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THE MODEL-COMPANIONSHIP SPECTRUM OF SET THEORY,
GENERIC ABSOLUTENESS, AND THE CONTINUUM PROBLEM

MATTEO VIALE

ABSTRACT. We show that for IIs-properties of second or third order arithmetic as for-
malized in appropriate natural signatures the apparently weaker notion of forcibility
overlaps with the standard notion of consistency (assuming large cardinal axioms).

Among such Ilz-properties we mention: the negation of the continuum hypothesis,
Souslin Hypothesis, the negation of Whitehead’s conjecture on free groups, the non-
existence of outer automorphisms for the Calkin algebra, etc... In particular this gives
an a posteriori explanation of the success forcing (and forcing axioms) met in producing
models of such properties.

Our main results relate generic absoluteness theorems for second order arithmetic,
Woodin’s axiom (x) and forcing axioms to Robinson’s notion of model companionship
(as applied to set theory). We also briefly outline in which ways these results provide an
argument to refute CH.

INTRODUCTION

Model completeness, model companionship, and the model companionship
spectrum of a theory. Model companionship and model completeness are model the-
oretic notions introduced by Robinson which give a simple first order characterization of
the way algebraically closed fields sits inside the class of rings with no zero-divisors. We
start this paper rushing through the main properties of model completess and model com-
panionship (we will later on analyze carefully all these concepts in Section [I). Our aim
is to show in a few paragraphs how we can use these notions to reformulate in a simple
model-theoretic terminology deep generic absoluteness results for second order arithmetic
by Woodin and others, as well as other major results on forcing axioms and Woodin’s
Axiom (x).

The key model-theoretic concept we are interested in is that of existentially closed model
of a first order theory@ T:

Definition 1. Let 7 be a signature and T be a first order theory. M is T-existentialy
closed (T-ec) if for any 7-structure N’ J M which is a model of T' we have that

M—<1N.

A key non-trivial fact is that M is T-ec if and only if it is Ty-ec.

It doesn’t take long to realize that in signature 7 = {+,-,0,1} the 7-theory T of fields
has as its class of existentially closed models exactly the algebraically closed fields. Note
also that if we let S be the class of rings with no zero-divisors which are not fields, we still
have that the S-existentially closed structures are the algebraically closed fields (even if
no field is a model of 5).

The author acknowledge support from INDAM through GNSAGA and from the project: PRIN 2017-
2017TNWTMS8R Mathematical Logic: models, sets, computability. MSC: 03C10 03E57.
lwe adopt the following notational conventions: C denotes the substructure relation between structures;
M <, N indicates that M is a ¥, -elementary substructure of A/, we omit the n to denote full-elementarity;
given a first order theory 7', Ty denotes the universal sentences which are consequences of T, likewise we
interpret 15, Tya,. ...
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Model completeness and model companionship allow to generalize these features of the
class of rings with no zero divisors to arbitrary first order theories.

Definition 2. Let 7 be a first order signature.

e A 7-theory T is model complete if any model of T is T-ec.

e T is the model companion of a T-theory S if:
— any model of S embeds into a model of T" and conversely,
— T is model complete.

In particular in signature 7 = {+,-,0,1}, the theory of algebraically closed fields is
model complete and is the model companion both of the theory of fields and of the theory
of rings with no zero-divisors which are not fields.

We will also need here the following equivalent characterization of model completeness:
T is model complete whenever

For M,N models of T, M < N if and only if M <1 N if and only if
MLCN.
Note also that:

e any theory T admitting quantifier elimination is model complete;

e any model complete theory T is the model companion of itself;

e two 7-theories 1" and S which have no model in common can have the same model
companion, but the model companion of a theory 7' if it exists is unique;

e if 7™ is the model companion of T" it can be the case that no model of T" is a model
of T* and conversely;

e there are 7-theories T' which do not admit a model companion (for example this
is the case for the theory of groups in signature 7 = {-,1}).

Much in the same way as the algebraic closure of a ring R with no zero-divisors closes
off R with respect to solutions to polynomial equations with coefficients in R and which
exist in some superring of R which has no zero-divisors (and which does not have to
be algebraically closed), for a theory T with model companion T%* any model M of T
brings to a supermodel A/ of T* which is obtained by adding (at least) the solutions to
the existential formulae with parameters in M which are consistent with the universal
fragment of T' (in the case of ring with no zero-divisors the key universal property one has
to maintain is the non-existence of zero-divisors along with the ring axioms).

A key property of model companionship which brought our attention to this notion is
the following (see Section [l for details):

Fact 1. Let 7 be a first order signature and T be a complete T-theory with model companion
T*. Then T is aziomatized by 135 and TFAE for a lly-sentence ¢ for T:

o T + 1 is consistent.
o e T

In case T' is a companionable non-complete theory, further weak hypothesis on 7" (which
are satisfied by set theory) allow to characterize its model companion 7™ as the unique
theory axiomatized by the Ils-sentences which are consistent with the universal fragment
of any completion of T' (see Lemma [[.2T]).

Unlike other notions of complexity (such as stability, NIP, simplicity) model compan-
ionship and model completeness are very sensitive to the signature in which one formalizes
a first order theory T.

Notation 1. For a given signature 7, 7" is the signature extending T with new function
symbolﬂ fs and new relation symbols Ry for any T-formula ¢(xo,1,...,2n). Tr is the

2As usual we confuse 0-ary function symbols with constants.



T*-theory with axioms
AXY = VZ[$(Z) > Ry(Z)]

AX; =V, .2 [3ye(y, 2, . zn) = O(fe(xn, . Tn), 2, 2],
as ¢ ranges over the T-formulae.

It is clear that any 7-structure admits a unique extension to a 7*-model of T and any
T-theory T is such T'U T; admits quantifier elimination, hence is model complete and is
its own model companion relative to signature 7*. This holds regardless of whether the
7-theory T is model complete or admits a model companion in signature 7 (cfr. 7" being
the theory of groups in signature {-,1}). On the other hand T is stable (simple, NIP) if
and only if so is T;-. This is a serious drawback if one wishes to use model companionship
to gauge the complexity of a mathematical theory T', since model companionship of T is
very much dependent on the signature in which we formalize it: T can trivially be model
complete if we formalize it in a rich enough signature.

We now introduce a simple trick to render model companionship a useful classification
tool for mathematical theories regardless of the signature in which we give their first order
axiomatization. Roughly the idea is to consider all possible signatures in which a theory
can be formalized and pay attention only to those for which the theory admits a model
companion.

Definition 3. Let 7 be a signature and F.- denote the set of T-formulae.
Given A C F; x 2, let 74 be the signature 7 U {Ry : (¢,0) € A} U{fy:(¢,1) € A}. A
T-theory T is (A, T)-companionable if

Ta=TU{AX},: (¢,i) € A}

admits a model companion for the signature 74.
Given a 7-theory T its 7-companionship spectrum is given by those A C F; x {0,1}
such that T is (A, 7)-companionable.

Note that F; x {i} is always in the companionship spectrum of 7', but proving that
some A C F; is such that some A C A x 2 is in the companionship spectrum of T is a
(possibly highly) non-trivial and informative result on 7'; model-companionability for T°
amounts to say that T is (), 7)-companionable. The 7-companionship spectrum of 7' is
non-informative if T' is model complete in signature 7: in this case the 7-companionship
spectrum of 7" is P (Fr X 2).

Note also that even if T' is (), 7)-companionable there could be many A C F, x 2 such
that T' is A-companionable and many B C F. x 2 such that T is not B-companionable;
in principle nothing prevents the families of such As and Bs to be both of size 217! and
to produce a complex ordering of the 7-companionship spectrum of 7" with respect to C.

To better grasp the above considerations, let for a 7-theory T" Ct be the category whose
objects are the 7-models of T" and whose arrows are the 7-morphisms. NIP, stability, sim-
plicity are properties which consider only the objects in this category, model completeness
and model companionship pay also attention to the arrows of this category. We get a
much deeper insight on the properties of C if we are able to detect for which A C F, x 2
T'5 is model companionable: for any A C F; x 2 in the passage from Cr to Cr, we main-
tain the same class of objects, but the 74-morphisms (i.e the arrows of Cr,) are just the
T-morphisms between models of T" which preseve the formulae in A, hence we are possibly
destroying many arrows.

Our definition of 7-companionship spectrum of a mathematical theory is apparently
dependent on the signature 7 in which we formalize it. We may argue that this is not
the case, but to uncover why would bring us far afield and we defer this task to another
paper. We will in this paper confine our attention to use this notion to analyze first order
axiomatizations of set theory enriched with large cardinal axioms. In this case we can
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certainly say that proving that some A C F(¢) x 2 is in the €-companionship spectrum
of set theory is an informative result: {€} is a minimal signature in which set theory
can be formalized (in the empty signature we certainly cannot formalize it), hence any
A C Fyey x 2 for which set theory is A-companionable gives non-trivial information on set
theory. Moreover we can easily verify that any reasonable €-axiomatization of set theory
is not model complete for the €-signature, hence the €-companionship spectrum of set
theory is certainly non-trivial.

Some of our main results. We can now state in an informative way key parts of our
main results.

The first non-trivial result states that for any definable cardinal k there is at least one
signature admitting a constant for the cardinal x such that set theory is companionable
for this signature.

It is convenient from now on to adopt the following short-hand notation for structures:

Notation 2. Given a signature 7, M = (M,m™) is a shorthand for the T-structure
(M,RM :Rer).

Theorem 1. Let T' O ZFC be a €-theory, and k be a T-definable cardinal (i.e. such that
for some €-formula ¢(x) T proves x[p.(z) Az is a cardinal] ).
Then there is at least one A, C Fe such that letting A, = A, x 2:

(1) For all models (V,€) of T (H;Q,{E}gﬁ) <1 (V,{G}EK).

(2) T is A,-companionable.

(3) The model companion T,; of Tz _ for signature {€} 5 _is the {€} z_-theory common
to HY, as (V,€) ranges over €-models of T and k is the constant of {€}" given
by the formula x[px(x) Az is a cardinal].

(4) T is also ariomatized by the Ily-sentences for {€} ; which are consistent with Sy
for any {€} 1_-theory S which is a complete extension of Ty, .

Note that the above theorem allows to put in the companionship spectrum of any exten-

sion of ZFC at least one A, for each definable cardinal & such as w, w1, ..., R, ..., Reyyy ooy K,y - - .

for x the least inaccessible, measurable, Woodin, supercompact, extendible. ..
In case kK = w,w; we can say much more and prove that for Ils-sentences in the appro-
priate signature forcibility and consistency overlap (assuming large cardinal axioms).
This gives an a posteriori explanation of the success forcing has met in proving the
consistency of IIy-properties (according to the right signature) for second or third order
artithmetic: our results show that there are no other means to prove the consistency of
such statements.

Theorem 2. Let S be any extension of
ZFC + suitable large cardinal axioms

in signature T = {€}. There are Ay # Az C Fy¢, recursive sets of €-formulae such that
(letting A; = A; X 2 fori=1,2):
(1) For all models (V,€) of S (H}, {G}E,) <1 (V, {G}E,) for both i =1,2.
(2) S is A;-companionable for both i =1, 2.
(3) The model companion of Sy, is the Tz, -theory common to the models H:{l
(V' €) ranges over €-models of S and G is V -generic for somdl PeV.

[G] s

3With very strong large cardinal axioms for the case for T'z,, and no large cardinal axioms in the case for
Tj,-

4If one is not at ease with the (inconsistent) assumption that V[G] exists, this can be reformulated as:
(Vin) = 3P (P IF ¢M«1) and (V,€) k= S.



5

(4) The model companion of Sg, is the T4,-theory common to all HXQ[G} for VIG] a
forcing extension of V which models MM and (V, €) a €-model of S B.

(5) (Sa,)v and (Sg,)v are both invariant across forcing extensions of V' for any €-
model (V,€) of S (assuming the existence of class many Woodin cardinals in V).

Corollary 1. Assume S extends ZFC with the correct large cardinal azioms.
Let X be any among Ay, A2 C Fiey X 2 as in the previous theorem, and:

o Sx be the Tx-theory S U {AX}, : (¢,i) € X},
o 5% be the model companion theory of Sx given by the previous theorem.
TFAE for any Ily-sentence ¢ for tx:

(A) ¢ € S%;
(B) Ry + 1 is consistent for all Tx-theories R which are complete extensions of Sx;
(C) (if X = A)
Sx | 3P [IFp ],
(if X = A1)
Sx [ 3P [lkp ],

In particular the equivalence of with shows that forcibility and consistency
overlap for IIp-sentences in signature {€} .

We complete this introduction outlining a bit more the significance of the above re-
sults and trying to get a better insight on what are the signatures {€} 5 ,{€}1,,{€} 1,
mentioned in the theorems.

What is the right signature for set theory? The €-signature is certainly sufficient
to give by means of ZFC a first order axiomatization of set theory (with eventually other
extra hypothesis such as large cardinal axioms), but we can see rightaway that it is not
efficient to formalize many basic set theoretic concepts. Consider for example the notion of
ordered pair: on the board we write x = (y, z) to mean that = is the ordered pair with first
component y and second component z. In set theory this concept is formalized by means
of Kuratowski’s trick stating that x = {{y},{y,2}}. However the €-formula formalizing
the above is:

JuVw (w ez w=tVw=u)AVWwvetcv=y) AVoveEucv=yVuv=2).

It is clear that the meaning of this €-formula is hardly decodable with a rapid glance
(unlike = = (y, z)), moreover just from the point of view of its syntactic complexity it is
already 2. On the other hand we do not regard the notion of ordered pair as a complex or
doubtful concept (as is the case for the notion of uncountability, or many of the properties
of the continuum such as its correct place in the hierarchy of uncountable cardinals, etc...).
Other vary basic notions such as: being a function, a binary relation, the domain or the
range of a function, etc.. are formalized already by rather complicated €-formulae, both
from the point of view of readability for human beings and from the mere computation of
their syntactic complexity according to the Levy hierarchy.

The standard solution adopted by set theorists (e.g. [I3l Chapter IV]) is to regard as
elementary all those properties which can be formalized using €-formulae all of whose
quantifiers are bounded to range over the elements of some set, i.e. the so called Ag-
formulae (see [I3 Chapter IV, Def. 3.5]). We henceforth adopt this point of view and let
By C Fey be the set of such formulae and denote by 7st what according to our previous
terminology should rather be {€}p .,. For the sake of convenience and also to further
outline some very nice syntactic features of ZFC as formalized in 75T, let us bring to front
an explicit axiomatization of T, (which from now on will be denoted by TsT).

SWith very strong large cardinal axioms holding in V. MM™T is one of the strongest forcing axioms.
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Notation 3.

e 75T is the extension of the first order signature {€} for set theory which is obtained
by adjoining predicate symbols Ry of arity n for any Ag-formula ¢(z1,...,xy),
function symbols of arity k for any Ao-formula 0(y, x1,...,xx) and constant sym-

bols for w and (.

o /FC™ is the €-theory given by the axioms of ZFC minus the power-set aziom.
e TsT is the TsT-theory given by the axioms

VI (Rvzeyp (Y, 2, ) ¢ Vz2(z € y = Ry(y, 2, 7))
VZ [Ryny (T) <+ (Ry(T) A Ry (7))]
Vi [Rog(Z) <+ ~Ry(T)]

for all Ag-formulae ¢(F), together with the Ag-sentences

Vo € 0 —(z = x),
w 18 the first infinite ordinal

(the former is an atomic TsT-sentence, the latter is expressible as the atomic sen-
tence for tst stating that w is a non-empty limit ordinal all whose elements are
successor ordinals or 0).
o ZFCgy is the TsT-theory
ZFC™ UTsT.

e Accordingly we define ZFCgT.
Note that Tst is axiomatized by Ils-sentences of 7g7.

Levy absoluteness and model companionship results for set theory. Kunen’s [13,
Chapter IV] gives a rather convincing summary of the reasons why it is convenient to
formalize set theory using 751 rather than €. We focus here on the role Levy’s absoluteness
plays in the search of A C Fycy x 2 for which set theory is A-companionable.

Lemma 1. Let (V,€) be a model of ZFC and k be an infinite cardinal for V. Then
(H ,7d A ACP (k) keN) < (V,7d5,A: ACP ()", k eN)

K

Its proof is a trivial variant of the classical result of Levy (which is the above theorem
stated just for the signature 7sT); it is given in [22) Lemma 5.3].
The upshot is that for any model V' of ZFC and any signature ¢ such that

rsTU{k} Co CrsTU{K} U U P (k)"
keN
H,+ is Yj-elementary in V according to o. This is a first indication that for a ZFC-
definable cardinal x (e.g. K = w,wi, N, ..., more precisely k being provably in some
T D ZFC the unique solution of an e-formula ¢ (z)) if 0, = 757 U {k} and T, is the
ox-theory given by ZFC + ¢, (k), we get that the o,-theory common to all of the H;/+ as
V ranges over the model of ZFC is not that far from being ZFC-ec, since a model of this
theory is always a YXi-substructure of some o,-model of ZFC.
A second indication that the o,-theory of H,+ is close to be the model companion of
the o.-theory of V' is the fact that the IIy-sentence for o,

Vzdf : kK = x surjective function

is realized in H;Q for any model V' of ZFC (note that by Levy’s absoluteness this sentence
is consistent with the universal fragment of the o,-theory of V', hence by Fact [Iit belongs
to the model companion of set theory for o, — if such a model companion exists).
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In particular if some T O ZFC is o-companionable for some o as above, the model
companion of T for o should be the theory of H é\f for suitably chosen M which are
models of set theory.

A natural question is:

Can we cook up o O 151 U{K} so that the o-theory of H,+ is the model
companion of the o-theory of V' ¢
Theorem [I] answer affirmatively to this question for many natural choices of o and for all
definable cardinals k.

Why the continuum is the second uncountable cardinal. Theorem [ refines Thm.
[ for the cases k = w,w;. In these cases our knowledge of the theory of H,+ is much more
extensive; moreover most of mathematics can be formalized in H,, (all of second order
arithmetic) or in H,,, (most of third order arithmetic).

We now want to outline briefly why Thm. Bl provides an interesting metamathematical
argument in favour of strong forcing axioms and against CH. The considerations of this
brief paragraph will be expanded in more details in a forthcoming paper and have been
elaborated jointly with Giorgio Venturi. Those who are familiar with forcing axioms
know that Martin’s maximum and its bounded forms have been instrumental to prove the
consistency of a solution of many problems of third order arithmetic which are provably
undecidable in ZFC (or even in ZFC supplemented by large cardinal axioms), a sample
of these solutions include: the negation of the continuum hypothesis [68,[16]21]25], the
negation of Whitehead conjecture on free abelian groups [18], the non-existence of outer
automorphism of the Calkin algebra [7], the Suslin hypothesis [I1], the existence of a five
element basis for uncountable linear order [17]. .. All statements of the above list (with the
exception of the non-existence of outer automorphism of the Calkin algebra) and many
others can be formalized as IIp-sentences in signature 7, = 7s7 U{w1} (where w; is a new
constant symbol which is the unique solution of some formula in one free variable defining
the first uncountable cardinal). For example ~CH is formalized by

Vf [(f is a function A dom(f) = w1) = Ir (r Cw Ar & ran(f))].

In particular there has been empiric evidence that forcing axioms produce models of set
theory which maximize the family of II3-sentences which hold true in H,,, for the signature
Tw,- Thm. makes this empiric evidence a true mathematical fact: first of all it is
important to note here that (sticking to the notation of Thm. ) {€} 5, 2 7,. Now let T
be a theory as in the assumption of Thm. [} take (in signature {€} Ag) any Ily-sentence ¥
which is consistent with Sy whenever S is a complete extension of T'z,; then by |(A)=(B)
of Corollary [l ¢ is in the model companion of T7,, and Thm. Hi{]) (almost) asserts that
ypHez is derivable from MM™T. Note that MM™™ is one of the strongest forcing axioms.

Another key observation is that (assuming large cardinals) the signature {€} 7, is such
that the universal fragment of set theory as formalized in {€} 4, 1s tnvariant through forcing
extensions of V. What this means is that one can and must use forcing to establish whether
some Ily-sentence 1) is in the model companion of set theory according to {€} Ay

This is the major improvement of Thm. [l with respect to Thm. [} for most of the
signatures 74 mentioned in Thm. [ we cannot just use forcing to establish whether a
IIz-sentence 1 for this signature is in the model companion of set theory for 75, .

Let us develop more on this point because it is in our eyes one of the major advances
given by the results of the present paper. Take S 2 ZFC; for a given X C Fgy x 2 for
which we can prove that Sx has a model companion in signature {€}y we would like to
show that a certain IIs-sentence 1 for {€}y is in the model companion of Sy.

Let us first suppose that X is some A, as in Thm. [[l A first observation is that (with
the exception of the Ag-formulae) all the formulae in A, define subsets of P (k)" for some
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n, hence (HY,, {E}ER) <1 (V, {E}EN) for any (V, €) which models ZFC. This gives that if

(W, {G}K;VN) models (Sx )y, then so does (H,, {G}%Vn)
A natural strategy to put % in the model companion of Sx would then be to start
from some complete T O S and some (V, €) model of T'; then force over V' that in some

el
VI[G] v+ holds true; if (T'3,)v holds in V[G], then ) would be in the model companion

of Sz, by Thm. MHE): Levy’s absoluteness applied to (V[G],T‘—/[G]) would yield that

A
Y g+ (T v

liogv starting from any model V of S we may be able to design a forcing in V such that
anl | holds if G is V-generic for this forcing, but it may be the case that (S )v fails in
V[G]; in which case we cannot use H:lG} as a witness that 1 is in the model companion of
Sj,.. Remark [ shows that (Sj_)v is not preserved through forcing extensions whenever
K > Wwi.

On the other hand for the signatures 7x for X being the A; or Ay mentioned in Thm.
the above strategy works: the universal fragment of (Sx)y is preserved through the
forcing extensions of models of S; hence 1 will be in the model companion of Sx if for any
model V' of S we can design a forcing making true ¢ in HﬂG} (for k = w,w according to
whether v is a formula for 74, or for 74,).

Summing up one may and should only use forcing to establish the consistency with
large cardinals of 1)*«2 for any Ils-sentence formalizable in signatures 7, C {€} 4. : the
strategy we outlined above is efficient (as the many applications of forcing axioms have
already shown) and sufficient to compute all IIs-sentences which axiomatize the model
companion of S , provided S is any set theory satisfying sufficiently strong large cardinal
axioms (by Corollary [l all other means to produce the consistenty of 1) with the universal
fragment of S are reducible to forcing).

Our take on the above considerations is that if one embraces the standpoint that the
universe of sets should be as large as possible, model companionship (in particular Fact [l
— actually its more refined version provided by Lemma [[L.2]] and used in Thm. [2)) gives a
simple model theoretic property to instantiate this slogan: all IIs-sentences talking about
w1 (i.e. expressible in signature 7, ) which are not outward contradictory with the basic
properties of wy (i.e. with the universal theory of some model of ZFC+large cardinals in
signature 7, ) should hold true in H,,,. This is what Thm. Plsays to be the case in models
of strong forcing axioms such as MM™T.

Note that this is exactly parallel to the way one singles out algebraically closed fields
from rings with no zero-divisors: in this set-up one is interested to solve polynomial
equations while preserving the ring axioms and not adding zero-divisors; the IIs-sentences
for the signature {+, -, 0, 1} which are consistent with the ring axioms and the non existence
of zero divisors are exactly the axioms of algebraically closed fields.

Now coming back to CH we already observed that its negation is a Ily-sentence for 7,
(hence also for {€} 4,), but we can actually get more. Caicedo and Velickovi¢ [6] proved

that there is a quantifier free 7,,-formula ¢(z,y, z) such that (Vz,y3z¢(z,y,z))"e2 is
forcible (by a proper forcing) over any model of ZFC; moreover if V' |= ZFC+(Vz, y3z¢(x, y, 2))
then V' = 2% = ws. In particular if we accept as true large cardinal axioms and we require
that the correct axiomatization of set theory maximizes the set of Ils-sentences for 7,
which may hold for Hy,, we are bound to accept that 2“ = ws holds true.

He,q
)

Structure of the paper. It is now a good place to streamline the remainder of this
paper and specify what the reader need to know in order to grasp each of its parts.

e Section [l gives a detailed and self-contained account of model companionship; the
unique result which we are not able to trace elsewhere in the literature is Lemma
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[L.21] which isolates a key property of (possibly incomplete) first order theories
granting model companionship results; we apply it in later parts of this paper to
various (possibly recursive or incomplete) axiomatizations of set theory. Since we
expect that many of our readers are not familiar with model companionship, we
decided it was worth including here the key results (with proofs) on this notion.
The reader familiar with these notions can skim through this section or jump it
and refer to its relevant bits when needed elsewhere.

e Section 2 proves Theorem [II

e Section B proves the results needed to establish item Bl of Thm. 2l We first give a
self-contained proof of the form of Woodin’s generic absoluteness results for second
order arithmetic we employ in this paper. This identifies which subsets of Fi¢)
can play the role of Ay for item [l of Thm. Pl Then we show that the universal
theory of V' as formalized in a signature extending 7t with predicates for the
non-stationary ideal and for the universally Baire sets cannot be changed using
set sized forcing if there are class many Woodin cardinals. This identifies which
subsets of F{¢y can play the role of Ay for item [5 of Thm. [2I

e Section Ml deals with Theorem [ for the signature 74,. We expand slightly the
results of [22]: by taking advantage of Lemma [[.21] we are able here to generalize
also to non complete axiomatizations of set theory the model companionship results
given in [22] for complete set theories.

e Section [l deals with Theorem [2 for the signature 74, .

e We conclude the paper with a final section with some comments and open ques-
tions.

Any reader familiar enough with set theory and model theory to follow this introduction
can easily grasp the content of Sections[Il 2l The same applies for the results of Section Ml
provided one accepts as a black-box Woodin’s generic absoluteness results for second order
arithmetic given in Section Bl The proofs in Section Bl require familiarity with Woodin’s
stationary tower forcing and (in its second part, cfr. Section B4 also with Woodin’s
Prax-technology. Section [B] can be fully appreciated only by readers familiar with forcing
axioms, Woodin’s stationary tower forcing, Woodin’s Py, ,-technology.
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1. EXISTENTIALLY CLOSED STRUCTURES, MODEL COMPLETENESS, MODEL
COMPANIONSHIP

We present this topic expanding on [20], Sections 3.1-3.2]. We decided to include detailed
proofs since the presentation of [20] is (in some occasions) rather sketchy, and the focus is
not exactly ours.

The first objective is to isolate necessary and sufficient conditions granting that some
T-structure M embeds into some model of some 7-theory T

We expand Notation [ as follows:

Notation 1.1. We feel free to confuse a 7-structure M = (M, 7M) with its domain M and
an ordered tuple @ € M<“ with its set of elements. Moreover we often write M = ¢(@)
rather than M | ¢(Z)[Z/d] when M is 7-structure @ € M<“, ¢ is a T-formula. We let
the atomic diagram of a 7-model M = (M, 7™) be the family of quantifier free sentences
¢(@) in signature 7 U M such that .M = ¢(a).

Definition 1.2. Given 7-theories T, S, a T-sentence i separates T from S if T'F 1 and
SE .
T is II,,-separated from S if some II,,-sentence for 7 separates T" from S.

Lemma 1.3. Assume S, T are T-theories. TFAE:

(1) T is not I1;-separated from S (i.e. no universal sentence ¢ is such that T = 1 and
St ).
(2) There is some T-model M of S which can be embedded in some T-model N of T

See also [20, Lemma 3.1.1, Lemma 3.1.2, Thm. 3.1.3]

Proof. We assume T, S are closed under logical consequences.
(@) implies (I)): By contraposition we prove —({Il)— — ().

Assume some universal sentence 1 separates T from S. Then for any model of

T, all its substructures model 1, therefore they cannot be models of S.
(@) implies (2)): By contraposition we prove —(2)— — ().

Assume that for any model M of S and N of T M [Z N. We must show that
T is II;-separated from S.

Given a 7-structure M = (M, 7™) which models S, let Ag(M) be the atomic
diagramlﬁ of M in the signature 7 U M.

The theory T'U Ag(M) is inconsistent, otherwise M embeds into some model
of T: let Q be a 7 U M-model of Ag(M)UT and Q be the T-structure obtained
from Q omitting the interpretation of the constants not in 7. Clearly Q models
T. The interpretation of the constants in 7 U M inside Q defines a 7-substructure
of @ isomorphic to M.

By compactness (since Ag(M) is closed under finite conjunctions) there is a
quantifier free 7-formula 1 r¢ (%) and @ € M<¥ such that T+ ((d@) is inconsistent.
This gives that T+ —tr(d). Since @ is a family of constants never occurring in
T, we get that T+ VZ—1p(Z¥) and M = Iz (F).

The theory

SU{-FZYm(Z) : M E S}
is inconsistent, since =3TY(Z) fails in any model M of S.
By compactness there is a finite set of formulae 14, ... %, such that

S+ N\{-FZwopm, (&) ci=1,... k}

6We let the atomic diagram of a 7-model M = (M,7™) be the family of quantifier free formulae in
signature 7 U M which holds in the natural expansion of M to 7U M.
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is inconsistent. This gives that

k
S+ \/ Iz, (F).

i=1
The 7-sentence ¢ := \//f:1 329 m, (Z;) holds in all models of S and its negation
NA{-FTiban, (&) i =1,... k)
is a conjunction of universal sentences (hence —modulo logical equivalence— uni-

versal) derivable from 7. Hence — separates T' from S.
O

The following Lemma shows that models of Ty can always be extended to superstruc-
tures which model T

Lemma 1.4. Let T be a T-theory and M be a T-structure. TFAE:
(1) M is a T-model of Ty.
(2) There exists N 3 M which models T'.

Proof. @) implies () is trivial.
Conversely:

Claim 1. T is not II;-separated from Ayg(M) (in the signature U M ).

Proof. If not there are @ € M<“, and a quantifier free 7-formula ¢(Z, Z) such that
T +VZo(a,?2),

while

Aog(M) F =VZp(a, 2).
The latter yields that

Aog(M) F IFX3Z-¢(7, 2),

and therefore also that

M | 3¥3zZ-¢(Z, 2).

On the other hand, since the constants @ do not appear in any of the sentences in T,

we also get that

S

This is a contradiction since M models Ty. O

By the Claim and Lemma[[.3]some 7U M-model P of Ag(M) embeds into some 7U M-
model Q of T'. Let Q be the T-structure obtained from Q omitting the interpretation of the
constants not in 7. Then Q models T and contains a substructure isomorphic to M. [

Corollary 1.5 (Resurrection Lemma). Assume M <1 N are 7-structures. Then there is
Q I N which is an elementary extension of M.

Proof. Let T be the elementary diagram A, (M) of M in the signature 7 U M. It is easy
to check that any model of T" when restricted to the signature 7 is an elementay extension
of M. Since M <7 N, the natural extension of N to a 7 U M-structure realizes the
II1-fragment of 7" in the signature 7 U M. Now apply the previous Lemma. ]

The Resurrection Lemma motivates the resurrection axioms introduced by Hamkins
and Johnstone in [9], and their iterated versions introduced by the author and Audrito
in [5).
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1.1. Existentially closed structures. The objective is now to isolate the “generic”
models of some universal theory T (i.e. all axioms of T" are universal sentences). These
are described by the T-existentially closed models.

Definition 1.6. Given a first order signature 7, let T' be any consistent 7-theory. A
T-structure M is T-existentially closed (T-ec) if

(1) M can be embedded in a model of T'.
(2) M <y, N for all N' I M which are models of T

In general T-ec models need not be modeld] of T , but only of their universal fragment.
A standard diagonalization argument shows that for any theory T there are T-ec models,
see Lemma [[.9 below or [20, Lemma 3.2.11].

A trivial observation which will come handy in the sequel is the following:

Fact 1.7. Assume M is a T-ec model and S D T is such that some N' I M models S.
Then M is S-ec.

Proposition 1.8. Assume a 7-structure M is T-ec. Then:
(1) M E=T.
(2) M is also Ty-ec.
(3) If N <x;, M, then N is also T-ec.
(4) Let YZ3yy(Z,7,d) be a Iy-sentence with (%, y,2) quantifier free T-formula and
parameters @ in M<¥. Assume it holds in some N' I M which models Ty, then it
holds in M.
(5) Let S be the T-theory of M. For any a-sentence v in the signature T TFAE:
e o holds in some model of Sy.
e o holds in M.

Proof.

(@): There is at least one super-structure of M which models T, and any ¢ € Ty holds in
this superstructure, hence in M.
(@): Assume M C P for some model P of Tyy. We must argue that M <; P.
By Lemma [I.4], there is @ O P which models T
Since M and Q are both models of T' and M is T-ec, we get the following
diagram:
>

M Q

7/
\

Then any ¥;-formula (&) with @ € M=% realized in P holds in Q, and is therefore
reflected to M. We are done by Tarski-Vaught’s criterion.

@): Assume N C P for some model of Ty P. Let Ag(P) be the atomic diagram of P in
the signature 7 U P UM and Ag(M) be the atomic diagram of M in the same
signaturﬂ.

Claim 2. Ty U Ag(P) U Ag(M) is a consistent U M U P-theory.

"For example let T be the theory of commutative rings with no zero divisors which are not fields in the
signature (+,-,0,1). Then the T-ec structures are exactly all the algebraically closed fields, and no T-ec
model is a model of T. By Thm. (Hu,,0Y) is S-ec for S the o,-theory of V, but it is not a model of S:
the IIo-sentence asserting that every set has countable transitive closure is true in (H,,, oy ) but denied
by S.

8We are considering P U M as the union of the domains of the structure P, M amalgamated over N in
particular we add a new constant for each element of P\ NV, a new constant for each element of M\ N, a
new constant for each element of A
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Proof. Assume not. Find @ € (P\N)<¥, b € (M\N)<¥, &€ N<¥ and 7-formulae
Yo(Z, 2), ¥1(Y, Z) such that:

® (@, ) € Ao(P),

e Yy(b,¢) € Ag(M),

e TU {wo(&',@),iﬁl(g,a} is inconsistent.
Then

T+ =t (@, &) V = (b, ).
Since the constants appearing in @, g, C are never appearing in sentences of T', we
get that
T = VZ(Viho(Z, 2)) V (Vb1 (7, 2)).

Since P models Ty, and

P b= (@ 2)[#/, 2/2),
we get that
P | Vi1 (¥, ).
Therefore
N | Vy—¢1(7,0)
being a substructure of P, and so does M since N' <; M. This contradicts
1(b,8) € Ag(M). O

If Q is a model realizing Ty U Ag(P)UAg(M), and Q is the T-structure obtained
forgetting the constant symbols not in 7, we get that:
e P and M are both substructures of Q containing N as a common substruc-
ture;
o N <1 M < Q, since Q realizes Ty and M is Ty-ec.
We can now conclude that if a 3;-formula ¢(¢) for 7 UN with parameters in A/
holds in P, it holds in Q as well (since @ J P), and therefore also in N (since
N =<1 Q)
(d)): Observe that for all be M<v, 3@'1/1(5, ,d) holds in NV, and therefore in M, since M
is T-ec; hence M |= VZ3yy (&, ¥, d).
(B): First of all note that M is S-ec since S O T' (by Fact [L7)). By Lemma [[.4] (applied
to Sy + 1 and M) any Ils-sentence v for 7 which holds in some model of Sy holds
in some model of Sy which is a superstructure of M. Now apply @l

0

In particular a structure is T-ec if and only if it is Ty-ec, and a T-ec structure realizes
all TIy-sentences which are consistent with its II;-theory.

We now show that any structure M can always be extended to a T-ec structure for any
T which is not separated from the II;-theory of M.

Lemma 1.9. [20, Lemma 3.2.11] Given a first order T-theory T, any model of Ty can be
extended to a T-superstructure which is T'-ec.

Proof. Given a model M of T', we construct an ascending chain of T,-models as follows.
Enumerate all quantifier free 7-formulae as {¢q (y, o) : @ < |7]}. Let Mgy = M have size
k > || + Np. Fix also some enumeration

Tk — | 7| X K
a— (mo(a), m1 (), mo(v))

such that mo(a) < a for all @ < k and for each £ < |7|, and 7, 8 < k there are unboundedly
many « < k such that m(«a) = (&, n, 8).
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Let now M,, with enumeration {ﬁig < m} of M;“ be given for all n < 8. If Mg is

T-ec, stop the construction. Else check whether Ty U Ag(Mpg)U {Elygb,m(a) (v, ﬁi:; Ezg)} is a
consistent 7UM g-theory; if so let Mg have size k and realize this theory. At limit stages
7, let M, be the direct limit of the chain of 7-structures {Mpg : f < v}. Then all M, are
models of T, and at some stage 5 < k Mg is Ty-ec (hence also T-ec), since all existential
7-formulae with parameters in some M, will be considered along the construction, and
realized along the way if this is possible, and all M,, are always models of Ty (at limit

stages the ascending chain of Ty-models remains a Ty-model). O

Compare the above construction with the standard consistency proofs of bounded forc-
ing axioms as given for example in [3, Section 2]. In the latter case to preserve Ty at limit
stages we use iteration theorems.

1.2. The Kaiser hull of a first order theory. The Kaiser Hull of a theory T" describes
the smallest elementary class containing all the “generic” structures for 7. For most
theories T the models of the respective Kaiser hulls realize exactly all IIs-sentences which
are consistent with the universal fragment of any extension of 7.

Definition 1.10. [20, Lemma 3.2.12, Lemma 3.2.13] Given a theory 7T in a signature 7,
its Kaiser hull KH(T') is given by the Ils-sentences of 7 which holds in all T-ec structures.

Definition 1.11. A 7-theory T is II,-complete, if it is consistent and for any II,,-sentence
either p € T or "¢ € T'.

By Proposition [L8IH] we get:

Fact 1.12. Given a IIy-complete first order T-theory T, its Kaiser Hull is a Ils-complete
T-theory defined by the request that for any lly-sentence

v e KH(T) if and only if  {¢} UTy is consistent.

In particular any model of the Kaiser hull of a II;-complete T realizes simultaneously
all IIs-sentences which are individually consistent with 7% .

For theories T of interests to us their Kaiser hull can be described in the same terms,
but the proof is much more delicate. We start with the following weaker property which
holds for arbitrary theories:

Fact 1.13. Given a T-theory T, its Kaiser hull KH(T) contains the set of Ily-sentences
Y for T such that for all complete S O T, Sy U {1} is consistent.

Proof. Assume 1 is a IIs-sentence such that for all complete S O T', SyU{®} is consistent.
We must show that v holds in all T-ec models.

Fix M an existentially closed model for T (it exists by Lemma [[.9)); we must show
that M = ¢. Let NN J M be a model of T and S be the 7-theory of A/. Then S is a
complete theory and M = Sy since M <1 N (being T-ec). Since S O T, M is also S-ec
(by Fact [L7)). Since Sy U {¢} is consistent, and Sy is II;-complete, we obtain that M
models 1, being an Sy-ec model, and using Fact O

We will show in Lemma [[.2T] that the set of ITo-sentences described in the Fact provides
an equivalent characterization of the Kaiser hull for many theories admitting a model
companion, among which the axiomatizations of set theory considered in this paper.

9Assume G is V-generic for a forcing which is a limit of an iteration of length w of forcings {Py : n < w}.
In general H‘YQ[G] is not given by the union of HXZ[GmP"]
that HXZ[G] preserves Ty.

, hence a subtler argument is needed to maintain
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1.3. Model completeness. It is possible (depending on the choice of the theory T') that
there are models of the Kaiser hull of T" which are not T-ec. Robinson has come up with
two model theoretic properties (model completeness and model companionship) which
describe the case in which the models of the Kaiser hull of T are exactly the class of T-ec
models (even in case T is not a complete theory).

Definition 1.14. A 7-theory T is model complete if for all 7-models M and N of T we
have that M C N implies M < N.

Remark that theories admitting quantifier elimination are automatically model com-
plete. On the other hand model complete theories need not be complete@. However
for theories T" which are IIj-complete, model completeness entails completeness: any two
models of a ITj-complete, model complete T" share the same II-theory, therefore if Ty O T
and T» O T with M; a model of T;, we can suppose (by Lemma [L.3]) that M; C Ma.
Since they are both models of T', model completeness entails that M, < M.

Lemma 1.15. [20, Lemma 3.2.7] (Robinson’s test) Let T be a T-theory. The following
are equivalent:

(a) T is model complete.

(b) Any model of T is T-ec.

(c) Each existential T-formula ¢(Z) in free variables T is T-equivalent to a universal
T-formula ¥(Z) in the same free variables.

(d) Each T-formula ¢(Z) in free variables & is T-equivalent to a universal T-formula
(L) in the same free variables.

Remark that @ (or shows that being a model complete T-theory T is expressible
by a Ay (7, T)-property in any model of ZFC, hence it is absolute with respect to forcing.

Proof.

@ implies @k Immediate.

(b)| implies [(c); Fix an existential formula ¢(Z) in free variables z1,...,2,. If ¢(Z) is
not consistent with 7" it is T-equivalent to the trivial formula Vy(y # y) in free
variables Z. Hence we may assume that 7" U ¢(Z) is a consistent theory. Let
¢ = (c1,...,¢n) be a finite set of new constant symbols. Then T U ¢(¢) is a
consistent 7 U {cy, ..., ¢, }-theory.

Let T" be the set of universal 7-formulae 6(%) such that
T EVZ(p(Z) — 0(2)).
Note that I' is closed under finite conjunctions and disjunctions. Let I'(¢) =
{6(?) : (%) € I'}. Note that T"UT'(¢) is a consistent 7 U {cy, ..., ¢, }-theory, since
it holds in any 7 U {cy, ..., ¢, }-model of T'U ¢(¢).
It suffices to prove

1) TUT(@ F 6(0)
if this is the case, by compactness, a finite subset I'g(¢) of I'(¢) is such that
TUTo(@) k= 6(0);
letting 0(%) := A {¢(Z) : ¥(€) € To(0)}, the latter gives that
T | Vi (0(7) - 6(7)
(since the constants ¢ do not appear in T').

0(%) € I is a universal formula witnessing |(c)|for ¢(Z).
So we prove ()

10por example the theory of algebraically closed fields is model complete, but algebraically closed fields of
different characteristics are elementarily inequivalent.
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Proof. Let M be a 7 U{cy,...,c,}-model of T UT(¢). We must show that M
models ¢(¢).
The key step is to prove the following:

Claim 3. TUAg(M)U{¢(¢)} is consistent (where Ag(M) is the TU{c1,...,cn}-
atomic diagram of M in signature 7 U {c1,...,cp} UM).

Assume the Claim holds and let N realize the above theory. Then
M EN r (TU{CIV",CH})’

Hence

By@
M fT—<1./\/’fT.

Now let by, ..., b, € M be the interpretations of ¢y, . .., ¢, in the TU{c1,...,cp}-
structure M. Then

NI 71Edx1,...,2)[b1,. .., byl
Since ¢(&F) is ¥ for 7 and by,...,b, € M, we get that
M 7@, .. 2)[b1,. .., b,

MITCN T

hence
ME é(ery. .. en),

and we are done.
So we are left with the proof of the Claim.

Proof. Let ¢(Z,¥) be a quantifier free 7-formula such that ¢ (¢, @) € Ag(M) for
some a € M.
Clearly M models 3yy(c, ).
Then the universal formula =35 (¢, i) & I'(¢), since M models its negation and
I'(¢) at the same time.
This gives that
T Y VE(¢(F) = =3G(T, 1)),
ie.
T U{3Z[¢(Z) A 3Gy (T, 9)]}
is consistent.
We conclude that

T U{¢() Ay(c.a)}
is consistent for any tuple aq,...,ar € M and formula ¥ such that M models
(¢, a@) (since ¢, d are constants never appearing in the formulae of T').
This shows that T'U Ag(M) U {¢(€)} is consistent. O
(@) is proved. O

implies @ We prove by induction on n that II,-formulae and ¥,-formulae are T-

equivalent to a II;-formula.

gives the base case n = 1 of the induction for ¥;-formulae and (trivially) for
II; -formulae.

Assuming we have proved the implication for all 3, formulae for some fixed
n > 0, we obtain it for II,,1;-formulae VZy(Z,¥) (with ¥ (Z,y) ¥,) applying the
inductive assumptions to ¢(Z, §); next we observe that a ¥, ;-formula is equivalent
to the negation of a II,,41-formula, which is in turn equivalent to the negation of a
universal formula (by what we already argued), which is equivalent to an existential
formula, and thus equivalent to a universal formula (by .
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@ implies @ By @ every formula is T-equivalent both to a universal formula and to
an existential formula (since its negation is T-equivalent to a universal formula).
This gives that M < N whenever M T A are models of T, since truth of
universal formulae is inherited by substructures, while truth of existential formulae
pass to superstructures.

O
We will also need the following:

Fact 1.16. Let 7 be a signature and T' a model complete T-theory. Let o O T be a signature
and T* DO T a o-theory such that every o-formula is T*-equivalent to a T-formula. Then
T* is model complete.

Proof. By the model completeness of 1" and the assumptions on T* we get that every
o-formula is equivalent to a II;-formula for 7 C 0. We conclude by Robinson’s test. [

Later on we will show that in most cases model complete theories maximize the family
of Ils-sentences compatible with any II;-completion of their universal fragment. This will
be part of a broad family of properties for first order theories which require a new concept
in order to be properly formulated, that of model companionship.

1.4. Model companionship. Model completeness comes in pairs with another funda-
mental concept which generalizes to arbitrary first order theories the relation existing
between algebraically closed fields and commutative rings without zero-divisors. As a
matter of fact, the case described below occurs when T% is the theory of algebraically
closed fields and T is the theory of commutative rings with no zero divisors.

Definition 1.17. Given two theories 7' and T* in the same language 7, T* is the model
companion of T if the following conditions holds:

(1) Each model of T' can be extended to a model of T™.
(2) Each model of T* can be extended to a model of T'.
(3) T* is model complete.

Different theories can have the same model companion, for example the theory of fields
and the theory of commutative rings with no zero-divisors which are not fields both have
the theory of algebraically closed fields as their model companion.

Theorem 1.18. [20, Thm 3.2.14] Let T be a first order theory. If its model companion
T* exists, then

(1) Ty =T
(2) T* is the theory of the existentially closed models of Ty.
Proof.

(1) By Lemma [[4]
(2) By Robinson’s test T* is the theory realized exactly by the T*-ec models; by
Proposition [L8([2) M is T*-ec if and only if it is T3;-ec; by @) T = T¢.
]

An immediate by-product of the above Theorem is that the model companion of a
theory does not necessarily exist, but, if it does, it is unique and is its Kaiser hull.

Theorem 1.19. [20, Thm. 3.2.9] Assume T has a model companion T*. Then T* is
axiomatized by its Ils-consequences and is the Kaiser hull of Ty.

Moreover T is the unique model companion of T and is characterized by the property
of being the unique model complete theory S such that Sy = Ty.
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Proof. For quantifier free formulae (Z, §) and ¢(&, 2) the assertion
VI [F(T, ) < VEQ(Z, 7))
is a Ils-sentence.
Let T** be the theory given by the Ils-consequences of T*.

Since T* is model complete, by Robinson’s test [[I5)(c), for any ¥;-formula 3y (Z, 7)
there is a universal formula VZ¢(Z, Z) such that

VI BT, 5) ¢ Y27, )
is in T7*.

Again by Robinson’s test [LI5(c)| 7%* is model complete.

Now assume S is a model complete theory such that Sy = Ty. Clearly Tj = Ty = Sy.
By Robinson’s test and Proposition [[L8|[2), Sy holds exactly in the Ty-ec models,
but these are exactly the models of T*. Hence T* = S.

This shows that any model complete theory is axiomatized by its Ils-consequences,
that the model companion 7% of T' is unique, that T* is also the Kaiser hull of T (being
axiomatized by the ITs-sentences which hold in all T-ec-models), and is characterized by
the property of being the unique model complete theory S such that Ty = Sy. U

Thm. [[LT9 provides an equivalent characterization of model companion theories (which
is expressible by a Ag-property in parameters 7' and T*, hence absolute for transitive
models of ZFC).

Note also that Robinson’s test gives an explicit axiomatization of a model com-
plete theory 7"

Fact 1.20. Assume T is a model complete T-theory. Let 1) — 05 be a function assigning
to each X1-formula (%) for T a Il;-formula H;‘Z(f) which is T-equivalent to V(T).
Then T is axiomatized by Ty and the 1ly-sentences

AX], = VE((Z) > 0 (F))
as (Z) ranges over the ¥1-formulae for T.

Proof. First of all

T = {AX;Z 2 a T—formula}
is a model complete theory, since 7™ satisfies Robinson’s test [LI5[(d)l Let S = T™ + T%,.
Note that S is also model complete (by Robinson’s test [LI5(d)). Moreover S C T (since
AX%; € T for all ¥j-formulae ), and Sy D Ty (since Ty is certainly among the universal

consequences of S). We conclude that Sy = Ty. Therefore S is the model companion of
T. S =T by uniqueness of the model companion. O

We use the following criteria for model companionship in the proofs of Theorems 2.6],

L4 Gl

Lemma 1.21. Let T,Ty be 7-theories with Ty model complete. Assume that for every
II1-sentence 8 for = T 4 0 is consistent if and only if so is Ty + 0. Then:

(1) T* = Tp + Ty is the model companion of T

(2) T* is axiomatized by the the set of Iay-sentences ¢ for T such that Sy U {1} is
consistent for all I11-complete S D T.

(8) T* is axiomatized by the the set of lly-sentences v for T such that for all universal
T-sentences 0 Ty + 6 + 1 is consistent if and only if so is T + 6.

Proof. By assumption T} is consistent with any finite subset of Ty; hence, by compactness,
T* =Ty + T is consistent. By Fact [L16] 7™ is model complete.
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(1) We need to show that any model of T* embeds into a model of T" and conversely.

Assume N models T*. Then A models Ty. By Lemma [I.4] there exists M I N
which models T'.

Conversely let M model T and S be the 7-theory of M. By assumption (and
compactness) there is A/ which models Ty + Sy (but this A/ may not be a super-
structure of M). Let S* be the 7-theory of . Then S = Sy, since Sy and S}
are II;-complete theories with Sy O Sy. Moreover S* O T™, since Sy 2 Ty.

Claim 4. The 7 U M-theory S* U Ag(M) is consistent.

Assume the Claim holds, then M is a T7-substructure of a model of S* D T™ and
we are done.

Proof. If not there is ¥(a@) € Ag(M) such that S* U {¢(@)} is inconsistent. This
gives that
" —y(a).

Since none of the constant in @ occurs in 7, we get that

S* E VI (F),
ie. V@—)(Z) € S = Sy. But M models Sy and VZ—(Z) fails in M; a contradic-
tion. U

(2) Assume ) € T* and S is a IT;-complete extension of T', we must