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Annals of Mathematies, 102 (1975), 379-419

The monadic theory of order
By SAHARON SHELAH

Abstract

We deal with the monadic (second-order) theory of order. We prove all
known results in a unified way, show a general way of reduction, prove more
results and show the limitation on extending them. We prove (CH) that the
monadic theory of the real order is undecidable. Our methods are model-
theoretic, and we do not use automaton theory.

0. Introduction

The monadic logic is first order logic when we add variables ranging
over sets, and allow quantification over them. If pairing functions are avail-
able this is essentially second order logic. The monadic theory of a class K
of L-models is {y: ¥ is a sentence in monadic logic, satisfied by any member
of K}.

Here we shall investigate cases where the members of K are linear
orders (with one-place predicates).
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Let us review the history. Ehrenfeucht [Eh 1] proved the decidability
of the first-order theory of order. Gurevich [Gu 1] deduced from it the case
of linear order with one-place predicates. Biichi [B 1] and Elgot [El 1] proved
the decidability of the weak monadic theory (i.e., we can quantify over finite
sets) of (the order of) w, using automaton theory. Biichi continued in this
direction, in [B 2], showing that also the monadic theory (i.e., quantification
is possible over arbitrary sets) of  is decidable; and in [B 4] he showed the
decidability of the weak monadic theory of ordinals. In [B 5, 96] he proved
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the decidability of the monadic theory of countable ordinals. Rabin [Ra 1]
proved a very strong and difficult result, implying the decidability of the
monadic theory of countable orders. Biichi [B 5] showed the decidability of
the monadic theory of w, and of {a: a < w,}.

Meanwhile Latichli [La 1], using methods of Ehrenfeucht [Eh 2] and
Fraissé [Fr 1] and continuing works of Galvin (unpublished) and Laiichli and
Leonard [LL 1], proved the decidability of the weak monadic theory of order.
He did not use automaton theory. Pinus [Pil] strengthened, somewhat,
those results. Our results have been announced in [Sh 1], [Sh 2].

By our notation Laiichli used Th? only for k = (1,1, 1, ---) (changed for
the quantification over finite sets).

Remark. We are not interested here in results without the axiom of
choice. See Siefkes [Si 2] which shows that the result on w is provable in ZF.
This holds also for &« < w®. Litman [Li1] pointed out some mistakes in [B 5,
§ 6] (theorems without AC); proved connected results, and showed in ZF that
w, is always characterizable by a sentence.

In Section 7 we prove (CH) the undecidability of the monadic theory of
the real order and of the class of orders, and related problems. It can be
read independently, and has a discussion on those problems. Gurevich finds
that our proof works also for the lattice of subsets of a Cantor discontinuum,
with the closure operation, and similar spaces. Hence Grzegorczy’s [Gr 1]
question is answered (under CH).*

Our work continues [La 1], but for well ordering we use ideas of Biichi
and Rabin. We reduce here the decision problem of the monadic theories of
some (classes of) orders [e.g., well orderings; the orders which do not embed
®, nor ®}] to problems more combinatorial in nature. So we get a direct
proof for the decidability of countable orders (answering a question of Biichi
[B 5, p. 35]). Our proof works for a wider class, thus showing that the count-
able orders cannot be characterized in monadic theory, thus answering a
question of Rabin [Ra 1, p. 12]. Moreover, there are uncountable orders which
have the same monadic theory as the rationals (e.g., dense Specker order;
see [Je 1] for their existence; and also some uncountable subsets of the reals).
We also show that the monadic theory of {a: @ < A\*} is recursive in that of
, generalizing results of Biichi for @ and w,. Unfortunately, even the
monadic theory of w, contains a statement independent of ZFC. For a set 4
of ordinals, let F'(4) = {a: a is a limit ordinal of cofinality > w, @ < sup 4,
and a N A is a stationary subset of «a}.

! Gurevich meanwhile has proved more and has a paper in preparation.
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Now Jensen [J 1] proved the following:

THEOREM 0.1 (V = L). A regular cardinal £ 1s weakly compact if and
only if for every stationary A K, such that (Ya € A) [cfa = o], FA)+ ©.

As the second part is expressible in the monadic theory of order, the
Hanf number of the monadic theory of order is high. Clearly also the monadic
theory of the ordinals depends on an axiom of large cardinals.

Now, Baumgartner [Ba 1] shows thatif ZFC+ (thereis a weakly compact
cardinal) is consistent, then it is consistent with ZFC that

(*) for any stationary AZ w,, if (Vae A4) [cfa = w], then F(4) # ©
(and in fact is stationary).

So ZFC does not determine the monadic theory of w,. This partially
answers [B 5, p. 34-43; p. 38, Problem 3].

We can still hope that the number of possible such theories is small, and
each decidable, but this seems unlikely. We can also hope to find the sentences
true in every model of ZFC. A more hopeful project is to find a decision
procedure assuming V = L. We show that for this it suffices to prove only
the following fact. Let D,, be the filter of closed unbounded subsets of w,.
(Magidore disproves (**) in V = L, but it may still be consistent with ZFC.)

(**) if AC{a < w,:cf a=w}, F(A)=BUC, A is stationary, then
there are A,, A,, suchthat A = A, U 4,, A, N4, = @, A, A, are stationary
and F(4,) = B(mod D,,), F(4,) = C(mod D.,,).

We prove, in fact, more: that the monadic theory of ®, and the first
order theory of (P(®,)/D.,, N, U, F') are recursive one in the other.

Conjecture 0.1 (V = L). The monadic theory of ®, (and even ®,) is
decidable.

Conjecture 0.2 (V = L + there is no weakly compact cardinal). The
monadic theory of well orders is decidable.

Laiichli and Leonard [LL 1] define a family M of orders as follows: Itis
the closure of {1} by

(1) M+ N,

(2) M-o and M-o*,

(3) Yok, M, whichis 35, . M, and {a € Q: M, = M} is a dense subset of
the rationals, and each M, e {M;: ¢ < n}.

(See Rosenstein [Ro 1] and Rubin [Ru 1] for generalization.)

Laiichli [La 1] proved that every sentence from the weak monadic lan-
guage of order has a countable model if and only if it has a model in M. Easy
checking of Section 4 shows this holds also for the monadic language. On the
other hand, looking at the definition of M, we can easily see that for every
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Me M there is a monadic sentence + such that M E +, and || N|| < W,
N E + imply N = M.
In this way we have a direct characterization of M.

THEOREM 0.2. Me M if and only if M is countable and satisfies some
monadic sentence which is (= Y.)-categorical.

Also for other classes whose decidability we prove, we can find sub-
classes analogous to M. This theorem raises the following question:

Conjecture 0.3. For every Ne M there is a monadic sentence + such
that M &= + implies that M and N have the same monadic theory. (It suffices
to prove this for the rational order.)

Related questions are:

Congjecture 0.4. There is a monadic sentence v such that B = 4 and
M = + imply that M and R have the same monadic theory.?

Conjecture 0.5. There is an order M which has the same monadic theory
as R, but is not isomorphic to R.?

Conjecture 0.6. There are orders with the same monadic theories, whose
completions do not have the same monadic theories.*
The characterization of M gives us also

Conclusion 0.3. The question whether a sentence in the first-order (or
even monadic) theory of order is (=¥,)-categorical (or YR,-categorical) is
decidable.

A natural question is whether the monadic theory of 91 is more “com-
plex” than that of the ordinals (the orders in 91 are countable unions of
scattered types; see Laver [Lv § 3], which includes results of Galvin). To
answer this, we have the

Definition. For a model M with relations only, let M* be the following
model:
(i) its universe is the set of finite sequences of elements of
(ii) its relations are
(a) <, where @ < b means @ is an initial segment of b,
(b) for each n-place predicate R from the language of M,

RM“ = {<<a'17 ey Ay b1>7 <a17 ey Uy, b2>7 ct <a’1’ ey Ay b“>>:
a;, b* are elements of M, and M & R[V', ---, b"]} .

2 Confirmed by Gurevich.
3 Refuted by Gurevich.
* Confirmed by Gurevich.
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The author suggested a generalization of Rabin’s automaton from [Ra 1],
proved the easy parts: the lemmas on union and intersection, and solved the
emptiness problem. Then J. Stup elaborated those proofs, and proved the
complementation lemma. Thus a generalization of the theorem and proof of
[Ra 1] gives

THEOREM 0.4. The monadic theory of M*? is recursive in the monadic
theory of M.

Thus, using [Lv 1, § 3] notation, we get, e.g.,

Conclusion 0.5. The monadic theory of {M: Me 9N, || M| =< \} is recur-
sive in the monadic theory of .

Because by Section 2 the monadic theory of o,+;+ is recursive in the
monadic theory of \, by 0.4 the monadic theory of 7,+ ,+ is recursive in the
monadic theory of A\, and so we finish, as by [Lv 3.2 (iv), 3.4] 7,+,,+ is a
universal member of {Mec N || M|| < \}.

Also useful are the following (Le Tourneau [To 1] proved parts (1), (2)
at least):’

THEOREM 0.6. Let L be a language with one one-place function symbol
equality and one place predicates.

(1) The monadic theory of L is decidable.

(2) If a monadic sentence + of L has a model, it has a model of cardi-
nality < W,.

(3) In (2) we can find n = n(y) < W, and a model M such that |{be
| M|: f(b) = a}| < n for any ac| M|

This is because, if M, is the model whose universe is \, and whose
language contains equality only, in M} we can interpret a universal L-model
(see Rabin [Ra 1]). This implies (1). Note that all M; (\ an infinite cardinal)
have the same monadic theory. This proves (2). For (3) note that if My, = +,
then for all big enough n, M, = .

Remark (1). Rabin[Ra 1] prove the decidability of the countable Boolean
algebras, in first-order logic expanded by quantification over ideals. By the
Stone representation theorem, each countable Boolean algebra can be repre-
sented as the Boolean algebra generated by the intervals of a countable order.
By the method of Section 3 we can prove that the theory of countable linear
orders in monadic logic expanded by quantification over such ideals, is
decidable, thus reproving Rabin’s result. (The only point is that the methods
of Section 2 apply.)

5 Le Tourneau only claimed the result. Lately also Routenberg and Vinner proved this
theorem.
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Conjecture 0.7. The monadic theory of orders of cardinality < W, is
decidable when Y, < 2%,

Conjecture 0.8. The theory of Boolean algebras of cardinality < A or in
first-order logic expanded by allowing quantification over ideals is decidable,
when A < 2% (A = W, < 2M),

Remark. We can prove Conclusion 0.5 by amalgamating the methods of
Sections 4, 5, and 6.

1. Ramsey theorem for additive coloring

A coloring of a.set I is a function f from the set of unordered pairs of
distinct elements of I, into a finite set T of colors. We write f(x, ¥) instead
of f({x, ¥}), assuming usually that # < y. The coloring f is additive if for
<y, <zel(E=1,2),

F@,y) = f(@ %)y fWy 2) = (¥ 2)

imply f(z,, 2) = f(2., 2,). In this case a (partial) operation + is defined on T,
such that for v <y < zel, f(z, 2) = fx, ¥) + f(y, 2). Aset JSI is homo-
geneous (for f) if there is a ¢, € T such that for every x < ye J, f(x, y) = t,.

Ramsey’s theorem [Rm 1] states, in particular, that if we color an infinite
set with a finite set of colors, then there is an infinite homogeneous subset.
This theorem has many generalizations and applications. It was used in [B 2]
for a coloring which was, in fact, additive. Using an idea of Rabin, Biichi
[B 5, (12, p. 58)] offered an alternative proof (using, in fact, additivity) and
in [B 5, (6.2, p. 111)] straightforwardly generalized it to w, (the result for w,
is not true for colorings in general). We give the natural extension to arbi-
trary ordinals (which is immediate, and included for completeness) and a
parallel theorem for dense orders.

THEOREM 1.1. If 0 is a limit ordinal, f an additive coloring of 6 (by a
set T of m colors), then there is an unbounded homogeneous subset J of o.

Remarks. (1) If the cofinality of ¢ is = w, we can assume that if a,
b<c, fla,c)=f@O, ), then a, b < cedJ implies f(a, ¢) = f(b, ¢).

(2) Instead of | T| < Yo we need assume only | T'| < ¢f(9).

Conclusion 1.2. Under the condition of 1.1, there are a closed unbounded
subset J of 4, and J,, J', 1 <k, I < |T| and t.e T such that J = J, J, =
U. J%, the J,’s are disjoint, the JVs are disjoint, andif a < beJ,ac J,, beJ
then f(a, b) = ti.

THEOREM 1.3. If f is an additive coloring of a dense set I, by a finite
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set T of m colors, then there is an interval of I which has a dense homo-
geneous subset.

Conclusion 1.4. Under the hypothesis of 1.3, there is an interval (a, b)
of I, and (a, b) = UL, J, = UL J* and colors t, e T such that for x < y, x €
Ju, yeJl fz, y) = ti.

Remark. We can choose the J,, J,, J"’s so that they are definable by
first-order formulas with parameters in the structure (3, <, f) (or (Z, <, f)).

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Define: For z, yed, x ~ y if there is a z such
that z, ¥y < 2z < 9, and f(x, 2) = f(y, 2); clearly this implies by the additivity
of f that for any 2’, z < 2’ < 9, f(&, 2') = f(y, #'). Itis easy to verify that ~
is an equivalence relation with < | T'| equivalence classes. So there is at least
one equivalence class I, which is an unbounded subset of 4. Let x, be the
first element of I. Let, for te T, I, = {y: 2, = y € I, f(%, y) = t}. Clearly
I — {x} = U,er I, hence for some s, I, is an unbounded subset of 6. Let
{a;:© < ¢fd) be an increasing unbounded sequence of elements of 6. Define
by induction on 7 elements y,e I. If for all j <1 (¢ < ¢f9), y; have been
defined, let y; < 0 be such that y, > y,, ¥: > a;, ¥; > @ and f(@, ¥.) = f(¥;, ¥:)
for any j < %, and y,€ I,. Now J = {y,: 1 < ¢fd} is the desired set. Clearly
it is unbounded. If y; < y, (hence j < ¢) then

f(yjy yi) = f(xm yi) =8s.
So J is homogeneous.

Proof of Concluston 1.2. If the cofinality of ¢ is W,, then the J from 1.1
is also closed (trivially). So assume c¢fd > W, let T = {¢, -- -, t.}, and let J,
y; be as defined in the proof of 1.1; and let J* be the closure of {y;,,: j < ¢fd}.
Then J* = {y’: j < ¢f9d} is increasing, continuous, and %™ = y,,,. Let J' =
{y?: j is a limit ordinal},

J, = {»%: 7 is a limit ordinal, f(¥?, ™) = ¢},
J' = {y’: j is a limit ordinal, and (Vi < j)(Qa) (i <a <j A f(y*™, ) =t,)
but this does not hold for any I' < I} .
Now clearly J' = U, J, = U, J, and if e J,, zeJ, x < 2z then x = y’, z =
¥y, 1 < J,1, J are limit ordinals and there is an «, ¢ < a < j, such that
Fy*, y9) = t,. Hence
f@, 2) = f@, ¥) = fW, v + f@ v + F*, v)

=1 +f(yi+1, ya+1) +h=t+s+1 dzeftf, .
Clearly all the demands are satisfied.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Remember that J< I'is dense in an interval (a, b)
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if for every ¢, yel,a < x <y < b, thereisa zeJ such that z <z <y. It
is easy to see thatif J< I'is dense in an interval (@, b) and J = Ui, J, (m > 1)
then there are k and o', b’ such that ¢ < a' < b <b,1 <k < m and J, is
dense in (a’, b').

Define for any ac I, J= I

Fla,J)={t:te T, Ve >a)Qyed) e <y <z A fla,y) =t)}.

Notice, that since T is finite, for any a € I, and any J< I there is a b,
a < be I such that:

t€ F(a, J) if and only if thereisa yeJ,a <y <b, f(a,y) =t.

We define by induction on m < »n2" + 2 intervals (a,, b..), sets J,, dense in
(@, b,), and (for m > 0) sets D,, = T.

For m = 0, let (a,, b,) be any interval of I, and J, = {xe I: a, < 2 < by}.
Suppose (@, b,.), J, are defined. For any DS T'letJ, (D) ={a e J,: F(a, J,) =
D}. Clearly J,, = Uper J.(D) and as there are only finitely many possible
D’s (£2"), there is an interval (@41, bniy) and D, S T such that J,(D,..,) is
dense in (@1 buir)y and @, < @pyy < bpyy < by Let i = (@i burd) N
Jw(Dwyi). Clearly J,2J,.,,, and m > k implies J, 2 J,, and (a., b, is a sub-
interval of (a,, b,).

As there are only < 2" possible D,,, therearea DS Tand 0 m, < -+ - <
m, < n2" + 1suchthat D, ., = D. Define, for 0 < k < n, a* = a,,, b* =
JE=J,,.° '

It is easy to check thatif 0 =k <l =mn,xeJ'thenweJ, = J,, ., hence
F(x, J¥) = F(®, J,,) = Dp,+i = D. Itisclear that J'2J'2 ... 2J",

Choose z,€ J". Then thereis z,, x, < 2, < b", such that z, < ¥y < z,, ¥y €
J° implies f(x,, ¥) € F (%, J°) = D. Hence ¢ Dif and only if thereisy e J"!,
xy < Y < @y, f(®, y) = t, if and only if thereis yeJ,, 2, <y < 21, F (@, ¥) =
t. Clearly

J* N (@, @) = Urer (e J”, 00 <y <y, f(20, ¥) =t} -
Hence there are a, b, ¢, such that , < @ < b < z, and
J*={y:yed" a <y <b f(x, y) = t}
is dense in (a, b). Clearly ¢, D.
It is easy to check that for ¢, se€ D, ¢t + sis defined and € D, so forte D,
m = 1define mt € T, by induction on m: 1t = ¢, (m + 1)t = mt + ¢. As T has

n elements, 1%, 2¢, -+, (n + 1){, cannot be pairwise distinct. So there are
1,7, 1 <4< (@ + 7) £n + 1such that it, = (¢ + J)t,. Define

bmk)

¢ In fact Dn(T) 2 D.(T), hence we can replace n2"+ 2 by n®>+2. -
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J={y:ia <y <b, flw, y) = jt, ye J* 7} .
We shall show that J is the desired set.

(I) Jis dense in (a, b).

Suppose @ < o’ < b < b, and we shall find zeJ, ¢’ <z <b. As J* is
dense in (@, b) there are z"e J* = J", o’ < 2" < b’. We define by downward
induction 2z* for n — j + 1 < k < n such that z¥ e J*, o’ <2z*<b'. For k = n,
z* is defined. Suppose z**! is defined, then as z**'e J**' it follows that
F(z**', J¥) = D. Ast,e D there is z* € J*, such that z*** < z* < b’ and f(z**!,
z¥) = t,. Clearly

T2 e <,
[z, 2") = t,, f@@™2)=1¢.

Hence f(2), 2" 79 =ty + «++ + t, = Jty, 50 2" e J, @’ < 2" 9T < b,

I) J is homogeneous.

Suppose a <y <2z < b, y,ze€J. Then y e J* ', Now define by down-
ward induction y* e J* for0 < k <4,y < ¥* < 2. Lety’ = y (y' € J* because
y'=yeJ" ", andas i+ j=<n+1,1<n — j+ 1 hence J* it < J%). If
y**'is defined then F(y**!, J*¥) = D, hence there are y* € J*, y**' < y* < z such
that f(y*", y*) = t,. Itfollowsthatz, <y=9y' <y < .-+ <9y < zand

f@s v ) =1t
Hence
fW, ¥) =, ¥) =it .
So
F,2) =fy, v) + f, 2) = ity + f(¥, ?)

= (¢ + 9t + [, 2) = jty + it + f(, 2)

=f@,y) + 0, ¥) + &, 2) = f(2, 2) = I, .
This proves the homogeneity of J.

Proof of Conclusion 1.4. Let (a, b), J and ¢, be as in the proof of 1.3.
Let T={t, ---, t,}. Let

Jk = {y;ye (a'; b); tke F(y; J)r tl’ D) tlt:—le F(?/, J)} ’
Jl = {y' YE< (a" b)’ tl € F’(yr J); tlr D) tl—le F’(yr J)}

where F’ is defined just as F is, but for the reversed order.

Clearly (a, b) = U, J, = U, J'. Suppose © < y, x€J,, ycJ,. Then we
can find o', ¥, ¢ < @’ < ¥’ < y, ', ¥ €J, such that f(z, ') = t,, £(¥, ¥) = t.
Hence

def

f@,y) =7, o) + F@, ¥)+ W, 0) =t + b+t =ti.
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2. The monadic theory of generalized sums

Feferman and Vaught [FV 1] proved that the first order theory of sum,
product, and even generalized products of models depends only on the first-
order theories of the models. Their theorem has generalizations to even more
general products (see Olmann [O], 1]) and to suitable infinitary languages (L.,
see Malitz [Ma 1]). On the other hand, it is well-known that for second order
theory this is false even for sum (as there is a sentence true in the sum of
two models if and only if they are isomorphic, for fixed finite language, of
course). Also for monadic (second-order) theory this is false for products of
models (there is a sentence true in a direct product of two models of the
theory of linear order if and only if the orders are isomorphic). We notice
here that the monadic theory of generalized sum depends only on the monadic
theories of the summands and notice also generalization of known refinement
(see Fraissé [Fr1]). We can prove them using natural generalizations of
Ehrenfeucht games (see [Eh 1]). Laiichli [La 1] uses some particular cases of
those theorems for the weak monadic theory. As thereis nonew point in the
proofs, we skip them. We should notice only that a subset of sum of models
is the union of subsets of the summands. The results of [FV] can be applied
directly by replacing M by (| M| U P(M), M, €).

Notation. L will be first-order language with a finite number of symbols,
L* the corresponding monadic language, L(M) the first-order, language cor-
responding to the model M, the universe of M, is | M|. Letz, y, z be individual
variables; X, Y, Z set variables; a, b, ¢ elements; P, Q sets; P(M) = {P. PC
| M|}. Bar denotes that this is a finite sequence, e.g., @; (@) its length, @ =
{ovny @y oo Dicia, and let @(t) = a,. We write @ € A instead of a,€ A and
@€ Minstead of @ € | M|. K is a class of L(K) models (L(K) = L(M) for any
MecK). Let

K™ = {(M, P): Pe P(M)"}, K = Un<o K™ .
Let k, I, m, n, p, q, r denote natural numbers.

Definition 2.1. For any L-model M, Pc P(M), @ ¢ | M|, @ a finite set of
formulas (X,, -+, 2, - - -) € L, a natural number n, and a sequence of natural
numbers k of length > n, define

by induction on n:
For n = 0:

t = {¢(Xl1’ ceey Xy, "'):Q(XI’ crey Xy o--)e(l), ME= @[Plp cecy, @, "']} .
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Forn=m+ 1:
t = {th™(M, P, @"b): b e | M[*™} .
Definition 2.2. For any L-model M, Pe P(M), a finite set @ of formulas
P(X,, -+, &, -+-)€ L, n, k of length = n + 1, define T = Th2((M, P), ®) by

induction on n:

Forn = 0:

For m =m + 1:

T = {Thy((M, P*Q), ®): e P(M)*™} .

Remarks. (1) If @ is the set of atomic formulas we shall omit it and
write Thi(M, P).

(2) We always assume k(i) = 1 for any ¢ < l(k), and k(0) = m, if Re
L(M) is mg-place.

(8) If we write k(3) for ¢ = I(k), then we mean 1, and when we omit &
we mean {max Mgz, 1, --+>.

(4) We could have mixed Definitions 2.1, and 2.2, and obtained a similar
theorem which would be more refined.

LEMMA 2.1. (A) For every formula +(X)e L*(M) there is an n such
that from Thi(M, P) we can find effectively whether M = [P].

(B) For every L,k,n, ®Z L, and m there is a set ¥ = (pu(X): I < (< w),
(X)=m} (v, L") such that for anmy L-models M, N and Pe P(M)",
Q e P(N)™ the following hold:

(1) Th((N, Q), ®) can be computed from {I < l: N k= 4[Q]}.

(2) ThY(N, @), ®) = Th((M, P), @) if and only if for any I <l,
M [Pl = N = .[Q].

Proof. Immediate. In (A) it suffices to take for » the quantifier depth
of .

LEMMA 2.2. (A) For given L, n, m, k, each Thi(M, P) is hereditarily
finite, and we can compute the set of formally possible Thi(M, P),(P)=m,M
an L-model. The same holds for @.

@) If (0)=k0),1l=p, <P, <D< +++ <D, =m and for 1L <1<
nk(i) < 30, <isr, 1(j) then from Th™(M, P), @) we can effectively compute
Thy((M, P), ®@).

(C) For every m, k, | we can compute m such that from Th*((M, P), @)
we can effectively compute ThY((M, P), D). '

(D) Suppose in Definition 2.2 we make the following changes: We
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restrict ourselves to partition P, and let Q be a partition refining P, which
divides each P; to 2™ parts. What we get we call p TR((M, P), ®). Then
from pThX((M, P), ®) we can effectively compute Thi((M, P), @), and vice-
versa.

(E) Let K, n, ® be given. If for every k there is an 1 such that for
every m, M, Ne K™,

Th}(M, ®) = Th}(N, ®) — Thi*(M, ®) = Th;*'(N, @)
then for every m, k there is an | such that for any m, M, Ne K™
Th(M, ®) = Th}(N, ®) — Th}(M, ®) = Th}(N, @) .

Remark. This is parallel to elimination of quantifiers.

(F) In (E), if in the hypothesis | can be found effectively from k them
in the conclusion, 1 can be found effectively from m, k. If in addition
{Thy(M, ®): Me K™} is recursive in k, m then {Th2(M, ®): M K} is recur-

sive in p, k.
Proof. Immediate.

The following generalizes the ordered sum of ordered sets (which will be
our main interest) to the notion of a generalized sum of models. (Parts (1),
(2), (3) of the definition are technical preliminaries.)

Definition 2.3. Let L,, L,, L, be first-order languages, M; an L,-model
(for te | N|), N an L,-model, and we shall define the Lymodel M = } ] . M,
(the generalized sum of the M,’s relative to o).’

(1) An n-condition 7 is a triple (&, ®, ¥) where:

(A) FE is an equivalence relation on {0, 1, ---, n — 1}.

(B) @ is a finite set of formulas of the form o(x;, ---, x;,) where j,,
+++, Jp are E-equivalent and <n; and @€ L,.

(C) W is a finite set of formulas of the form +(x;, ---, ;) where j,,
coe, Ju < My Y € L.

(2) Ifay, +++, @y € Uieiw M, = (E, @, ¥) is an n-condition, a, € M),

then we say <a,, ---, a,_,> satisfies 7 if:
(A) (1) = i(m) = lEm;
B) P(w;), -+, ;)€ ®= My, = Pla;, +--, a;l
©) ¥, -+, 2;)e¥ =N E y[i(5), --+, (Il

(8) The rule, g, is {L,, L,, L,, 0*) where ¢* is a function whose domain
is the set of predicates of L,; if R is an n-place predicate in L;, 0*(R) will be
a finite set of n-conditions.

" We assume, of course, that the |M;|’s are pairwise disjoint.
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(4) M= Y., M isan Lrmodel, whose universe is Usev | M:], and
for every predicate R € Ly, RY = {{a,, +++, @y_1): (@, **, @,_,) satisfies some
7 e o*(R)}.

Let ®(a)(¥(a)) be the set of all formulas @; € L,(9) (v, € L,(0)) appearing
in the o(R)’s, R € Ly(0), and the equality.

Remarks. (1) We use the convention that
EZGN (M; Pl) = (E:eN M;, UieN p‘b)
where for P* = (P}, ---, P>, U: P' = (U, Pf, -+, U: Pa).

(2) We could have defined the sum more generally, by allowing the
universe and the equality to be defined just as the other relations.

LEMMA 2.3. For any o, n, m, k, if for 1 =1,2, Pte P(M)™ and for
every 1 € N,

Th((M:, P}), ®(0)) = Th((M?, P?), ©(0)) ,
then
Th%(E:eN (M@l’ Pll)) = Th%(EZeN (Mig’ Plz)) ’

THEOREM 2.4. For any o, n, m, k we can find an 7 such that: if M =
S0 M, t. = Th((M, P), ®(0)), and Q, = {ie N:t, = t}, I(P) = m, then
from Th%((N, oo, Qv 0 0), \If(o)) we can effectively compute Thi(M, U p)
(which is uniquely determined).

Definition 2.4. (1) For a class K of models
Th'(K, ®) = {Thy(M, ®): Me K} .

(2) The monadic theory of K is the set of monadic sentences true in
every model in K. '
(8) For any &, K,, K,, let CI’(K,, K,) be the minimal class K such that
(A) K, EK,
(B) if 5 <U3d), M,e K, Ne K, then 3_° M, e K.

ielN|
Conclusion 2.5. Suppose G, n, k, maregiven. L,(0,)=Ly(0,)=L, Ly(0;)=
L,; L, L, are finite and each ®(g,), ¥(0,) is a set of atomic formulas. There
is an 7 such that for every K,, K,, from ThX(K;"*"), Thi(K) we can effec-
tively compute Th(K™) where K = CI’(K, K,) (remember K" = {(M, P):
Me K,, Pe P(M)™) (K, should be a class of L-models, K, a class of L.-models).

Proof. For every j < l(G) let 7/ relate to (j), n, k, m just as 7 relates
to o, m, k, m in Theorem 2.4. Now choose an 7 such that for every ! < =,
7(l) = ri(1).

Let T be the set of formally possible Th%(M, P), for M an L-model,
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UP) = m, and we can define r(n + 1) = | T|. Let T = {t(0), - --, t(p — 1)}
(sop =|T|=r(n+1)).

Clearly, by the definition of 77, and by (a trivial case of) 2.2 (B), if M =
Yl M, t, = ThaM, P), Q = {ie N: t, = t(l)}, (P, = m, then from ¢t =
ThiN, -+, Qi ++ )i, We can effectively compute Th2(M, U, P,), and denote
it by g(t).

Now define by induction on I, T, Z T.

Let T, = Th(K"), and if T, is defined let T,,, be the union of T, with
the set of ¢t € T satisfying the following condition:

(*) There is a t* € Th2(K;"*") such that t = g(¢t*), and if ¢* implies that
Q; is not empty, then t() € T,.

Remark. Clearly if t* = Th¥(N, ---, Q,, ---) then from ¢* we can com-
pute ThY(N, ---, Q,, ---) and hence know whether @, # &.
Clearly T, =T, CT,, -+ =T so,as | T| = p, for some ¢ < p, Ty = Tqs.
Now let
K, = {Me K: for every Pe(P(| M|)"Th*(M, P)e Ty} .

Clearly Thy(Ky) < T,, and we can effectively find 7,. Nowif Ne K,, M, € K,
for te N, and M = E,;’;V M,, then for any Pe P(| M|)", ThY(M, P)e T,,, =
T, by the definition of T,,,, and M¢< K by the definition of K, hence M¢< K,.
As clearly K, < K, C K, by the definition of K = CI°(K,, K,) necessarily K, =
K. So it suffices to prove that Th}(Ky) 2T,. (Takel = q.) This is done by
induction on /.

LEMMA 2.6. If M is a finite model, then for any ®, n, k we can effec-
tively compute Thi(M, ©) from M.

Remark 2.7. Naturally we can ask whether we can add to (or replace
the) monadic quantifiers (by) other quantifiers, without essentially changing
the conclusions of this section. It is easily seen that, e.g., the following
quantifiers are suitable:

(1) (3'X) —thereis a finite set X

(2) (3*X) —thereisaset X, |X| <X (M a regular cardinal). When

dealing with ordered sums of linear order, also

(3) (3*°X) —there is a well-ordered set X

(4) (3;X) —thereis a set X, with no increasing nor decreasing se-

quence in it of length » (A a regular cardinal).

If we add some of those quantifiers, we should, in the definition of
Thi((M, P), @) state which Boolean combinations of the P,’s are in the range
of which quantifiers. If we e.g., replace the monadic quantifier by (3°X), we
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should restrict the P’s to sets of cardinality < \.

Another possible generalization is to generalized products. Let M =
II:., M. (where L(M,) = L\(0), L(N) = Ly(0), L(M) = Ly(0)) means: | M|=
II.., M., and if f,, - -+, fu€ M, M = R[f,, - -+, f.] if and only if N'I= vzl - -+,
P, ...] where

P, = {ie N: M, & 9F[£.(3), - -+, [@]}
(and @, is a first order sentence from L,(0), ¥ » 2 monadic sentence from Ly(0)).
Then, of course, we use Th%(N, P), th(M;, ), and thi(M,@). All our theorems
generalize easily, but still no application was found.

If not specified otherwise, we restrict ourselves to the class K., of models
of the theory of order (sometimes with one-place relations which will be
denoted, e.g., (M, P)). 0 = 0nq is the ordered sum of ordered sets and is
omitted. Therefore +(6) and ®(¢) are the set of atomic formulas. For the
sum of two orders we write M, + M, The ordinals, the reals R, and the
rationals Q have their natural orders. If M=3. ., M, we write Thiy(M, P)=
1w ThU(M, P) where P = U, P,. Let T(n, m, k) be the set of formally
possible Th%(M, P), M an order, [(P) = m.

COROLLARY 2.8. For any m, m, k there is ¥ = 7(n, m, k) such that if
P, = {ie N:t, = t} for te T(n, m, k) then El .y ti cam be effectively computed
f"'om Thg(N’ ] Pty °c ')'

3. Simple application for decidability

Using Section 2 we shall prove here some theorems, most of them known.
We prove the decidability of the theories of the finite orders, the countable
ordinals ([B 5]), and show that from the monadic theory of A we can compute
effectively the monadic theory of K = {a: a < '} (this was shown for ) =
w, » = w,in [B 5]). We do not try to prove the results on definability and
elimination of quantifiers. For finite orders this can be done and the method
becomes similar to that of automaton theory. For o, {a: a < @}, ®, this can
be done by using the previous cases (e.g., for @ using the result on the finite
orders). We can prove the decidability of the weak monadic theory (with 3¢
only) of the n-successors theory by the method of this section (Doner [D 1]
proved it). It would be very interesting if we could have proved in this way
that the monadic theory of the 2-successor theory is decidable (Rabin [Ra 1]
proved it).

In order to use Section 1 we should note

LEMMA 3.1. For any n, k, (N, P), the coloring ff on N is additive
where
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fi(a, b) = Th((N, P) | [a, b)),
where (N, P) | [a, b) is a submodel of (N, P) with the universe [a, b) = {z ¢
N:ia < 2 < b}.
Proof. By Lemma 2.3.

Let us list some immediate claims.

LEMMA 3.2. (A) If for any n, k we can compute effectively Thy(K), then
the monadic theory of K is decidable; and vice-versa.

(B) Ifthe monadic theory of K is decidable then so is the monadic theory
of K' where K’ is the class of:

(i) submodels of models of K,

(ii) enitial segments of orders from K,

(i) orders which we get by adding (deleting) first (last) elements from
orders of K,

(iv) converses of orders from K,

(v) (M, P), Mc K, Pe P(M)™.

Proof. Immediate.

THEOREM 3.3. The monadic theory of the class K;;, of finite orders is
decidable.

Proof. Let K, be the class of orders of cardinality »; up to isomorphism
K, has only one element, n. Hence by Lemma 2.6 we can compute T%%(K,).
Hence by Conclusion 2.5, for every n, k we can compute Th’(K) where K =
Cl(K,, K,). But clearly K is the class of finite orders. So by 3.2 (A) we finish.

THEOREM 3.4. The monadic theory of @ is decidable.

Proof. We shall compute {Th%(w, P): Pe P(w)"} by induction on %, for
every k, m simultaneously.

For n = 0 it is easy.

Suppose we have done it for » — 1 and we shall do it for »n, m, k. By
the induction hypothesis we can compute Th}(w) for every 1, in particular
for 7 = ¥(n, m, k) (see 2.8). Now for any M = (w, P, ---, P,), by 1.1 we
can find an f7-homogeneous set {a,: ¢ < ®} (a; < @;;,). So letting

t = T(w, P) } [0, ay)) , s = Thi((w, P) | [a;, @) for i< j;
we have
Thi(w, P) = Th*((w, P) I [0, ay)) + X
=t+ 3.5
As Th}(w) is known, by 2.8, we can compute Th7(M, P) froms, t. Now

Th%((w, P) I as, a’i-H))

i<w
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for any ¢, se ThY(K.), s+ Th*(0, P), Pe P(®)™, thereis an (», P) such that
Thiyw, P) =t + Y, _, s.

As we know Thi(KT,) by 3.3, and can easily find whether s e Thy(K%) —
Th({0}), we finish.

THEOREM 3.5. (A) From the monadic theory of N (A a cardinal) we can
compute effectively the monadic theory of K = {a: ¢ < \*).

(B) Moreover every monadic sentence which has model a < \*, has a
model B < \°.

(C) () For every a < >\.+ there isa B < A + \° which has the same
monadic theory

(i) If £ = ) and for every regular x < \ there is a Y’ < p such
that X, X' have the same monadic theory, then we can chose 8 < Nt + \°.°

(i) If we could always find X < pt then B < A, and if » = o,
B < A\ 4 A0 ,

(iv) Also, for every a < \*, there are m < @, \y, +++, A, = \, sSuch
that the monadic theory of « is recursive in the monadic theories of Ay, -« -
Ay and N; 18 @ regular cordinal.

(D) In general, the bounds in (B), (C) cannot be improved.

Remark. Biichi [B 5] already proved (B), (C) for A=w and (B) for » = w,.

Proof. (A) Define K, = K, = {@: @ < \}; by 8.2(B) (i) and 3.2 (A) we
can compute Th%(K,) for every m, k and ¢ = 1, 2 (from the monadic theory
of A, of course). Hence by 2.5 we can compute Th%(K’) for every =, k, where
K' = Cl(K,, K;). Clearly every member of K’ is well-ordered and has cardi-
nality < \. So up to isomorphism K’ K. We should prove now only that
equality holds. If not, let & be the first ordinal not in K’, and @ < A*. If «
is a successor ordinal, « — 1€ K’; 1,2¢ K hence a = (@ — 1) + 1K', a
contradiction. If @ is a limit ordinal, its cofinality is <\. Leta =Y,
10 = N, & < «; then ¢, a,€ K’ so a € K’, a contradiction.

(B) Let us first show that

(*) For every n, k there is ¢ = g(n, k) < w such that if &, 8 <\*, ¢f (@) =
¢f(B), and a, g are divisible by \?, then Th%(a) = Th%(5).

For » = 0 it is immediate, and we prove it for n. By the pigeon-hole
principle thereare1 <1 < p < 2| T(n, 0, k) | + 1 such that Th(\}) = Thi(\").
Clearly, ,

’

i<ig @,

7\;1+2 — E¢<;\ ()\)l+1 + )\'l) .
Hence

8 In fact, g < M“** + M.
® In the first case f < M.
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Thr(\N*) = TRYYS, ., OV + N = 32, Th O + )
= 3., [Tha() + Thy(WM] = 32, ., [ThE(VTY)
+ Thi(\)] = X0, ., TR+ W) = 30, Thi(A)
= 3. TV = Thy(30, M) = TV .

Hence we prove by induction onm, I < m < o that Thi(\™) = Thj(\'*);
choose ¢ = q(n, k) = 1 + 1. Let @, 8 < A" be divisible by A\’ and have the
same cofinality, and we shall prove Th¥(a) = Th¥(B). Clearly it suffices to
prove Th(a) = Thi(\*x) where ¢ = cf(a). Let us prove it by induction on
a, and let « = N7, If ¥ = v, + 1, then for 7, = 0 it is trivial, and for 7, > 0

Thi(@) = Thi, + \) = ThiY,) + Thi(n?)
= Th[\ o cf (V7)) + ThI)
= TR ocf (V7)) + A¥] = ThE(A*?) = Thi(A o))
= Th:[Moof(@)] -

If 7 is a limit ordinal ¥ = ), Yo Yi < 7 a successor,

i<cf(y)
Th(@) = TN, cosy T = TR iceron A%,
=3 o Thy(NY,)
=3 s ThiINTe ef (N3)]
= Et«f(r) Thn(vﬂ) = Ei<0f(7’) Th’i()\,")
= Th[\ o cf ()] -

So we have proved (*). Let us prove (B). Let & < A* be a model of a
sentence y. Choose by 2.1 (A), n, k such that from Th%(8) we know whether
B E v, and let ¢ = g(n, k), and let @ = A?8 + 7, ¥ < \° Then

Th%(a) Th”[)\,qo Cf()\ﬂ,@) + 7], and M\ ocf(NVB) + 7 < AItE

(C) Divide @@ by A* s0o @ = \“a; + @, a, < \*. Let a] be 1if a, is a
successor, and cfa, otherwise. Then \°a,, \“a] are divisible by A*™® for
every n, k and have equal cofinality. So by the proof of (B), for every =, k,
Thi(\*a,) = Thi(\“a}). Hence \°a; + @, \°a; + @, has the same monadic
theory, and A + a, < A\ + A¢ = At 4+ \“. This proves (C) (4).

If ¥’ < ¢ has the same monadic theory as a; then M, + a,, \an + a,
and A*y’ + @, (which is <A“¢ + \*) have the same monadic theories. If ' <
p clearly Ay + a, < At

If A = ® then ¢f(A“@,) = @ in any case, hence @ = w*a, + a,, and ®* +
a, < ®* + w® has the same monadic theory. Every @ < A* we can uniquely
represent as

a = \Na’ + \Na, + o + Na, + aga, <N
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The monadic theory of « is recursive in the monadic theories of \, cf(A“c’),
Q®,, +++, & So we can prove inductively (C) (iv).

(D) Suppose » > w, \ is regular, and there is a sentence  such that
a = + if and only if @ = . Then there are sentences v, such that a & ¥,
if and only if @ = A", sentences @, such that a = @, if and only if « is
divisible by A", and sentence ® such that @ = @ if and only if ¢fa = ». Then
A“*tis a model of {@, @,: n < w}. If a is also a model of {@, ®,: » < w} then
\* divides a for every =, hence A\ divides «, so @ = A“8. If gis a successor,
cf(a) = wbuta = ® so Bisa limit hence ¢f (@) = ¢f(8), 80 ¢cfB =\, 50 B =\
hence a = A“oX = A", Similarly \¢*' + \* is the smallest model of its
monadic theory.

LEMMA 3.6. (A) In 3.5(A) it suffices to know the monadic theory of {1
¢ a regular cardinal £ \}. So if N is singular it suffices to know the
monadic theory of {a: a < \}.

(B) For every sentence +r, (1) there is a sentence @ (all in the monadic
theory of order) such that a = @ if and only if « is a limit and cf (@) E ¥,
(2) there is a sentence characterizing the first ordinal which satisfies  and
(3) for every m < w there is @, such that a = @, if and only if & is the n*™®
regular cardinal satisfying +r.

(C) There are monadic sentences @, such that a = @, if and only if
a = w,. If V=L there are monadic sentences @, such that a = @, if and
only if & is the n'® weakly compact cardinal.

Proof. (A) Immediate by 3.5 (C) (iv).

(B) (1) Let @ say that there is no last element, and for any unbounded
P there is an unbounded Q< P which satisfies 4 (if ¢fa = —+ we can choose
Q as a set of order-type ¢fa; so @ = @. If ¢fa = — 4, let P be a subset of
a of order-type c¢fa; hence any unbounded Q < P has order-type cfa, so
akE Q).

(2) Immediate.

(3) We use (1) and (2) to define @, inductively. Let @, say that « is the
first ordinal whose cofinality satisfies . Let ®,,, say that a is the first
ordinal whose cofinality satisfies v A — @, A -+« A — P,.

(C) For @, use (B) (3) for 4 saying « is an infinite ordinal. For ®. use
(B) (3) and Theorem 0.1 (of Jensen).

4. The monadic theory of well-orderings
If a € (M, P) let
th(a, P) = {re X;:aec P} U {x¢ X:a¢ P)
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(so it is a set of formulas).

Let D, denote the filter of (generated by) the closed unbounded subsets of
a, cfa > o. ‘

LEMMA 4.1. If the cofinality of @ is >, then for every Pe P(a)™ there
18 a closed unbounded subset J of & such that: for each B < «, all the models

{@, P) 1 [B,M):7ed, cf (V) = ©,7 > g}
have the same monadic theory.

Remark. Biichi [B5, 6.1, p. 110] proved Lemma 4.1 for « = w,, by a
different method.

Proof. For every n, k there is, by 1.1, 3.1 a homogeneous unbounded
I' < a, by the coloring f7 of («, P), so there is t7 such that for every g <
velr, Thi(a, P) | [B, 7)) = t». Let J be the set of accumulation points of
I, and J = N, 3 J7. Clearly J is a closed and unbounded subset of a.

Let 8 < @, and B be the first ordinal > B in I7. Then for any v e J,
Y > B, ¢f(Y) = w, and for every n, k we can find v, € I, ¥, < Vy4s, lim,, 7, =
7 and ¥, = B%. Therefore

Th((a, P) I [B, ) = Thi((a, P) I [B, BY) + 2oi<, Thi((e, P) I [71y Y1)
= Thi{(e, P) I [B, BY)) + 2., th -
So, Th%((et, P) I [B, 7)) does not depend on the particular 7.
Definition 4.1. ATh%(B, (o, P)) for 8 < a, @ a limit ordinal of co-
finality > o is Th%((«, P) | [B, 7)) for every YeJ, ¥ > B, ¢f(7) = ®; where
J is from Lemma 4.1.

Remark. As D, is a filter, this definition does not depend on the choice
of J.

Definition 4.2. We define WTh(«, P):
(1) if « is a successor or has cofinality w, it is &,
(2) otherwise we define it by induction on n:
for n = 0: WTh(«a, P) = {t: {8 < a: th(B, P) =t} is a stationary sub-
set of a},
for n + 1: let WTh2*(a, P) = {<S«(Q), SxQ)): @ € P(a)*+"}
where '
5/(Q) = WThi(e, P, Q) ,
S.Q) = {<t, ): {8 < a: WTh((e, P, Q) } B) = ¢, th(5, P"Q) = s}
is a stationary subset of «}.

Remark. Clearly, if we replace («, P) by a submodel whose universe is
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a close unbounded subset of a, WTh%(a, P) will not change Of course
W Thi(M) is well defined for every well-ordered model.

Definition 4.3. Let ¢f(a) > w, M = (a, P) and we define the model
gy(M) = (a, gy(P)).
Let
(92(P)). = (B < a:s = AThY(B, M)}
and (when m = I(P))

g%(f_’) =, (QZ(P))” Ce e DseTlam ) -

Remark. (1) In g%(P) we unjustly omit a, but there will be no confu-
sion.

(2) Remember T(n, m, k) is the set of formally possible Th(M, P),
UP) =

LEMMA 4.2. (A) ¢%(P) is a partition of a.

B) ¢(P"Q) is a refinement of giP) and we can effectively correlate
the parts.

(C) g2*(P) is a refinement of g%(P) and we can effectively correlate the
parts.

(D) The parallels of Lemma 2.2 for Th, pTh, hold for WTh, pWTh.

Proof. Immediate.

THEOREM 4.3. For every n, m, k we can effectively find 7 = 7(n, m, k)
such that: If cf (@')>w, M,=(a‘, P?), (P)=m for i=1, 2and ATh*0, M,)=
AThX0, M,) and WTh(gu(M,)) = WThgx(M,)) then Thiy(M,) = Thi(M,).

Proof. We prove by induction on #.

For n = 0, it is easy to check that Th3(M;) = AThY0, M,) hence the
theorem is trivial. ’

Suppose we have proved the theorem for n, and we shall prove it for
n + 1. Suppose Q'ec P(a)*"*", and we shall find @*c P(a®*"*" such that
Thye!, P!, Q") = Thi(a?, P?, Q%); by the symmetry in the hypothesis this is
sufficient. Let g%(P'*Q") = Q*', gv"(P') = P*', g3"'(P*) = P**. Define 7(n +
1) = Ygu(PQ7Y) = U(Q@*) and 7 |} (n + 1) = ry(n, m + U(P?), k).

By the assumptions and Definition 4.2, there is @**€ P(a®*"*" such that
(for our =, 7 and a?, P**; a!, P*Y), Sy(Q*") = S,(@*®) for I = 1, 2. (The nota-
tion is inaccurate, but should be clear.) So, for I = 1, we get WTh2(«, P*,
Q*) = WThi(a?, P*:, @*%), and without loss of generality 0 ¢ Q¥ «— 0€ Q%
(From now on we can replace 7 by 7 | (n + 1).) So by Lemma 4.2, for ! =1, 2,
Q*'is a partition of ' refining P*!, hence for every B<at there is a unique
8(B) such that e QXls. - : e
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Now, for I = 1, 2, choose a closed unbounded subset J; of a’ such that:

(0) every member of J;, which is not an accumulation point of J;, has
cofinality w,

(1) for any s, if QX' is not a stationary subset of @' then QN J, = &,

(2) ifp<y<al B Yed; cf(7) = w then

Thr((e, PY) | [B, 7)) = ATh:H(B, (a, PY) (use Lemma 4.1) ,
(3) for every veJ, ¢f(?) = v,
Thy((e, PY) 1 [0, 7)) = AThy(0, (o, PY),

(4) if Q¥*NnJ, =@, Bed;
then there are Y€ J,, ¥ > B, s,(¥) = s such that {£e J;: § < & < 7} is finite,

(5) for any s, t, if {8 < att = WTh(«', @*") } B8), s = Th(B, @*)}is
not a stationary subset of J;, then it is disjoint to J;.

Remark. Note that (5) just strengthens (1).
Now we define @* by parts. That is, for every 8 < ve J, U {0}, 7 is the
successor of g in J;, we define Q* | [B, 7) such that

s{B) = Thi((a?, P*@) I [8, 7)) .
This is possible as by definition of s,(8), 8 € QX%,, hence
sdB) e ATh™(8, (a2, P?) .
We now prove
(*) if < 7ed,U {0}, ef(7) = w, then
s(B) = Thi((e?, P4 Q") 1 [B, 7)) -
We prove it by induction on 7 for all 8.
(i) By (0) the first ¥ > B,, ¥ € J, has cofinality w, and by the definition
of @ (*) is satisfied.
(ii) Let < &<, e, fornoLed;,, £ <L <7, and ¢ has cofinality .
Then by the induction hypothesis Thz((a?, P @) ! [, £)) = s.(B) and
Th’%((azv pz, Qz) i s, 7)) =s(%) .
We should show that s,(8) + 8,(§) = s,(8). So it suffices to find ' < &' < 7' e
Jy, 8:(B) = 8(B), ef& = w = ¢fY, s(€') = s,(£); and by the definition of S, in
4.2 this is possible. As geJ,, QX is a stationary subset of a? @ isa
stationary subset of a', hence for some 5’ e J,, B’ € Qs hence s,(8")=s,(B).
As e d,
{Ce QX2: WThX(e?, P*, Q*?) = @}

is stationary, hence we can find & € J,, ch(&') = @, sx(&') = s,(8).
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(iii) If 7 is an accumulation point of J, the proof is similar to that of (ii).
Choose &, m < @, B < &p < Epiy < 7, lim, &, =7, ¢f(£n) = @, and s,(&,) =
8:(5n+1) (use (4)). Then

Thi((a?, P2, @) | [B, 7)) = Thi((e?, P%, @) 1 [8, &)
+ Em<w Thz((az’ Pz’ QZ) r [Em’ Em+1))
= 8(B) + Em<w 82(&0) -

We should prove this sum is s,(8), and this is done as in (ii).

(iv) There are ceJ, 8 < £ < 7, 7 the suceessor of £in J, and ¢f (&) > .

As before we can find 8’ <& <7’ € J,, 8,(8') = 8:(8), WTh((e', P**) | &)=
W Thi((a?, P*) } &), s,(&) = si(8), cf& > o, ¢fY' = w. So clearly

Thy((a?, P@Y) 1[5 7)) = su8) = su(&) = Thi((ew, P, Q) 1 [£, 7)) -

Now also

Thi((, P, @) | 18, &) = Thi((e, P, @) I 8, §))
by the induction hypothesis on # and on 7.

So we have proved (*) and g3((?, P?, @) = («?, @*).

Now by the induction hypothesis on = it follows that Thj(a', P, Q)=
Thi(a?, P, Q).

THEOREM 4.4. If ¢f (@) > w,

t, = WThi(gy(P)), t. = ATR(0, (a, P)), 7 = F(n, UP), k)
then we can effectively compute Thi(a, P) from t,, t,.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of 4.3.

Conclusion 4.5. If ) is a regular cardinal, and we know ATh}(0, \),
W Th*(\) (F = 7ry(n, 0, k)), then we can compute Th2(\).

LEMMA 4.6. If \ is a regular cardinal > w, 7 = r(n, 0, k), then, letting
T, = {Th(p): @ < pt <\, ot a regular cardinal}, T, = {Th¥a):a < \}, we
can compute effectively ATh0, \) from T,; and we can compute T, effec-
tively from T,.

Proof. Let T ={t, ---, t.}, and if ¢, = Th*() let ¢, = Th(¢%), ¢ = q(n, k)
(we can compute it effectively: see the proof of 3.5 (B) for the definition of
q(n, k)) and let t = ¢, + -+ + t{, then

2ot =tw = ATh%0, \) .°
Conclusion 4.7. Let \ be a regular cardinal. If the monadic theory of

{ar @ <A}, and {WTh;(\): n, k} are given then we can compute effectively
the monadic theory of A.

1o The second phrase is immediate by 3.6 B(3).
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LEMMA 4.8. For a regular N\, {WTh*"(\): n < w} and the first-order
theory of M* = (P(\)/D;, U, N, —, @, 1, -+-, R}, ---) are recursive one in
the other, where R P, Q) holds if and only if

{8 < \: Be P, and for some n, t = WTh"((\, Q) | B)} # @ (mod D,) .

Remark. Note that for every ¢ there is at most one possible #.

Proof. Immediate, similar to the proof of Lemma 2.1.

Conclusion 4.9. If the monadic theory of {a: @ < \} and the first-order
theory of M* are decidable, then so is the monadic theory of .

Using 4.9 we can try to prove the decidability of the monadic theory of
A by induction on .

For » = w we know it by 3.4.

For A = w, the R¢'’s are trivial, (because each 8 < w, is a successor or
¢fB = N, hence by Definition 4.3 (1), R™M(P, Q) holds if and only if t = @).
So it suffices to prove the decidability of (E(wl)/le, n, v, — @, 1). But by
Ulam [U 1] this is an atomless Boolean algebra, so its theory is decidable.
Hence we reprove the theorem of Biichi [B 5].

Conclusion 4.10. The monadic theory of w, is decidable.

Now we can proceed to A = w,. Looking more closely at the proof for
w,, we see that WThi(w,, P) can be computed from the set of atoms in the
Boolean algebra generated by the P, which are stationary subsets of w,; and

we can replace w, by any ordinal of cofinality w,. So all the R¢2 can be defined
by the function F/D.,,,

FIl)y={a< w:cef(@) =0, —INw, ¢ D,}.
Conclusion 4.11. The first order theory of
My = (P(w,)/D., N, U, —, @, 1, F/D,,)
is decidable if and only if the monadic theory of w, is decidable.

Notice that F(I U J) = F(I) U F(J), and that for M“z to have a decidable
theory, it suffices that it have elimination of quantifiers. For this it suffices

(*) for any stationary A C {@ < @,: ¢f(@) = w} and B, C such that
F(A) = BUC there are stationary A', B', A= A'"UB', A’NB' = g, FA) =
A(mod D,,) and F(B') = B(mod D,,).

Conjecture 4 (A). (*) is consistent with ZFC.

* 5. From orders to uniform orders

An equivalence relation E on ordered set Nis convex if x Ey, v <z <
y € N, implies z E z, i.e., every equivalence class is convex. On N/E = {a/E:
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a € N} anatural ordering is defined. If Jisa convex subset of a model (M, P)
then th(J, P)is (I, s, s,) such that if there is no last (first) element in J, s, =
1 (s, = 1), if b is the last (first) element, s, = th(b, P) (s, = th(b, P)) (for defini-
tion, see the beginning of Section 4) and I = min (| J|, 2).

Definition 5.1. (1) k(M) is the first cardinal &, such that neither £ nor
£* is embeddable in M.

(2) &(K)islLu.b. {k(M): Me K}.

Definition 5.2. We define for every n, k, the class U? and UTh?((M, P))
for Me U?

(1) Uz ={(M, P): Mis dense order with no first nor last element and
there are ¢, and a dense I < | M| such that for every ¢ < be I:
t, = Thi((M, P) | (a, b)) and th(a, P) = th(b, P)}.
Now we define UTh%(M, P) by induction on n.
(2) UTRYM, P) = Thy(M, P).
(3) UTh**(M, P) =S, S, com) where
(A) S, = {UTh((M, P, Q)): @e P(My*», (M, P, Q) e Uz},
(B) Before we define S,, we make some conventions:
(@) T|[T.]is the set of formally possible th(J, P?), J # @, and I(P) = [(P),
(LPY) = UP) + k(n + 1));
B) To={ s, t, s0:{l, 5, 80€ Ty, te T(n, (P) + k(n + 1), k) and | = 1 if
and only if ¢ is the “theory” of the empty model};
™ Ifl, s, 8)eT, I, st siye T then (I, s, s,) < (U, s}, t, s> when: [ =
l'ands, =l=s/=1,s,=1=s;=1lands, #1=5Cs], s, 1—s,C sl
(0) Atlastlet 7=7(n, [(P), k) be from 2.8, S, = {UThx(M/E, P*, Q*): E a non-
trivial convex equivalence relation over | M|, (M/E, P*, Q*)e Ur, P* =
(veoe, P¥, - )er, Where P = {a/E:a | M|, th(a/E, P) =t} and Q* =
(eoey QF, +++)ier, is a partition of | M|/E refining P* and ¢ = QF, < P*
implies t(1) < t}.
(C) Comis + if Mis a complete order, and — otherwise.

LEMMA 5.1. (A) From Thi*(M, P) we can check whether (M, P)e Uz

and compute UThA(M, P). '
(B) Also the parallel to 2.2 holds.

LEMMA 5.2. For every demse Ne K, || N|| > 1, n, k, there is a convex
submodel M of N which belongs to U7, || M|| > 2.

Proof. By Theorem 1.3, and 4.1 (A).

LEMMA 5.3. Suppose N is a dense order, K(N) < W,; IC | N| isa dense
subset, and for every a <bel, t,= Th(N, P) | [a, b)). Then there is t,
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such that

(1) for everya <be|N|, t,= ThY(N, P) | (a, b)).

(2) Moreover for every convex J = | N |, with no first nor last element,
¢, = Th((N, P) } J).

Proof. Clearly it suffices to prove (2). Choose a,€J N I. Now define a,,
0 <n < wsuch thata,eJNI a, < @, and {a,: n < ®} is unbounded in J
(this is possible as £(N) < W,). Now define similarly, a, € J N I, n a negative
integer so that a,_, < a, < @, and {a,: » is a negative integer} is unbounded
from below in J.

So, letting Z be the integers,

def

Th%((N’ P) r J) = Enel Th%((N’ P) T [am a'n+1)) = Znezto = t1 .

THEOREM 5.4. Let M be an order, £(M) =< W..

(A) Knowing t and that t = UThY(M, P), (M, P)e U? we can effectively
compute F(t) = Th*(M, P).

(B) If (M? P)e Up fori=1, 2, and UThY(M", P*) = UTRYM?, P?) then
Thi(M', P') = Th(M?, P?).

Proof. Clearly (A) implies (B). So we prove (A) by induction on =.

For n = 0 it is trivial.

Suppose we have proved the theorem for n, and we shall prove it for
n + 1.

Let UTh*(M, P) = (8,, S,, com). We should find

T = {Th%(M P, Q)_ Q c £(M)Em+1)} .

If t € S,, then for some @ € P(M)**+", (M, P, Q)€ U? and t = UTh(M, P,
@), hence, by the induction hypothesis F(t) = Th:(M, P, Q), so F(t)e T. We
can conclude that T’ = {F(t): Te S} < T.

- Now if t* € S,, then there is a convex equivalence relation E on M, such
that t* = UTh2(M/E, P*, Q*) where the conditions of S, are satisfied. If
Q%0 # @, and I > 1 implies t € T then we can define @ € P(M) such that
for a/E € Qf s, 00t

(1) UThY(M, P, Q) } int (a/E)) = ¢,
(2) th(a/E, Q) = <, s, 8:).
Remark. (1) can be done because by Lemma 4.3 (2), if int (a/E) = O
then
Th((M, P) | Int (a/E)) = Th*'(M, P) = T .

Now clearly knowing ¢t* we can compute
S(t*) = {t: Q% et #* D, t #= Thi(D), for some s, s,}
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where Q* is as above. We can also compute G(t) = Th(M, P, Q). We know
that te S,, S¢) < T, imply G(t)e T.

We know also that if (i) ¢ = Th%((M, P) | {a}) for some a € M, and (i) ¢,,
t,e T, then: 3 _ (t, +t)e Tand >, . (¢t +t)e T, t, + ¢t + t,e Tandif com
is —, t, + t,€ T (where Z is the set onfe %ntegers) (we use the facts that M is
dense, k(M) = W,).

Now let T* be the minimal subset of T(n, [(P), k) such that

(@) T*27T',

(b) teS, S¢)<T* imply G(t) e T*,

(c) ift,t,e T*, ¢t = ThY(M, P) | {a}) then ¢, + ¢ + t,e T*;

(@) if t,e T*, ¢, = Th((M, P) | {a}) for some a € M then

EOSn<w (tz + tl) € T*’ Engo (tl + tz) eT* ’

neZ

(e) if t, t,e T,, com is — then ¢, + ¢, T*.

It is easy to see that as S, S, are given and T(n, I(P), k) is (hereditarily)
finite and known, we can effectively compute T*. So it suffices to prove that
T = T* but as clearly T* Z T it suffices to prove:

teT—teT*.

As te T, there is Q € P(M)*"* such that t = Th*(M, P, Q). Define the
equivalence relation F on M:a E'b if and only if ¢ = b or, without loss of
generality we assume that ¢ <b, for every a,0'eM, a =a <b =0,
Th((M, P, Q) } (&', b))e T*. Itis easy to check that E is a convex equiv-
alence relation over M. Now we shall show thatif ¢ € M, int (a/E) = @ then
Th((M, P, Q) | int (a/E)) belongs to T*. Choose a, € a/E, and then define a,,
n = 0 such that a, < @, {#.: 0 < n < w} is unbounded in int (¢/E). With-
out loss of generality th(a,, P"Q) = s, for every n > 0. Hence

Th*((M, P°Q) | {x ¢ int (a¢/E): a, < =})

= EOSn<w [Th%((M P’ Q) T (am an+1)) + Th‘%((M Py Q) T {an+1})] M

By the definition of E, Th((M, P, Q) | (@, @..)) € T*, hence by (d),

Th((M, P, Q) } {zeint (a/E): a, < a})e T* .
Similarly,

Th((M, P, Q) } {meint (a/E): © < a,})e T*.
So by (¢),

Th((M, P, Q) | int (a/E))e T* .

Similarly, by (c), () in M/E there are no two successive elements, so
M/E is a dense order.
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Define P* = (+v+, Py yiapr ++0r @F = (+++, Q4 00py -+ +» such that
(1) a/Ee Py,,,, if and only if th(a/E, P) = I, s, s.),
(2) a/E€ Q1. if and only if Th”((M P, Q) | int (a/E)) = t; and
th(e/E, P"Q) = {1, s,, 8;).
By Lemma 5.2, (M/E, P*, Q*) either has only one element or it has an
interval (a/E, b/E) = @ such that (M/E, P*, Q*) | (a/E, b/E) e Ur.
Now we prove ¢ E b and so show that this case does not occur and E has
one equivalence relation, hence Th™(M, P, @) € T* and so we shall finish.
Leta < a’ < b < b, then let
J,={ce M:a'|E < ¢/[E <V|E},
J,={ce M:a' < ceinta'/E)},
Jy,={ce M:b > ceint ('/E)} .
By (b), Th{((M, P, Q) | J.)e T*; by (d) Th(M, P, Q) I J;)e T* for i =
1, 3. Hence by (¢) and (e) Th*((M, P,Q) | (a’,b"))e T*. So a Eb, and we
finish.
THEOREM 5.5. (A) If k(K) < W, and for every Mc K, there is N¢e
KN U extending M, then from UTh'*(K) = {UThi"'(M): Me KN U;*'},
we can compute Th(K). Hence if UTh"(K) is recursive in m, then the

monadic theory of K is decidable.
(B) Suppose £(K) = W, K is closed under M+ N, >, _ M, >, ., M,

n=0

2. o M; are convex submodels and division by convex equivalence relations.
Then from UTRYK) (F = r(n, 0, IE)) we can compute Thi(K). Hence if
UTh*(K) is recursive in w, then the monadic theory of K is decidable.

Proof. (A) Immediate.
(B) Essentially the same as the proof of 5.4.

Remark. Of course there are other versions of (B), e.g., for a class
of complete orders.

6. Applications of Section 5 to dense orders

Definition 6.1. Kj is the class of orders M such that no submodel of M
is isomorphic to @, or w} or an uncountable subset of the reals."

LEMMA 6.1. (A) Kj satisfies the hypothesis of 5.5 (B). Also no member
of K 1s complete, except the finite ones.
(B) K has uncountable members, but Me K, implies || M| = .-

Proof. (A) Immediate.

11 Those are the Specker orders; we get them from Aronszajn trees.
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(B) The Specker orders. See e.g., [Je 1]** for existence.

THEOREM 6.2. (A) The monadic theory of K is decidable.

(B) All dense order from K, with no first nor last element, have the
same monadic theory.

Proof. We shall show that for (M, P) e U(K), Pa partition, p U Th'(M, P)
can be computed from pUTh'(M, P) (hence the former uniquely determine
the latter). Then by the parallel to Lemma 2.2, (B) follows immediately and
(A) follows by 5.6.

So let t = pUTh'(M, P) be given; that is, we know that P is a partition
of M to dense or empty subsets, Me U’ hence M is dense with no first and
no last element, Me K, and we know {i: P, = ©}. So without loss of gener-
ality. P, # @ for every i and also M = @, P,is dense. Let pUTh'(M, P) =
(S,, S;, com), so we should compute com, S,, S,.

Part (1) com: As Me K, and as clearly the rational order is embeddable
in M, M cannot be complete.

Part (2) S,: It suffices to prove that any dense subset P of M can be
split into two disjoint dense subsets of M.

So we shall prove more.

(*) If Mis a dense order, I | M| is a dense subset ,
them we can partition I to two dense subsets of M. That is, there are J, J,,
I=JUd, JiNJ,= @ and J,, J, are dense subsets of M.

We define an equivalence relation E on I: ¢ Eb if, @ = b or there are
a,<a, b<b, and a,<a’ <b'<b, implies [{ce :a’<c<b'}| = [{ce I: a <c < b}|
(and they are infinite by assumption). Now for every E-equivalence class a/E
with more than one element, let A = [{a e I: b’ <a <¢'} | for every b’ <¢' c a/E.

Case l. |a/E| =X x> 0.

Then let {<b;, ¢;>: © < \} be an enumeration of all pairs (b, ¢) such that
b, ce a/E, b <c. Define by induction on 7 <\, a!, a’c a/E. If we have defined
them for 5 < ¢, choose

aie{del:b; < d <e}— {a}: 5 <1},
aie{del:b, <d<c¢}—{aj:j =<1}.

By cardinality considerations this is possible. Define J\(a/E) = {ai: i < \}.

Case Il. N < |a/E]|.

Then clearly |a/E| = \*, and we can partition a/E into A* convex sub-
sets A;, © < \*, each of power N. So on each we can define J,(4,) such that
Ji(4), A; — J(A,) are dense subsets of 4,. Let Ji(a/E) = U;c;+ Ji(4,).

12 There is some overlapping between S; and S..
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Case III. A =0,s0 |a/E| = 1.
Let J((a/E) = @. Let J, = U,e: Ji(@/E), Jy, =TI — J..
It is easy to check that J,, J, are the desired subsets.

Part (3) S,: By (2) it suffices to find the possible UTh(M/E, P*), where
P* = (eee, P&, o+ o0s Py = {0/ E; thia/E, P) = (l, s, s}, and (M/E,
P*)e UYK); so Wr = {{l, s, 80t P, .p # @} contain all relevant informa-
tion. Clearly W, = @ and (I, s,, s,> € Wy =1 > 0 and we can also discard the
case (I, s, 8,0 € Wy=1=1. Alsoif (I, s, s,y € Wy, then (I, s,, s,y is formally
possible.

Suppose W satisfies all those conditions, and we shall find a suitable E
such that W, = W. Let W = {{I}, s, si»:© < ¢ < w}. Choose a J<| M|,
countably dense in itself, unbounded in M from above and from below, such
that each P, N J is a dense subset of J, and for noa € | M| — Jis there a first
(last) element in {be J: b > a} ({be J; b < a}). Jdefines 2% Dedekind cuts, but
as Mec K, only < YW, of them are realized. Let {a,:n < @} be a set of
representatives from those cuts (that is, for every a € [ M| — J thereis n < @
such that [a, a,] or [a,, @] is disjoint to J). Let J = {b,: n < ®). Now we
define by induction on » a set H, of convex disjoint subsets of M, such that:

() H,< H,.,; H, is finite.

(b) If I, =« ,e H, then I, < I, or I, < I, and between them there are
infinitely many members of J.

(¢c) If Ie H,, I has no last element, then for every ae|M| —J, a > I,
thereisbeJ, I < b < a, and also J N I is unbounded in I.

(d) The same holds for the converse order.

(e) If I, < I,e H,, i < q then there are I¢ H,,,, th(I, P) = (I}, s}, s5)."

(f) a,, b,eU{: IcH,}.

(2) If I< H, has a first (last) element then this element belongs to J. It
is not hard to define the H,’s. Clearly U, Uicx, I = |M|. So define E as
follows:

a E b if and only if @ = b or for some n < , Ie H,, a,bel.
It is not hard to check that W, = W. So we finish the proof.
Along similar lines we can prove

THEOREM 6.3. Suppose M is a dense order with no first nor last ele-
ments, M is a submodel of the reals, and for every perfect set P of reals,
P (| M| is countable, or even <2%. Then the monadic theory of M is the
monadic theory of rationals.

5 Also, I, < I < I, and I,€ H, implies th(I,, P)e W.
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Remark 1. We can integrate the results of 6.2, 6.3. Always some M
satisfies the hypothesis of 6.3. If 2% > W, any dense M C R, | M| < 2%,
and if 2% = W, the existence can be proved.

Remark 2. In 6.3 we can demand less of | M|: For all countable, disjoint
and dense sets Y, .-+, Y, (n < w) there is a perfect set P of reals such that
Y,isdensein P for 1 <¢<mnand PN|M]|is <2% (see Section 7 for definition).

The proof of 5.6 is easily applied to the monadic theory of the reals.
(We should only notice that R is complete.)

Conclusion 6.4: If we can compute the UTh"(R) for m < w then the
monadic theory of the real order is decidable.

Remark: Similar conclusions hold if we add to the monadic quantifier
(or replace it by) (3<*:X) (i.e., there is a countable X). Notice that if Eis a
convex equivalence relation over R, then {a/E: |a/E| > 1} is countable.

Grzegorczyk [Gr 1] asked whether the lattice of subsets of the reals with
the closure operation has a decidable theory. One of the corollaries of Rabin
[Ra 1] is that the theory of the reals with quantification over closed sets, and
quantification over F, sets is decidable.

By our methods we can easily prove

THEOREM 6.5. The reals, with quantifications over countable sets, has
a decidable theory. (We can replace “X countable” by “| X| < 2% or “(VP)
(P closed nowhere dense — | P N X | < 2%).”)

As every closed set is a closure of a countable set, this proves again the
result of Rabin [Ra 1] concerning Grzegorezk’s question. We can also prove
by our method Rabin’s stronger results, but with more technical difficulties.

7. Undecidability of the monadic theory of the real order

Our main theorem here is

THEOREM 7. (A) (CH) The monadic theory of the real order is unde-
ctdable.

(B) (CH) The monadic theory of order is undecidable.

The method gives some variation of this result.

THEOREM 7.2. (CH) The monadic theory of K,={(R,Q,,--+,Q,): Q, S R},
where the set quantifier ranges over countable sets, 1 < n, 1s undecidable.
(We can even restrict ourselves to sets of rationals.)

Let 2=¢ be the set of sequences of ones and zeros of length <w; let < be
a partial ordering of 2=“ meaning that it is an initial segment, < the lexico-
graphic order.
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THEOREM 7.3. (A) (CH) The monadic theory of (2%¢, =, <) 1s unde-
cidable.

(B) (CH) The monadic theory of K, ={(2%*, =,<,Q,,+--,Q,): @, = 25},
where the set quantifier ranges over countable sets, 1 < n, 1s undecidable.
(We can even restrict ourselves to subsets of 2<¢).

Instead of the continuum hypothesis, we can assume only:
(*) “The union of < 2% sets of the first category is not R” .

This is a consequence of Martin’s axiom (see [Mr 1]) hence weaker than
CH, but also its negation is consistent, see Hechler [He 1] and Mathias [Mat 1]
and Solovay [So 1]): Aside from countable sets, we can use only a set con-
structible from any well-ordering of the reals. Remember that by Rabin
[Ra 1] quantification over closed and F), sets gives us still a decidable theory.

Conjecture TA. The monadic theory of (25, <, <), where the set quan-
tifier ranges over Borel sets only, is decidable.

This should be connected to the conjecture on Borel determinacy (see
Davis [Da 1], Martin [Mr 1] and Paris [Pa 1]).** This conjecture implies

Conjecture 7TB. The monadic theory of the reals, where the set quantifier
ranges over Borel sets, is decidable (by Rabin [Ra 1]).

Conjecture 7TC. We can prove 7.1-7.3 in ZFC.

Theorems 7.1(A), (B), 7.3(A) answer well known problems (see e.g., Biichi
[B 5, p. 38, Problem 1, 2a, 2b, 4a]). Theorem 7.3(B) answers a question of
Rabin and the author.

Unless mentioned otherwise, we shall use CH or (*).

Notation. R denotes the reals. A perfect set is a closed, nowhere dense
set of reals, with no isolated points and at least two points (this is a some-
what deviant definition). We use P to denote perfect sets. Let 2 be an inner
point of P if x € P, and for every ¢ >0, (x —¢, x) NP+, (x,c +e)NP+= .
Let DZ R be dense in P if for every inner point # <y of P, there is an inner
ze PN D, x <z<wy. Note that if D is dense in P, P is the closure of PN D.
Real intervals will be denoted by (a, b) where ¢ < b, or by I; (a, b) is an in-
terval of P if in addition a, b are inner points of P.

LEMMA 7.4. Let J be an index-set, the D, (i € J) countable dense subsets
of R, and D = U,.; D;; and for every P, |DNP| < 2™, Then there is
QS R—D, Q=Q{D;:1eJ}, such that

(A) if PNDCD, (ied)and D, isdense in P (P is, of course, perfect)

4 Meanwhile Martin proved the Borel determinacy.
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then |[PN Q| < 2%;
(B) if for no (interval) I of P, and i€J, PNDNIZ< D, but D is dense
wn Pthen PN Q = ©.

Proof. Let {P,:0 < a < 2%} be any enumeration of the perfect sets. We
define z,, @ < 2% by induction on «.

For « = 0, x, ¢ R is arbitrary.

For any a > 0, if P, does not satisfy the assumptions of (B) then let
%, = «, and if P satisfies the assumptions of (B) let x,€ P, — U {P:s: B < «,
@FieJ)P;N DZ D, and D is dense in P;)} = D.

This is possible because for any 3, ¢, if P, D < D,, D is dense in P,
P;N P, is a closed nowhere dense subset of P,. As otherwise for some in-
terval I of P,, P,NP, is dense in P,, so by the closedness of P;NP,,
P,NP,NI= P,NI; therefore

D, o>2PsND2P.NIND,
a contradiction of the assumption on P,. So by (*) and the hypothesis
| P, N D| < 2% there exist such x,.

Now let @ = {x,: a < 2%}, If P satisfies the assumption of (A), then
Pe{P,: 0 < a < 2%}, Hence for some o, P = P,, hence PN D < {x;: B < at},
so |PND| < 2%, If P= P, satisfies the assumption of (B) thenzx,¢ P,, z, € Q,
hence P, N Q@ = @. So we have proved the lemma.

LEMMA 7.5. There isa dense D S R and {D;: 1€ J}, |J| = 2% such that

(1) |DnN P| < 2% for every perfect P.

(2) The D, are pairwise disjoint.

(3) D, < D, D, is dense.

Proof. Let {P,. a < 2%} enumerate the perfect subsets of R, and let
{I,: n < w} enumerate the rational intervals of R, andifa = ¢ + n (n < »,
0 a limit ordinal) choose x,€ I, — Us<o Ps—{25: B<a} and let D={x,;: B<2™),
D, = {Xuasn: n <O}

Notation. J will be an index set; [J]* = {U: U< J, |U| = n}, and if D,
is defined for ¢ € J, let Dy = U,y D;. Subsets of [J]", i.e., symmetric n-place
relations over J, are denoted by S; and if we know {D,:1¢eJ}, Qs will be
Q{D,: UeSU[J]*'} from 7.4.

Definition 7.1. Let @,(X, D, Q, I*) be the monadic formula saying

(A) X is adensesetin I* and X & D.

(B) For every interval IS I*,and sets Y,, 1 =1,n+ 1, if Y,NIS X
and the Y, are pairwise disjoint and each Y, is dense in I then there is a
perfect set P, PN Q@ = @&, and each Y, N I is dense in P.
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Remark. We can represent the interval I, as a convex set.

LEMMA 7.6. Let D, {D;:ieJ} be as in 7.5, I* an interval, S < [J],
Qs = Q{Dy: Ue SUJI" '} asin T.4. Then for any set XS R, K E #.[X, D,
Qs, I*] if and only if

(A) X isdensein I*, XS D,

(B) for any interval I < I* there is a subinterval I, and Ue SU [J]"™
such that X N I, = Dy.

Proof. (I) Suppose R = #,[X, D, Qs, I*]. Then by (A) from Definition
7.1, X is dense in I*, X < D so (A) from here is satisfied. To prove (B) let
I < I* be an interval, and suppose that for no subinterval I, of I and for no
Ue SU[J]*, does XN I, < Dy, hold, and we shall get a contradiction. Now
we define by induction on I, 1 <1 < n + 1, distinct () €J and intervals
I' 0<l<mnsothat I°=1I, I'"* < I', and X N D,y N I' is dense in I'.

If we succeed, in Definition 7.1(B), choose I"** as I, and X N D, N I"**
as Y,. So necessarily by @,’s definition there is a perfect P such that
XN D,,, NI is dense in P for I =1, n + 1, and PN Qs = @. But this
contradicts Lemma 7.4(B) by the definition of Q5. So for some I <n + 1 we
cannot find appropriate ¢(! + 1), I'*'. Soif we let Y = (X — Us=: Diw) NI,
forno I* < I'and noieJis YN D, NI dense; i.e., forevery 1€J, YN D,
is nowhere dense.

If I = n, but {i1), ---, i(n)} ¢ Slet D;,,NXNI'= Y,UY,,, where Y,
Y!,, are dense subsets of I', and Y} = XN D,y NI, and we geta contradic-
tion as before.

If Y is not dense in I', it is disjoint to some I"<I*, so XNI" S Ur<: Dinr-
So U = {i(0), - -+, i@)}e SUIJI*™, XNI* S Dy, contradicting an assumption
we made in the beginning of the proof. Hence Y is dense in I'. '

As (VieJ) YN D, is nowhere dense also for every finite US J, YN Dy
is nowhere dense. So we can chose inductively distinct 7, € J and distinct
z,€ YND, suchthat (T omii: m < 0} are dense subsets of I, for 0 < k <
n+2. If welet Y= {®iigmis: m <@} for k <n + 1, by Definition 7.1 there
is a perfect P, such that Y} is dense in P, PN @ = &, and we get a contra-
diction by 7.4(B) and the choice of the z,.’s.

As all the ways give a contradiction, we finish one implication.

(II) Now we want to prove that R = @,[X, D, Q, I*] assuming the other
side.

Clearly X < D, and X is dense in I* (by condition (A) of Lemma 7.6).
So condition (A) in Definition 7.1 holds. For condition (B) of that definition
let I < I* be an interval, Y,NI< X, Y, dense in I for k =1, n + 1 and
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k+1=Y,NY, = @. We should find a perfect P such that PN Y, is dense
in Pand PNQ = @. We can choose a Ue SU[J]"* and I, = I so that
XNI,S Dy (by the hypothesis). Choose a perfect P such that each Y, is dense
in P. As D is as in Definition 7.4, either case gives | PN D| < 2%,

(*) Now we can find perfect P, (@ < 2%) such thateach Y, 1<k <n +1)
is dense in P, and a = g implies P, N P, < U} Y,.

Proof of (*). For 7 a finite sequence of ones and zeros X, will be a set
of closed-open intervals and singletons with endpoints in |+ Y,, which are
pairwise disjoint. We define X, by induction on (7). Let X, , = {[a, b)},
where a, bc Y, and if X, is defined, for each interval [a, b) € X,, choose a
decreasing sequence x(¢ <®) whose limit is a, and 2?<b and z7¢ Y, if and
onlyif l(p) =kmodn + 1,1 <k <n + 1. Let, form =0, 1,

Xoremy = {(@51, 27): for some b, [a, b) € X, and © = m mod 2}
U{{a}: for some b, [a, b) € X,, or {a} e X,} .
For 7 a sequence of ones and zeros of length w, P, = N, (U X;.).

Because | PN D| < 2% for some oo, P,N D < U311 Y,; so by 7.4 (and the
choice of Q’s), |P,N Q| < 2¥. We can find P (8 < 2%) such that each Y, is
dense in P and B# Y= PN P, UrtiY,. So for some B, PPNQZ<

»2Y, S D, but Q< R — D hence PPNQ = &, and we finish.

Definition 7.2. Let v,(X, D, @, I*) be the monadic formula saying

(A) 2.X, D, Q, I¥),

(B) for any interval I, = I*, if Y is disjoint to X and dense in I, then
—p(XUY, D, Q, L).

LEMMA 7.7. Let D, J, D,, S, Qs be as in 7.6. Then for any X< R
R = +,[X, D, Qs, I*] if and only if

(A) X isdense in I*, X < D,

(B) for any interval I I* there ts a subinterval I, and UeS U
{(VeldI*":(vie J(VU {i}e S)} such that X NI, = D, N I.

Proof. (I) Suppose R=+,[X, D, Qs, I*], then clearly condition (A) holds.
For condition (B) let I < I* be an interval. By Definition 7.2(A), R = @,[X, D,
Qs,I*], hence by Lemma 7.6(1)(B), I has a subinterval I, such that XN I,< D,
where Ue SU [J]*'. If (Dy — X)N I, is somewhere dense, let it be dense in
I.c I, and let Y = (D, — X) NI, which gives us a contradiction to Definition
7.20)B). If Ue[J]* ", and forsome i € J, V=UU{i} € S, we can get a similar
contradiction by Y = (D, — X) N I, in the interval I, (as D, <D, — X, Y
is dense). We can conclude that : UeS or Ue[J]** and U U {¢} ¢ S for
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every 1€ J and that (D, —X)N [, is nowhere dense. Hence for some I, < I,
Dy — X)NI,= @ hence X NI, =D, NI,.

(IT) Now suppose that conditions (A), (B) hold; by Lemma 7.6 it is easy
to see that R &= +,[X, D, Qs, I*].

Definition 7.3. Let x,(D, @, I*) be the monadic formula saying:
(A) Disdense in I*, I* an interval;
(B) if IS I*, X,Y are dense in I and

R Evl[X, D, Q, I1 N v\lY, D, Q, I
then for some I, C I,
XNYNI=@ or XNILL=YNI.

LEMMA 7.8. (A) If D, {D;:ve€J}, are as in 7.5 then for any interval
I*, R & D, Q;, I*].

B) If R = plD, Q, I*] then we can find I< I*, and X, 1 < &, such
that

1) each X, is a dense subset of I and R = +,[X,, D, Q, I],

2) 1# j= X, N X, is nowhere dense,

3) if I, I, and X & I, is dense in I, and R = [X, D, Q, 1]
then there are 1 < a and I, = I, such that X NI, = X, N L.

(C) In (B), |a,| is uniquely defined by D, Q, I.

Proof. (A) By 7.7 it is immediate.

(B) Let {X,: 7 < a} be a maximal family satisfying (1) and (2) for I = I*.
If for some interval I there are no subintervals I* and dense X* < XN I* such
that (Vi < ;) (X; N X* is nowhere dense)'® we are finished. Otherwise we can
choose inductively on » intervals I" < I'* disjoint to U,<, I' and X} = XN I"
such that (Vi<a,), X;N X} is nowhere dense®, and such that J,<. I" is dense
in I. Then we could have defined X, = U.<. D}, a contradiction.

(C) Easy.

Definition 7.4. Let x"(Q,, D, Q, I*) be the monadic formula saying

(A) D is dense in I*, which is an interval.

(B) Suppose ,=I*, X, = I, I <m)and R = A< v:(X,, D, Q, I,). Then
there is I, = I, such that for all I, < I,

'R l: Q/’n(Ul(n le D, Ql, Il) = '\p\n(Ul<n Xl, D, Ql, IZ) .

LEMMA 7.9. If D, {D;:i€J} are as in Lemma 7.5, S < [J]|" then for
any interval I*, R = x"[Qs, D, Q, I*].

% and R Ev,(X* D, Q, I'].
% and Rk ¥.[X* D, Q, I"].
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Proof. Immediate.

THEOREM 7.10. The set A, is recursive in the monadic theory of order;
where A, = {0: 0 is a first order sentence which has an w-model i.e., a model
M such that (| M|, R,) is isomorphic to (w, x + 1 = y)}.

Conclusion 7.11. True first order arithmetic is recursive in the monadic
theory of order.

Proof. It suffices to define for every first order sentence 6, a monadic
sentence G(0) so that R = G(6) if and only if 6 has an w-model.

By using Skolem-functions and then encoding them by relations, we can
define effectively the sentence G,(6) such that § has an w-model if and only if
G.(6) has an w-model and

G(0) = (Yay, + -+, 0t0) @001 ***5 Tuw) (Vi Aibis)
6.; iis [an atomic, or a negation of an atomic, formula; only the relations
R, ..., R, appear in it; R, is the equality; and R, has m(7)-places.
Define (where X, Y, D, Q are variables ranging over sets, I is a variable
ranging over intervals and z, y are individual variables):
(0) G(X,=X) = (V'S INEIrcs INX. N I"= X, NI,
(1) GIR(Xews++» Xuwman)] = GYNY S D — D*AARD (X UY, D,
L I*) (for 1 < 0),
(2) Gz[_‘ R( Xy + -, Xk(m(l)))] = Gz[Rz(ka, cy Xk(m(l)))] (for 1= 0),
(3) Ga(ﬁ) = (VXu tt Xn(o))(aXn(0)+1y ) Xn(i))
(VI° S I)@EI* S D[ A ¥(X,, D, Q% I A A1 X, = D*
— ASown X, & D*N A?(;r)z(o)ﬂ Q/I\I(le D, @, YN ANV Gz(ﬁu‘)] .
(4) Let x* be the conjunction of the following formulas:
(¢) D, D* are dense in I, D* < D,
(B) Z«(D, @, I,
(v) *(Qi, D, Q@*, I).
Let us denote
R(X,Y,Q, @ IN'=(X<ZD*NYSD"ANXNY=0A
vi(X, D, Q*, I''"Nvy(Y, D, Q*\, I'YNQRZ) Z=D—D*Av¥.(Z, D, Q*, I')\
¥o(XU Z, D, Q, I') N\ v(YU Z, D, Q, I')]
and
(0) v(Xo, D, @*, 1) N X, = D* AN (YY)[y(Y, D, Q*, I) NY S D* —>
@Y)R(Y, V)] A (YI' S (VYY) = R(Y, X,, @, Q4 I') A
(VY. Y, Y )(VI' S D[R(Y, Y., @), @, I) A B(Y,, Y, Q, Q4 I')
—s(v'cn@arcny,nrr=y,nIy.
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(¢) The formula saying that if (6) holds when we replace Q!, @by
Q!, Q? resp. then ’ '
(VX)) (VY)VI' S DR(X,Y, Q, @, I') — R(X, Y,Q, @3 I)] .
(5) GO) =(@3Q* D, D*, X, ---, @i, -- - )(VI)[X* A Gy(0)].

Now we should prove only that  has an w-model if and only if R G(6).

(I) Suppose M is an w-model of §, and without loss of generality | M| = w.
Let J = 0w + w, D,(t < ® + w) be countable, pairwise disjoint, dense subsets
of R. Choose symmetric and reflexive relations S on w +  so that

ME R, «-+, o) =— (Iyew + o) NIy, z)eSiNye o).
To prove B E G(9), let D = Ui<oro Diy D* = Uicu D, Qi = Q(Sli)’ X, = D,
and Q@* = Q,... Let I be any interval. It is not hard to check that under
those assignments B = x* A Gy(9).

(II) Now suppose R = G(#). Let Q* D, D*, X,, Qi be such that R =
(VI)(X* A Gy(6)). By (4) (B), clearly R = (VI)X,(D, Q*, I). Hence by Lemma
7.8(B) there are I and D,, ¢ < a satisfying (1), (2), (8) from 7.8(B). As
R = (VI)(X* N Gy(6)), then in particular R = X* A Gy(6). By (4) (0), R =
(X, D, Q*, I), so we can choose D, = X,. (See the proof of 7.8.) By (4)(d)
we can also assume that R = R,(D,, D,.,) for n < . By (4) (¢) necessarily
D, C D* =1 < w.

Let {J,: ! < w} enumerate all sequences 5 = {j(1), - - -, j(n(0))> of natural
numbers. As R E Gy(f) for every j, we can choose X, = D;,;), and so there
is an assignment X, — D" for n(0) < 7 < n(1) showing that R = Gy(f). So
we can define by induction on n < ® intervals I, sothat: I, , < I, I, < I,
and for every n(0) < ¢ < n(1) for some 7,(?) < &y, D** NI, = D; oy N L.

Now we define a model M: | M| = w, and M E R,[j(1), ---, j(m(l))] = for
some n, R E AY)[YS D — D*A A% 4:(D;,NY, D, Q°, I?)].

It is easy to check that R &= 4.

Remark. By some elaboration, we can add to the definition of A, also
the demand

“R, is a well-founded two-place relation”

(also for uncountable structures). Thus, e.g., there are sentences 64,, such
that MA implies: R &= 4 if and only if 2% = W,.

THEOREM 7.11. The set of first-order sentences which has a model, is
recursive in the monadic theory of {(R, Q): Q S R} where the set-variables
range over subsets of the rationals.

Remark. Notice that a quantification over P such that D is dense in P
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can be interpreted by a quantification over PN D, as the property “x in the
closure of X” is first-order. Hence @,, ¥, are, in fact, in our restricted mo-
nadic theory.

By 7.10, 7.11, Theorems 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3 are in fact immediate. Theorem
7.1(B) can also be proved by the following observation of Litman [Li1], which
is similar to 3.6(B) (1):

LEMMA 7.12. The monadic theory of the real order is recursive in the
monadic theory of order.

Proof. For every monadic sentence 6 let G(6) be the monadic sentence
saying: :
“If the set X is completely ordered, is dense and has no first nor last ele-
ments then some Y Z X has those properties and in addition (Y, <) = 6.”

As every complete dense order contains a subset isomorphic to R, and
"any complete dense order CR with no first nor last element is isomorphic to
R, clearly R = G(6) if and only if 4 is satisfied by all orders so our result is
immediate.

Conjecture 7D. The monadic theory of R and the (pure) second-order
theory of 2% are recursive in each other."

Conjecture TE. The monadic theory of {R, Q): Q< R} with the set-
quantifiers ranging over subsets of the rationals; and the (pure) second-order
theory of 38, are recursive in each other. Gurevich notes that if V' = L the
intersection of 7D, E holds.

Conjecture TF. The monadic theory of order and the (pure) second-order
theory, are recursive in each other.

In conjectures 7D, E, F use (*) or CH if necessary.

Conjecture TG. If D, is a dense subset of R, and for every P, | PN D[ <
2%, for [ = 1, 2 then (R, D,), (R, D,) have the same monadic theory.*
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