformulation. But, is there an explicit reformulation of
?(ex)p/x]? To answer the question, let us consider the sentence ‘The F is G.” and recall Neale’s
version of Russell’s proposa

‘There is an F, there is at most one F', and every F is G.

Since, we think of epsilon-terms as not necessarily definite descriptions, first, let us erase the unique-
ness clause:

‘There is an F', and every F is G.”

The schema obtained just now is obviously not applicable to the epsilon-operator, since there are
sentences containing epsilon-terms which are true, whereas the existence formula associated to the
epsilon-term is false. For example,

(ex)(x #x) = (ex)(x #x)

is true, however,

(F)(x #x)

is false. Similar effects occur when the property in question is true for every individuals, thus it
seems sound to express our proposal in the following form:

‘There is an F’ and every F is G, or there is no F, however everything is G.’ M)

In Theorem 3.8 (Section Bl) we will conclude that (M) can be considered to be the meta-language
translation of the formal sentence ¥ [(ex)¢/x], if ¥ and ¢ both are independent from (ex)¢ in the
sense of Definition B3] (Section B)).

We emphasize that, while the Theory of Descriptions is a part of linguistics and philosophy,
exploring the model-theoretical meaning of sentences in the epsilon-language is a task of mathe-
matical logic.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Definitions: syntax

In the literature there are two versions of epsilon-languages, for later purposes it is convenient
to consider both of them. Let t=(7;,f;, cx);x be a similarity type and let L5 be the usual first-order
language generated freely with respect to the operators —, Vv, 3,t. L3 can be extended to the language,

LEI,aa

1See Theorem 2229
128ee 3, p. 21].
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by adding the terms (ex)g to the class Term(L3), where x is any variable, and ¢ is any formula. If
@ is a one-variable formula of the variable x, then (ex)g is called the epsilon-term associated to ¢.
Sometimes, L3, is called the language of the predicate calculus with epsilon and it is accurately
defined, e.g., in [ﬂ or in [Iﬂ]

Another epsilon-language is obtained when one extends the language of the elementary caleuludd
by adding the epsilon-terms. If £ denotes the first-order language of type t without quantifiers, then
let

Le

be the extension of L by the epsilon-terms. It is clear that L, is the freely generated language
with reslﬁect to the operators —, Vv, ¢,t and it is called the language of the elementary calculus with
epsilon

2.2 Definitions and facts: calculus

A featured connection arises between L3, and L, when we consider the axioms of the epsilon-
calculus.

DeriniTION 2.1 (PCy)
Let PC, be the deductive system of predicate logic with equality in the language L3, with the
following critical axioms:

plt/x]— ¢l(ex)p/x], (CA)

where [./x] is the operation of substitution, x is a variable, € Term(L3,) is any term and ¢ €
Form(L3;) is a formula (¢ is free for x in ¢).

REMARK 2.2
The critical axioms imply the ones below:

P; () < ol(ex)p/x], pT (Vx)p < pl(ex)—¢p/x].

€

Dermnition 2.3 (EC,)

The elementary calculus with epsilon in the language L, (thus without explicit quantifiers), is
the deductive system of the predicate logic (EC)—including the equality rules and without the
quantifiers—extended by the schema (CA) and the following (Gen) as axioms:

¢ = ¢l(ex)—g/x], (Gen)

where x does not occur in ¢. It is denoted by EC,.

Remark 2.4
Since (Vx)g is defined to be p[(ex)—¢/x] in EC,, after a time, (Gen) becomes the usual ¢ — (Vx)¢
schema.

13The Epsilon-Calculus: Syntax, Sec. 2, [[4].

413, The Hilbert g-operator, p. 481], aside from the operator O.

13The elementary calculus is the first-order logical calculus without quantifiers and the rules of quantification. It is denoted
by EC.

16 A more formal definition of £, can be found in [I4, Sec. 2].
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Now, let
()¢:L3.— L,
be the language homomorphism such that (.)** preserves —, V, ¢, 1 and the following correspondence:

(@Ax)p)* =™ [(ex)p™ /x].

ProrosiTioN 2.5 (Moser—Zach)
(.)* is a PC, — EC, embedding which preserves the provability

REMARK 2.6
Hence, it is clear that there is a canonical monomorphism

() : L3> L,

which is invariant with respect to the operators —,V,t and the correspondence ((Ix)p)°=
©°[(ex)p® /x]. This leads to the fact that PC can also be embedded into EC,.

REMARK 2.7

Note that Moser and Zach’s result above is an exact form of the fact that was proved by Bourbaki
in an informal way. (In their work, the French group of mathematicians built the predicate calculus
onto the epsilon-language without any explicit quantifiers.) Nevertheless, the embedding result has
long been a part of the mathematicians’ folklore.

2.3 Definitions and facts: intensional semantics

The first model-theoretic semantics goes back to Giinter Asser. A complete description of the seman-
tics can be found in ﬂ,]. The latter article contains a remarkable completeness proof in the context
of automated theorem proving. In the following, we describe the so-called intensional and the well-
known extensional semantics briefly.

REMARK 2.8

The authors of Gundlagen did not give any formal semantics to explain their calculus. It is not really
surprising since, at that time, the model-theoretical semantics were not developed well enough. Just
for that, Hilbert’s terms were the objects which filled the lack of semantic reference and played
the role of the members of the universe of a future canonical model. Indeed, if one compares the
epsilon-terms to the Henkin witnessesE one can find that the Henkin witness ¢ of the valid sentence
(Ix)e(x) corresponds to the epsilon-term associated to ¢(x), since they both satisfy the predicate
¢(x). Hence, the formulas

(@T)p(x) = ¢(c) and  (F)p(x) = @((ex)p(x))

hold. Using the above property of the epsilon-terms, Ackermann, Hilbert and Bernays were able to
prove the consistency of some certain formal theories.

7For more details, see [m, The Embedding Lemma, Sec. 4].

8Henkin witnesses are mentioned in the proof of the Compactness Theorem or the Omitting Types Theorem of FOL. If
a formula (3x)p(x) holds and for a term ¢, then formula ¢(c) holds too, and ¢ is a Henkin witness for the existential formula
(@F)e(x). See [@, pp. 265, 334].
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Epsilon-terms are closely related to Skolem functionsﬁ hence we will define the L.-structures by
special Skolem expansions of the usual first-order models. By Skolem expansions, we mean models
of a first-order language extended by Skolem symbols, where the interpretations of Skolem symbols
are Skolem functions (the definitions can be found in [ﬁ, 11.33-36, pp. 211-2]).

Fact 2.9
Let us add the Skolem function symbol Sz, to the language L5 for every existential formula (3x)e.
If L] denotes the Skolem extension of L3, then there is a canonical language monomorphism

() :L3.—LL,
which sends the epsilon-terms to the Skolem expressions, i.e.

((ex)(p)* = S(ax)wvl o Vi,

where k =max{i|v; € FreeVar((Ix)p)}. (Cf. [IE, Def. 29.23, p. 481].)

REMaRrk 2.10
The first problem of constructing a semantics for the epsilon-terms turns up at this point. It is clear
that, in the Skolem expansion 91

((Saopvi--vi) [1/vi]) " Tal = (Savgvi---ve) " [@!],

where term ¢ is free for v; in (Ix)@, a€“N, n=1"[a], and the sequence (a\ {(i,a;)})U{(i,n)} is
denoted by a. But, for us, the Skolem terms (as the (.)*-images of the epsilon-terms) are needed to
show the following property:

(S(Hx)w[t/v[]vl .. .V/()m [a] = (S(Hx)wvl .. .Vk)m [af] . (Sub)

Property (Sub) is the same as substitutivity in [ﬁl, Def. 5] and this one is so important that we redefine
it in the context of the method of Skolem functions.

DEermNiTION 2.11
Let 901 be a first-order model. The Skolem expansion 91 of 9 is substitutive (substitutive epsilon-
stucture), if for every (Ix)p and a e“M

n n N
(S(gx)(ﬂ[t/w]vl .. .Vk) [a] = (S(gx)wvl .. .Vk) [af [a]:|

for every term ¢ such that ¢ is free for v; in (3x)¢. (Cf. ﬂl, Def. 5].)

REMARK 2.12

Note that, Ahrendt and Giese introduced several types of epsilon-structures. The structures expanded
by Skolem functions and the substitutive Skolem expansions correspond to the so-called intensional
and substitutive structures, respectively (see ﬂ, Def. 4,5]).

The solution of the problem of substitutivity is to introduce epsilon-matrices.

1t is pointed out in [[1J, The Hilbert e-operator, p. 481] and in [L1, Sec. 2.: Quantifier-Free Extensions of Formulas and
&-Theorems)].
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DermiTION 2.13 (Epsilon-matrix)

Let us suppose that the epsilon-term ¢ has an occurrence in the formula ¢. If this occurrence of # is
also an occurrence of ¢ in another epsilon-term s occurring in ¢, then it is said to be interior in ¢,
otherwise it is an exterior occurrence of ¢ in ¢. The epsilon-term

(Sx)w(xvyl IREE ’)’n)

is a matrix of the epsilon-term (ex)¢ if

(1) yis.syn & Var((ex)@);
(2) ¥(x,y1,...,yn) is an (n+ 1)-variable formula; and
(3) the distinct epsilon-terms #1,...,#; have exterior occurrence in ¢ such that

(gx)ﬁﬁz(gx)lff(X,yl s "'7yn)[tl/ylv . ~"tn/yn]'

(Cf. [, p. 138]).

REmark 2.14

It is known that for (ex)e there are unique ¥ (x,y1,...,Vs),t,...,t, with the above three properties.
Here, ‘unique’ means that up to the change of variables yy,...,y, and the simultaneous change of
x in (ex)@ and (ex)¥ (x,y1,-..,n) (CLf. L3, Sec. 3, p. 21]). The relation ‘(ex)p and (ey)?® have the
same epsilon-matrix’ is an equivalence relation between the epsilon-terms.

DEFINITION 2.15
The equivalence class containing (ex)g is denoted by

mat((ex)g)

and the set of all equivalence classes is denoted by

Mat.

REMARK 2.16
Note that mat((ex)¢) is substitution-invariant in the sense that, if (¢x)yr is a matrix of (¢x)¢ and ¢ is
an epsilon-term such that x ¢ BoundVar(¢), then

() [t/v] € mat((ex)p).
The definition below is due to Moser and Zach, and it is presented at the 17th Computer Science
Logic Workshop and 8th Kurt Godel Colloquium (Vienna, 2003).

DEermNiTION 2.17 (Model)

Let t be a similarity type and 90t be a first-order model of type t. Let P(M) be the set of all subsets of
M and let [“'M be the set of finite sequences in M. 4 model of the language L. (or an L-structure)
is a pair (901,/) where the function f satisfies the property

f:Matx P(M)x "M — M,
f(mat((ev;)p), S, (ai,...,an)) €S, if Se P(M)\{2}.

We will denote the class of all such models of an epsilon-language £, by Int(L,).
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ReEMARK 2.18

In order to define the satisfaction in (901,f’), we will consider Monk’s observation and we will use
the correspondence (.)*: L3, — L] between the language L3, and the Skolem expansion L} of the
language L3 (Cf. 12, Prop. 29.24, p. 482]). Note that L, C L3, and (.)* sends the epsilon-terms of
L, also to Skolem terms.

DermNiTION 2.19 (Satisfaction)

Let (901,1) be a model of the epsilon-language L.. First we define the Skolem expansion 9, of L.
M is a reduct of N i.e. M, [ L3 =90 and the interpretations of the Skolem terms are as follows. If
ae®M, then

(Sawevi-ve) ™ [al=f (mat((sv,-)(p), {meM | M =p[ar]), (tjmf‘ [al, ..., 00" [a])),

where #,...,t, are obtained by representing the epsilon-term (ev;)¢ in its matrix form: (ev;)p=

(Evy (vistr, ... ).
Finally, the meanings of the terms ¢ and formulas ¢ of L, under the valuation a in (9,f) are defined
to be

(M al=r[al  and  (M,f)=glal iff My =¢*[al.

An immediate consequence of the usual Substitution Lemma is that every model (90,/)) can be
constructed from a substitutive Skolem expansion and vice versa. We state and prove the Substitution
Lemma for the epsilon-logic.

ProposiTioN 2.20 (Substitution Lemma)
Let (97,f) be a model of the epsilon-language L., ¢ € Form(L,), t,s € Term(L,), ke w, ac€“M,
u=1t"[q] and ¢ is free for v, in ¢ and s. Then

M) E=elt/vidlal iff M Eelad,  lt/vl)™ lal=s"[a)].

Proor. By structural induction. The only non-trivial case is the induction step with the epsilon-
terms. Suppose that ¢ is an epsilon-term and s =(ev;)p =(ev) ¥ (v;, 11, ..., t,) with its matrix (ev;)y¥
Vi, ¥1,..-,yn). Since v; is bound in s, let us assume without the loss of generality that v; #=v;. Thus,
it follows that s[¢/vi]=(ev;)(¢[t/vr]). Note that if ¢ occurs in V¥ (v;,t,...,1,)[t/vi], then it is an
interior occurrence, therefore (ev;)¥ (v, 11, ..., t,)[t/vi] € mat((ev;)p). Furthermore, by the induction
hypothesis

nlt vl Mal =1""1ag, .. v ™ Tal =1 [af].
For short, let u =mat((ev;)¢) and u'=mat((ev,))¥ (v;,t1,...,t,)[t/vi]). As we know u =/, thus

(ev)elt/vi) T [al=f (W, ime M | (M. 1) = olt/villa! 1}, (41t /v ™ lal, .. t,[t /v P a)))

=f (u’,{meMl(m,f)i:go[a ™ L ...,r,sm[a:]))
=/ (. lmeM I =ela (1) .. 1))
:sm'f)[a,’j].
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Here, we do not prove the soundness and completeness property in a straightforward way. Instead,
we recall Ahrendt and Giese’s construction and we show that the semantics above is the substitutive
semantics described in [El].

CONSEQUENCE 2.21
The substitutive Skolem expansions of the first-order model 9t defined in Definition P-TT] are the
Skolem expansions 9, defined in Definition 2. 19

Proor. The Substitution Lemma states that every 91, is substitutive. Let us consider a substitutive
Skolem expansion 91 of 9. We construct a function f* such that 91=9,. We show that, for an
epsilon-term (£x)@, (SaxeVi ...v¢)™ is determined by the Skolem function of the matrix of (ex)e.
Let (ex)¥r(x, 11, ..., 1) be the matrix representation of (¢x)g. By substitutivity

(Sangvi - va) [al = Sanw@.n,..cVi ---Va) 1d]

N N
n t7 " [a] t7 al
:(S(HX)W(X,VI'I,~-~,V1‘,{)V1 ...Vn) |:ai: zllz i|

Now, write v;, instead of x. Let / : Mat x P(M) x “M — M be the following:
w| Mal Ml
S (mat((evig )W (Vig, Viy Vi ))s S5 D) = (S@vig ywvig vy o) VI Vi)™ | @y oo
for every matrix (&v;,)¥ (viy, Vi, ..., Vv;,) and for every (S, b) of the form:

m(l ma
({meM|‘ﬂ|=1//(v,-0,v,-l,...,v,-k)|:al'»’;2 L “]},(r‘lﬂ[a],...,tﬁ[a])),

where 1, ..., #; are arbitrary terms and a is arbitrary valuation, and a simple choice function otherwise.
Finally, by induction it can be shown that f is well-defined and 97, =1. | |
REMARK 2.22

The soundness and completeness hold, i.e. for every set of sentences I' U{p} C Sent(L,)

FEIEEgo iff e

Int

It is shown in [El, Thm. 4, 5] or it can be shown by the Henkin construction of canonic term model.
The validity concerning classes can be defined as follows.

DeFmiTION 2.23
Let ¢ be a sentence in the language L. of similarity type t. If K is a class of first-order models of
type 1, then

Kieg <L (,f) = for every (M,f)€Int(L,) such that M K.

Int

2.4 Definitions and facts: extensional semantics

The semantics above is the so-called intensional semantics, however, it is not an intensional system
in the sense of modal logic, and it is not only intensional but also substitutive in the sense of [El,
Def. 5]. The term was introduced in contrast to the following class of epsilon-models.
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DermiTION 2.24 (Extensional models)
Let £, be the language of the elementary calculus with epsilon.

EXt(Le)={(M.f) e INt(Le) | (V11,1 eMat)(Vsy, 52 €M) f (11,.,51) =1 (12, .,52) }.

(Cf. [E, Def. 29.23, p. 481] and [El, Def. 6].) The members of Ext(L,) are called the extensional

models or the dependent choice structures.

REMARK 2.25
The reason for the name is that the reference of an epsilon-term (ex)¢ depends only on the extension
of ¢.

DermNiTioN 2.26 (EEC,)
On the extensional epsilon-calculus, denoted by EEC,, we mean EC, with the following axiom
schema:

(V)@ <) = (ex)p=(ex)¥.

REMARK 2.27
The extensional semantics is sound and complete with respect to the above calculus@ ie.

FEIE—Q(p iff TEe

Ext

for every I'U{p} C Sent(L,). Here I" =¢ denotes that the sentence ¢ is valid in every extensional
Ext

model (9N,f) which is a model of the set of sentences I.

DermNiTION 2.28 (Epsilon-invariant formula)
The formula ¢ € Form(L,) is epsilon-invariant if for all (M, f),(ON,g) € Ext(L,) and for all a € “M

M./ Eelal iff (M,g)E=elal.

Blass and Gurevich proved the following theorem concerning epsilon-invariance.

THEOREM 2.29 (Blass—Gurevich)
If a formula ¢ € Form(L,) is epsilon-invariant, then there is a first-order (epsilon-free) formula
Y € Form(L3) such that

Q) =y

holds for all (I,f) € Ext(L.). (CE. [@, Prop. 3.2])

REMARrk 2.30

In a sense, the theorem states that the epsilon-invariant formulas are the formulas in which the &
operators are used solely for quantification. However, generally there is hardly any chance to find
the first-order formula yr above, since the proof uses Craig’s non-constructive interpolation theorem.

Epsilon-invariance might be introduced in a more specific way.

208ee [, Sec. 4.2].
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DermiTioN 2.31 (Epsilon-invariance over a class)
The formula ¢ € Form(L,) is epsilon-invariant over the class K of first-order models, if for every
model M e K, for every a € “M and for all choice functions /" and g such that (901, 1), (9N, g) € Ext(L,)

. =elal iff (M,g)E=eldl

holds. (Cf. [1d, Def. 1)

REMARK 2.32
The concept above is crucial in [@], where it is shown that epsilon-languages are more expressive
than first-order languages over the class of all finite models.

The following proposition is a simple fact about the epsilon-invariance and the intensionally valid
sentences.

ProrosiTioN 2.33

Let K be a set of first-order models and let ¢ € Sent(L,). If K=, then ¢ is epsilon-invariant over
Int

the class K.

Proor. Let MeK, ae“M and let f and g be such that (90,1),(IN,g) e Ext(L,). (ON,f) =¢la] and
(U, g) =¢la] holds, since f and g, as extensional choice functions, are also intensional choice
functions. Hence, ¢ is epsilon-invariant over K. | |

3 Proofs
Let us recall sentence (M) from Section[[3]and let us introduce a notation for its first-order form.

DEerNITION 3.1
Let

InvSub(e, %)
denotes the formula
(Fx)p A (Vx) (@ = 9) V (=(Fx)p A(VX)D ).
Our aim is to show, step by step, a meta-equivalence like
Fo(ex)p/x] iff  FInvSub(e, )

without semantic conditions.
First, note that, in the epsilon-calculus, InvSub(¢, #) implies 9 [(ex)g /x] without any assumptions.

ProposiTION 3.2
If ¢ and ¥ are monadic predicates of the variable x, then

EIE ?(ex)p/x] < InvSub(g, ).
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Proor. First, let us suppose (Ix)p and (Vx)(¢ — ). By the rules of epsilon-calculus, we have
(@) E pllex)p/x] and  (Eo)g. (W)@ D)) E Dl(ex)p/x].

This yields E|E (@) A (Vx) (@ — D)) — O [(ex)p/x].
Second, suppose —(3x)¢ and (Vx)v. Then

((vx)2) |- Dl(ex)g/x]

implies EIE (—=(F)p A (Vx)F) — F[(ex)p/x]. Using the method of proof by cases it follows that the
proposition holds. [ |

In order to prove a couple of meta-equivalences between #[(ex)¢/x] and InvSub(e,?) we need
some new syntactic and semantic notions. In the epsilon-language the terms and formulas are defined
simultaneously and they are called well-formed expressions, or wf expressions for short. Every wf
expression « has at least one wf expression construction (o,os,...,o,), where o, =« and the wf
expression «; is generated by the previous ones by the operators —, Vv, ¢,t following the inductive
definition of the terms and formulas (for every 1 <i <n).

DEerFmNITION 3.3
The wf expression « omits the set mat((ex)g) if « has a wf expression construction (o, 0, ...,o;,)
such that

{a; |1 <i<mn}Nmat((ex)p)=0.

DeriniTiON 3.4

Let K be a class of first-order models of type t. The formula ¢ is epsilon-invariant in (ex)@ over K,
if for all models 9t €K and for every choice function f', g such that (9,1),(9M,g) e Int(L,), f =g
on the set (Mat\ {mat((ex)p)}) x P(M) x M and for every ae®M

(M. f) =D al iff (M, g) =0 al.

The former concept ‘an expression omitting the set mat((ex)g)’ is the same as ‘the matrix does not
occur in an expression’ which is defined in [B]. Here, we prefer an exact definition that recall the
structure of a wf expression by mentioning the construction of the wf expression. The latter concept
is a weak version of epsilon-invariance. Clearly, if a formula is epsilon-invariant over a class K,
then it is epsilon-invariant in every epsilon-term over the class K. Now we continue with a lemma.

Lemma 3.5
Let the wf expression o omit the set mat((ex)p) and let (9,f1), (N, g)elInt(L,). If f(m,S,s)=
g(m,S,s) for every m € Mat\ {mat((sx)¢)}, S € P(M), and s € “IM, then

Q™) — o (Me)

Proor. The proof goes by structural induction. The crucial case is that of the epsilon-terms. Let
(evy)¥ be an epsilon-term.

(evy) ™ [al =1 (mat((ev))?), {ue M | (M. f) =9 1a'1},s)

=g (mat((ev))®), {ue M | (M, /) =91a'1},s) [*]
=((ev)9) " [a].
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If the formula ¢ above is epsilon-free, then step * is obviously valid, if ¥ is not epsilon-free, then
in step * we can use the induction hypothesis. [ |

Now we prove the formula #[(ex)g/x]<>InvSub(p,?) in a given model. The phrase ‘i is
epsilon-invariant in (¢x) over the model 901" means i is epsilon-invariant in (ex)g over the class
{ON,Helnt(L,)|f epr,Int(L,)} with the fixed model 9.

ProvposiTION 3.6

Let ¢ and ¥ be monadic predicates of the variable x. If the formulas ¥ and ¢ omit the set mat((ex)gp),
and U[(ex)p/x] is epsilon-invariant in (ex)¢ over the model 91, then for every f such that (I,f) e
Int(L,)

(N, /) Ev(ex)p/x]— InvSub(gp, )

holds.
Proor. Let us suppose that (91,1 =10 [(ex)p/x]. At first, we will prove that

(M.f) = (Vx)—g implies (M. f) = (Vx)7,

then we will prove that

(M.f) = (Fx)e implies (M. /) = (Vx)( — D).
(1) Let us suppose that (91,1 = (Vx)—e. It is needed to prove that (901,f) = (Vx)¥, which is equiv-
alent to
(M, f) = 0 [(ex)(—D)/x].
It is clear that (91,f) = (¥x)—¢ implies o™ = 2, since, for every valuation a

(M) E((Vx)—~p)lal iff (M.f) E=(—el(ex)p/x])al
iff (M, /) = (=) [((ex)9)™[a]] [Sub. Lem.]
iff (M) = [((ex)p) ™ [al]
iff ((ex)g) ™ [a] ¢ 9 la]
iff @) =g,
Let (ex)¥r(x, 11, ..., ;) =(ex)p where (ex)¥ (x,wy,...,w,) is the matrix of (ex)¢ and 74, ...,¢, are
its exterior epsilon-terms. Let b=((ex)(—1))™) and let g be such that (M, g)eInt(L,), and
for every (m,S,s) e Matx P(M) x“IM,
b if (m,S,s)=(mat((ex)¢), 8, (1, ..., ()

m,S,s)= .
8( ) f(m,S,s) otherwise.

By the previous lemma,
(ex)p) ™ =g(mat((ex)p), o™=, (179, 79)))
=g(mat((ex)p), ™), (t?m’f ‘), cees tffm’f ))) [prev. lem.]

=g(mat((x)@). B, (1), ... .1TY)
—b.
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Therefore,
O ED(ex)e/x] iff (M, 2) =P (ex)p/x] [eps.-inv.]
iff  ((ex)p) ™8 g p o) [Sub. Lem.]
iff beyp®e [def. of g]
iff bey™ [prev. lem.]
iff  ((ex)(—9) ™) e 9@ [def. of b]
iff (M,f)E=v(ex)(—0)/x]. [Sub. Lem.]

Hence, (M, f) = (Vx)v.
(2) Let us suppose that (9,1) =(3x)p. We will show that

(M) EVx) (¢ — ),
which is equivalent to
(M) Eel(ex)(—(p— 9))/x] —> F(ex)(—(p — ¥))/x].
For the sake of simplicity, let us denote (x)(=(¢ — ©)) by . Let us suppose that
(M. f) =elt/x].

Now, we let b=¢™"/) and let g be the following function: for every (m,S,s) € Mat x P(M) x [“1M,

b if (m,S,s)=(mat((ex)@), ™), (1™, ... 1)

m,S,s)= .
8( ) f(m,S,s) otherwise.

Hence, ((x)@)™"¢) = b. By the Substitution Lemma and the assumption, it is clear that b € ™).
All these imply the following:

(M) ED(ex)/x] iff (M, g) =D [(ex)p/x] [eps.-inv.]
iff  ((ex)p) T8 g e [Sub. Lem.]
iff bep™® [def. of g]
iff  bep™) [prev. lem.]
ifft () e [def. of b]
iff  (9N,f)=0[t/x]. [Sub. Lem.]

Hence, (M. /) (¢ —> #)[7/x] and finally

(M) E=(x)(e — D)

holds.
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To do the next step, we omit the epsilon-invariance condition by turning to the meta-level.

CoroLLARY 3.7
Let the monadic predicates ¢ and ¥ of the variable x omit the set mat((ex)¢), and let K be a class
of first-order models.

(1) If ¥[(ex)p/x] is epsilon-invariant in (ex)g over K, then

KE#[(ex)@/x] < InvSub(g, 9).
Int
(2) Kieo[(ex)p/x] iff KiE=InvSub(e,d).
Int Int

Proor. (1) is implied by Proposition (2) By Proposition Z33] KE=9[(sx)p/x] implies that
Int
?[(ex)p/x] is epsilon-invariant in (ex)¢ over K. Hence, K =InvSub(p, ) follows from (1). The

Int

opposite direction holds by Proposition B2 [ |

Finally, let us introduce a notation and prove the main theorem. Let ' be a set of epsilon-
invariant sentences. According to the Blass—Gurevich Theorem, for every ¢ €I there is a first-order
reformulation ¥ preserving the validity. Let I’ be the set of all such reformulations of the members
of T and let Mod"®(I") be the class of all first-order models of I'’. Note that, for every choice function
f sending elements into M, if 90t € Mod™(I"), then (901,/) =T.

THEOREM 3.8
If the monadic predicates ¢ and ¥ of the variable x omit the set mat((ex)¢) and I' consists of
epsilon-invariant sentences, then

r E'Ee H(ex)p/x] iff T EFEE InvSub(g, ).

Proor. Let us set K=Mod"(I"), use Corollary BZZ12, and apply the completeness property. [ |

If we consider plain first-order sentences for the elements of I', then Theorem B.8] becomes a
non-model-theoretic (actually syntactic) proposition on the meaning of epsilon-substitutions.

4 Conclusions

According to the Blass—Gurevich Theorem, if the formula ¥[(ex)e/x] is epsilon-invariant, then it
has a first-order reformulation. In Corollary B2 1 it is stated that if ¢ [(ex)g/x] is epsilon-invariant in
(ex)p, and ¢ and ¥ omit the set mat((ex)g), then ©[(ex)¢p/x] has an explicit first-order reformulation.
Such a reformulation in the case of Russell’s iota was considered the contextual meaning, thus in
addition to its referential meaning, given by the interpretation, (ex)¢ has also a contextual meaning
and it is explicitly stated in the meta-equivalence

S olexe/x] i - (@)e A= )V (=@)g AYD).
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Remark 4.1
Note that, the reformulation above can easily be explained at the meta-level. Let the formula ¢ be
the formal translation of the meta-language predicate F. The critical axiom,

() — el(ex)p/x],

gives the usual meaning of the term (ex)¢g: ‘an individual object which is F, provided that there is
at least one F in the universe of discourse’. Hence, it is plausible to formulate the natural-language
counterpart of Theorem B8] in the following form.

ProprosaL 4.2

‘An object which is F—if there is any F—is G’ means ‘there is an F' and if something is an F, then
it is also a G, or there is no F, but everything is G’, provided that the former has some contextual
meaning.

REMARK 4.3

Kneebone in [IE] took two remarkable notes on Hilbert’s epsilon-operator. He considered the theory
of epsilons as the generalization of Russell’s Theory of Descriptions and he interprets epsilon-terms
as indefinite descriptions:

An e-term may be thought of as formalizing an indefinite description, somewhat as an (-term
formalizes a definite description]...]. ([E, p. 101, ftn. 1])

Moreover, he pointed out that

[a critical epsilon axiom] is a weakened version of the (-schema (p. 94), with the second
uniqueness formula left out of account. ([m, p. 101])

If one accepts Kneebone’s interpretation, then Proposal 2] gives a possible contextual meaning of
indefinite descriptions.

On this basis, we are ready to examine the cases of attributive and non-attributive descriptions.
However, these investigations belong rather to the philosophy of language and should take place
within intensional or philosophical logic. With our results in Proposition 3.6l and Theorem B8] we
stay within the realm of mathematical logic taken in the narrow sense.
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