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D-MINIMAL STRUCTURES

VERSION 20

ANTONGIULIO FORNASIERO

Abstract. We study d-minimal expansions of ordered fields, and
dense pairs thereof. We also consider other generalizations of o-
minimality.
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1. Introduction

Let K be a first-order expansion of an ordered field. Recall that K

is said to be definably complete (DC) if every definable subset of K
has a supremum in K ∪ {±∞} (see e.g. [FS10] and its bibliography).
In this article we study the following generalization of o-minimality:

Definition 1.1. K is d-minimal if it is definably complete, and every
definable set X ⊂ K is the union of an open set and finitely many
discrete sets, where the number of discrete sets does not depend on the
parameters of definition of X.

[vdD85] gives the first known example of a d-minimal non o-minimal
expansion of R, [FM05, MT06] give more examples of d-minimal ex-
pansions of R (and introduce the notion of d-minimality), and [Mil05]
studies general properties of d-minimal expansions of R (and other such
“tameness” notions). Here we focus on the general case, when K is a
d-minimal expansion of a field, not necessarily the reals.

In [For13] we studied a notion which is in between o-minimality and
d-minimality: locally o-minimal structures (see also [Sch14]). In [FH14]
we studied DC structures (expansing a field) in general, and proved a
dichotomy theorem: a DC structure either defines a discrete subring,
or it is “restrained” (see §3.1) (restrained structures are a generalization
of d-minimal ones). Here we continue the study in [For13,FH14] and
apply their main results.

For d-minimal structures, we have the following fact: every definable
set can be partitioned into finitely many (definable and embedded)
manifolds (Proposition 5.12, which generalizes a result in [Mil05] for
expansions of R); we also have stronger property that a definable set
admits a stratification into finitely many manifolds satisfying a suitable
version of Whitney condition (a) (see Thm. 5.30 and Prop. 5.44); for
locally o-minimal structures we can even find a Whitney stratification
(see Corollary 5.43, which generalizes [Loi98] for o-minimal structures).

Other important properties of a d-minimal structureK are:

(*) Every definable subset of Kn is constructible (i.e., a Boolean com-
bination of finitely many open sets), definable sets have a well-
behaved dimension function, and K has definable Skolem functions
(Remark 5.4, Theorem 3.10, and §4).

We also study (§3 and §4) the even more general notions of “i-mini-
mal” structures (i.e. structures such that every definable set with empty
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interior is nowhere dense) and “constructible” structures (i.e. structures
such that every definable set is constructible), before focusing on d-min-
imal structures (§§5–7). The reasons are: on the one hand, (*) holds
in greater generality than for d-minimal structures, and proving the
result in this additional generality does not involve extra difficulties
(notice however that [Mil06] proved already that d-minimal structures
have definable Skolem functions); on the other hand, we need to show
that a d-minimal structure is i-minimal and constructible, and hence
we need some criteria for this.

Moreover, i-minimal structures are of independent interest, as shown
in §3.2 and [For11c]; in particular, many restrained expansions of the
real field are i-minimal (see Fact 3.8), and i-minimal structures enjoy
strong “regularity” properties (see Fact 3.7 and [Mil05] for expansion
of the reals, and Theorem 3.10 and Lemma 3.14 for the general case).

A useful tools in the study of d-minimal structure is the Pillay rank
of a definable set (see §3.5 and §5.3): to every definable set X we
associate an ordinal number rkP (X). The Pillay rank is a refinement
of the dimension function, in the sense that if X is a nowhere dense
subset of Y then rkP (X) < rkP (Y ) (while in general we only have
dim(X) ≤ dim(Y )).

However, some properties from o-minimality do not generalize well
to d-minimality: for instance, in general a set definable in d-mini-
mal structure doesn’t have Whitney stratification (see Example 5.39);
moreover, in a d-minimal non o-minimal theory the algebraic closure
does not have the exchange property ([DMS10, 2.12]),(1) and it is easy
to show that there exists a d-minimal structure with the Independence
Property (cf. [For11b, Example 12.7]).

§7 is devoted to the study of dense (elementary) pairs of d-minimal
structures, and augments the results in [vdD98] about dense pairs of o-
minimal structures (and more generally the literature on lovely pairs of
geometric structures: see [Box09] for an introduction to the topic and
a bibliography). In [For11b, §9 and §13] we studied another notion:
d-minimal topological structures, and proved some results about dense
pairs of such structures. Here we show that if K is a definably complete
expansion of a field, and K is d-minimal in the sense of Definition 1.1,
then it is a d-minimal topological structure (see §7.1): hence, we can
apply the results in [For11b] to our situation. In particular, we have
the following theorem (which is new even for expansions of the reals).

Theorem 1.2. Let K be a d-minimal structure, and T be its theory.
Fix n ∈ N; let T nd be the theory of tuples A0 ≺ A1 ≺ . . .An |= T ,
such that each Ai+1 is a proper elementary extension of Ai, and A0 is
topologically dense in An. Then:

(1) In a previous version of this article, it was erroneously claimed that a d-min-
imal non o-minimal theory is never rosy: we don’t know if this is true or not; cf.
Lemma 7.15.
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(1) T nd is consistent and complete.
(2) An is the open core of 〈A0 ≺ A1 ≺ . . .An〉 |= T nd (see Defini-
tion 2.8).
(3) Any model of T nd is definably complete.

In §6 we show that if K is d-minimal, then KC , the Cauchy comple-
tion of K, has exactly one structure such that K � KC . This is new
even in the case when K is o-minimal (see [LS95,Fré15]).

In §2 we continue the study from [DMS10, FS10, For13, FH14] of
definably complete structures, introducing some concepts and proving
the results we need in the remainder of the paper.

Many of the results proved in this article are adaptions of results
(and proofs) either in o-minimal structures, or in expansions of R (and
in particular from [Mil05,DMS10,Loi98]).

Acknowledgments. Thanks to L. Kramer, and to an anonymous ref-
eree for his many suggestions on how to improve this article.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Conventions, basic definitions, and notation. See [For13, §2]
for our main conventions and notations; in particular, K will always be
a definably complete expansion of a field, and “definable” will always
mean “definable with parameters”. L is the language of K. Moreover,
X or cl(X) denote the topological closure of X, ∂X denotes X \ X,

while bd(X) denotes X \ X̊.

2.2. Previous results. See [For13, §5] for general topology facts, de-
finably complete structures, dimension and full dimension, and pseudo-
finite, locally closed, or constructible sets.

Definition 2.1 ([FS10, §2]). Let X ⊆ Y ⊆ K
n be definable sets.

• X is definably meager in Y (or, as we will almost always say, X is
meager in Y ) if there is a definable increasing family

(

Ct : t ∈ K
)

of
subsets of Y , such that each Ct is a nowhere dense subset of Y (that
is, the closure of Ct in Y has empty interior as a subset of Y ), and
X ⊆

⋃

tCt. If Y = Kn, we simply say that X is meager.
• Y is definably Baire if, for every definable nonempty subset U ⊆ Y
which is open in Y , U is not meager in Y .
• X is almost open (or a.o. for short) if there exists a definable open
set U ⊆ Kn, such that X ∆ U is meager (in Kn); notice that every
meager set is a.o..

Fact 2.2 ([Hie13] see also [FH14, Theorem 36]). K is definably Baire.

See [FS10, §1–5] for more on the definably Baire property; a fun-
damental result, besides Fact 2.2, is the following definable version of
Kuratowski-Ulam Theorem, which implies that Kn is also definably
Baire.
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Fact 2.3 (Kuratowski-Ulam Theorem [FS10, Proposition 5.4]). Let D
be an a.o. subset of Km+n. Then, D is meager iff the set { x̄ ∈ Km :
Dx̄ is not meager } is meager.

Moreover, we will sometimes use the following result.

Fact 2.4 ([FS10, Proposition 2.11]). Let Y be definable and U ⊆ Y be
definable, open (in Y ) and nonempty. Then, U is meager in Y iff U
is meager in itself.

Let X ⊆ Kn be definable. Remember that call a definable set X ⊆
Kn d-compact if it is closed and bounded, pseudo-finite if it is d-
compact and discrete, at most pseudo-enumerable if there exist
a definable function f whose domain is a discrete subset of Km and
whose image is X, and pseudo-enumerable if it is at most pseudo-
enumerable and not pseudo-finite (see [For11a]).

Since every pseudo-enumerable set is meager, Fact 2.2 implies the
following result (see also [For11a] for a proof that does not use Fact 2.2).

Fact 2.5. K is not pseudo-enumerable.

Given a definable set X, let

δ(X) := inf{ d(c,X \ {c}) : c ∈ X }.

Remark 2.6. Let X be definable and bounded. X is pseudo-finite iff
δ(X) > 0.

Lemma 2.7. Let A ⊆ K be definable, closed, with empty interior. Let
D be the set of endpoints of the complement of A (see [For11a, §2]).
Then, D ⊆ A, D is dense in A, and is at most pseudo-enumerable.

Proof. By [For11a, Corollary 4.18]. �

Definition 2.8. Let F = 〈F ;<, . . .〉 be a structure expanding a linear
order. The open core of F is he structure on F given by a predicate
for every F-definable open subset of F n, as n varies: see [DMS10].

We can always distinguish two cases: either there exists a closed
definable discrete unbounded subset of K, or K has locally o-minimal
open core (see [For13]).

Lemma 2.9. Let (Dt : t ∈ K) be a definable increasing family of
discrete subsets of Kn. Then,

⋃

tDt is also at most pseudo-enumerable.

Proof. Let X :=
⋃

tDt. If K has locally o-minimal open core, then
eachDt is pseudo-finite; therefore, by [For13, Theorem 3.3(9)],X is also
pseudo-finite. Otherwise, let I be a closed definable discrete unbounded
subset of K≥1. Then,

X =
⋃

t∈I

Dt.

Each set in the above union is discrete, the index set is pseudo-
enumerable, and the family of sets is definable; thus, by [For11a, Corol-
lary 4.16], X is at most pseudo-enumerable. �
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2.3. Functions. In this subsection, we will prove that certain subsets
of Kn are meager.

Let f : A→ Kn be a definable function. For every s > 0, define

D(f, s) :=
{

x ∈ A : ∀t > 0,

f
(

A ∩B(x, t)
)

is not contained in any open ball of radius s
}

.(2)

Then, each D(f, s) is closed in A. Moreover, D(f), the set of discon-
tinuity points of f , is equal to

⋃

s D(f, s), and, therefore, it is an Fσ

subset of A.

Fact 2.10 ([FH14, Lemma 39 and Theorem B]). Let f : K → K be
definable and monotone. Then, D(f) is at most pseudo-enumerable.
Moreover, f is differentiable on a dense subset of K.

Lemma 2.11. Let f : Kn → K be definable. Define Mf := { x ∈ Kn :
x is a local
minimum for f }. Then, f(Mf) is at most pseudo-enumerable.

Proof. For every r > 0, let

M(r) := { x ∈ K
n : |x| ≤ r & |f(x)| ≤ r & x is a minimum for f in the ball B(x, 1/r) }.

Note that f(Mf) =
⋃

r f
(

M(r)
)

. Fix r > 0.

Claim 1. Y := f
(

M(r)
)

is pseudo-finite.

Assume, for a contradiction, that Y has an accumulation point y ∈
K. For every δ > 0, let

U(δ) := { x ∈M(r) : f(x) ∈ B(y, δ) \ {y} }.

Let C(δ) be the closure of U(δ) in Kn. Since each C(δ) is a nonempty

d-compact subset of B(0, r), the intersection of the C(δ) is nonempty;
let x ∈

⋂

δ C(δ). Choose x1, x2, and δ such that x1, x2 ∈ B(x, 1/(2r))∩
U(δ) and f(x1) < f(x2) (they exist by definitions). However, x1 ∈
B(x2, 1/r), and x2 ∈ M(r); therefore, f(x1) ≥ f(x2), absurd.

The fact that f(Mf) is at most pseudo-enumerable follows from the
claim and Lemma 2.9. �

Definition 2.12. A definable function f : X → Y is of first class if
there exists a definable function F : K×X → Y , such that, for every
t ∈ K and x ∈ X,

(1) ft(x) := F (t, x) : X → Y is a continuous function of x,
(2) limt→+∞ ft(x) = f(x);

that is, f is a point-wise limit of a definable family of continuous func-
tions (ft)t∈K.

(2) Note that there is a misprint in the definition of D(f, s) in [DMS10, 1.8]: with
their definition, D(f, s) is not closed in A.
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Lemma 2.13. Let X be definably Baire, and f : X → Km be of first
class. Then, D(f) is meager in X.

Proof. Minor variation of [Oxt71, Thm. 7.3]. It suffices to show that,
for every ε > 0, Fε := { x ∈ X : ω(x) ≥ 5ε } is nowhere dense, where

ω(x) := lim
δ→0+

sup{ |f(x′)− f(x′′)| : x′, x′′ ∈ B(x; δ) }.

Fix an open definable subset X ′ ⊆ X. For every i ∈ K, let

Ei :=
⋂

s,t≥i

{ x ∈ X ′ : |fs(x)− ft(x)| ≤ ε }.

Then, (Ei)i∈K is an increasing family of closed subsets of X ′, and
⋃

iEi = X ′. Since X is definably Baire and X ′ is open in X, X ′ is not
meager in itself (see Fact 2.4), and therefore Ei0 must have nonempty
interior (in X ′), for some i0 ∈ K. Let V be a definable nonempty open
subset of Ei0 . We have |ft(x) − fs(x)| ≤ ε for all x ∈ V and s, t ≥ i0.
Putting t = i0 and letting s→ ∞, it follows that |fi0(x)−f(x)| ≤ ε for
all x ∈ V . For all x0 ∈ V there exists a neighborhood U(x0) ⊆ V , such
that |fi0(x)−fi0(x0)| ≤ ε for all x ∈ U(x0). Hence |f(x)−fi0(x0)| ≤ 2ε
for all x ∈ U(x0). Therefore ω(x0) ≤ 4ε, and so no point of V belongs
to Fε. Thus, every nonempty open set X ′ contains a nonempty open
subset V disjoint from Fε. This shows that Fε is nowhere dense. �

See also [FH14, Lemma 46] for a similar result (with a similar proof),
and [FS10, Lemma 3.10] for a related one.

2.4. Bad set.

Definition 2.14. Let A ⊆ Kn+m. The set of bad points for A is

Bn(A) := { x ∈ K
n : cl(A)x \ cl(Ax) 6= ∅ }.

Notice that Bn(A) = { x ∈ Kn : cl(A)x 6= cl(Ax) }.
In the following, it will often be necessary to prove that Bn(A) is

“small” (in some suitable sense, usually meaning “meager”).

Remark 2.15. Assume that A ⊆ C ⊆ A ⊆ Kn+m. Then, Bn(A) ⊇
Bn(C).

Proof.

cl(A)x \ cl(Ax) = cl(C)x \ cl(Ax) ⊇ cl(C)x \ cl(Cx). �

Lemma 2.16. If A is an Fσ, then Bn(A) is the projection of a Gδ set.
If A is open, then Bn(A) is a meager Fσ.

Proof. Define

F := { 〈x, y, r, y′〉 ∈ K
n ×K

m ×K×K
m : r > 0 & 〈x, y′〉 ∈ A & |y − y′| < r };

π(x, y) := x;

π′(x, y, r) := 〈x, y〉;

π′′(x, y, r, y′) := 〈x, y, r〉.
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Notice that

Bn(A) = π
(

A ∩ π′({ r > 0 } \ π′′(F ))
)

.

If A is an Fσ, then F is also an Fσ, and therefore Bn(A) is the
projection of a Gδ set.

Assume now that A is open. Then, F is also open, and therefore
Bn(A) is an Fσ. For every r > 0, define C(r) := { 〈x, y〉 ∈ A : |x, y| ≤
1/r & d(y, Ax) ≥ r }. Notice that Bn(A) =

⋃

r>0 π(C(r)) and each
C(r) is d-compact. Hence, to prove that Bn(A) is meager, it suffices
to prove that, for every r > 0, π(C(r)) has empty interior. Assume,
for a contradiction, that π(C(r0)) contains a nonempty open box W ,
for some r0 > 0. To simplify the notation, assume that m = 1. Define
f : W → K, f(x) := min

(

C(r0)x
)

. By [DMS10, Lemma 2.8], there
exists a nonempty open box W ′ ⊆ W , such that f ↾W ′ is continuous;
w.l.o.g., W = W ′. Fix x0 ∈ W , call y0 := f(x0), and let Vx0

be an
open box around x0 contained in W , and such that, for every x ∈ Vx0

,
d(f(x), y0) < r0/4. Since 〈x0, y0〉 ∈ A, there exists 〈x, y′〉 ∈ A, such
that x ∈ Vx0

, and d(y0, y
′) < r0/4. Let y := f(x). Since 〈x, y〉 ∈ C(r),

d(y, Ax) ≥ r; in particular, d(y, y′) ≥ r. However, this contradicts
d(y, y0) < r0/4 and d(y0, y

′) < r0/4. �

Remark 2.17. Bn(A ∪B) ⊆ Bn(A) ∪Bn(B).

2.5. Locally closed and constructible sets. Let X be a topological
space X, and Y ⊆ X. Y is locally closed (in X) if it is of the form
U \V , where U and V are open subsets of X. Y is constructible if it is
a finite Boolean combination of open subsets of X. If we don’t specify,
we take X = Kn (for some n ∈ N).

See [For13, §5.6] for basic results on definable locally closed and
constructible sets; we recall here the definition and our notation. See
also [Rob73] and [Pil87].

Definition 2.18 ([For13]). Let X ⊆ Kn. Define

lc(X) := { x ∈ X : X is locally closed at x }

(that is, x ∈ lc(X) iff there exists an open ball B of center x, such that
X ∩B = X ∩B), and pXq := X \ lc(X).

Define Xp0q := X, and, for each k ∈ N, Xpk+1q := pXpkqq.

One can easily see that lc(X) is locally closed, and that if X is an Fσ,
then pXq is also an Fσ (see [For13]).

Here is the basic result on definable constructible sets.

Fact 2.19. pAq = A ∩ ∂(∂A). A is the union of m locally closed sets
if and only if Apm+1q is empty.

Proof. See [All96], where ∂A is denoted by Ǎ, and pAq by either B(A)
or H(A); see also [DM01] for another proof. �
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Fact 2.20. (3) Let X be a topological space and Y ⊆ X be a con-
structible subset. Then, Y is nowhere dense iff it has empty interior
(inside X).

Proposition 2.21. Let A ⊆ Kn be definable and locally closed. Let
U ⊆ Kn be open, such that A = A ∩ U . Let d ≤ n. Then, for every
x ∈ Kd,

Ax = cl(Ax) ∩ Ux,

and in particular Ax is locally closed. Moreover, Bd(A) ⊆ Bd(U), and
therefore Bd(A) is meager.

Proof. Ax ⊆ cl(Ax) ∩ Ux is obvious. For the opposite inclusion,

cl(Ax) ∩ Ux ⊆ (A)x ∩ Ux = (A ∩ U)x = Ax.

Assume, for a contradiction, that x ∈ Bd(A) \ Bd(U). Let E := A;
notice that A = E ∩ U . Since x /∈ Bd(U), cl(Ux) = (U)x. Notice that
cl(E ∩ U) = E ∩ U = E, and therefore

cl(Ax) = cl(Ex∩Ux) = Ex∩cl(Ux) = Ex∩(U)x = (E∩U)x = Ex = (A)x,

contradicting x /∈ Bd(A).
By Lemma 2.16, Bd(U) is meager, and we are done. �

Corollary 2.22. Let A ⊆ Kn be definable and constructible, and d ≤ n.
Then, Bd(A) is meager.

2.6. Pettis theorem. If X and Y are subsets of Kn, then X − Y :=
{ x− y : x ∈ X, y ∈ Y }.

Lemma 2.23 (Pettis Theorem). Let A ⊆ K
n be definable and a.o.. If

A is nonmeager, then A − A contains a nonempty open neighborhood
of 0. Conversely, if K is i-minimal (see §3), n = 1, and A − A is
nonmeager, then A is nonmeager.(4)

Proof. Minor variation of [Oxt71, Thm. 4.8]. Let A = U ∆ P , where
U is open and definable, and P is meager. A is nonmeager iff U is
nonempty. If A is nonmeager, let B ⊆ U be a nonempty open ball, of
radius δ > 0. For any x ∈ Kn, we have

(x+ A) ∩A =
(

(x+ U) ∆ (x+ P )
)

∩ (U ∆ P ) =

=
(

(x+ U) ∩U
)

∆
(

(x+U) ∩ P
)

∆
(

(x+ P )∩U
)

∆
(

(x+ P )∩ P
)

⊇

⊇ [(x+B) ∩ B] ∆ [P ∪ (x+ P )].

If |x| < δ, the right member represents a nonempty open set, minus
a meager set; it is therefore nonempty. Thus, for every x ∈ B(0; δ),
(x+ A) ∩A is nonempty, and therefore x ∈ A− A.

(3) See the proof of [Pil87, Lemma 2.3]
(4) The original version of this and the following lemma required that K has De-
finable Skolem Functions. Thanks to an anonymous referee for pointing out that
the additional assumption was not necessary.
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Conversely, assume, for a contradiction, that K is i-minimal, A ⊂
K is meager, but A − A is nonmeager. Then, by Theorem 3.10, by
replacing A with A, w.l.o.g. we can assume that A is closed and nowhere
dense, while A−A contains a nonempty interval I. Let D ⊆ A be the
set of endpoints of K \ A. By Lemma 2.7, D is a pseudo-enumerable
subset of A, and D is dense in A. Since the function 〈x, y〉 7→ x − y
is continuous, D − D is dense in I. By Theorem 3.10 again, D −
D has nonempty interior; however, D − D is pseudo-enumerable, a
contradiction. �

Define F : K
4 → K as F (x1, x2, y1, y2) := (x1 − x2)/(y1 − y2) if

y1 6= y2, and 0 otherwise.

Corollary 2.24. Let A ⊆ K be definable and a.o.. If A is nonmeager,
then F (A4) = K. If K is i-minimal and F (A4) is nonmeager, then A
is nonmeager.

Proof. If A is nonmeager, then A− A contains an open neighborhood
of 0, and therefore F (A4) = K. The converse is proved as in the
previous lemma. �

See also [For11b, Lemma 3.47].

3. Restrained, i-minimal and constructible structures

As usual, K is a definably complete structure, expanding a field.

3.1. Restrained structures.

Definition 3.1 ([FH14, Definition 23 and Theorem A]). K is re-

strained if, for every definable discrete subset D ⊆ Kn, and every
definable function f : D → K, f(D) is nowhere dense in K.

The structures of interest to us in this article are restrained.

Fact 3.2 ([FH14, Lemma 49 and Theorem A]). T.f.a.e.:

(1) K is restrained;
(2) K does not define a discrete subring;
(3) for every m ∈ N, every meager subset of Km is nowhere dense.

Lemma 3.3. K is restrained iff every meager subset of K is nowhere
dense.

Proof. The “only if” direction is clear from Fact 3.2.
For the opposite direction, assume for a contradiction that K is not

restrained. Then, there exists Z ⊂ K definable discrete subring. Let
X ⊂ K be the field of fractions of Z. Then, X is pseudo-enumerable,
and therefore it is meager; however, X is dense in K. �

Fact 3.4 ([FH14, Lemma 51]). Let K be restrained, U ⊆ Kn be open
and definable, f : U → K be a definable continuous function, and
p ∈ N. Then, f is Cp on a dense open subset of U .
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3.2. I-minimal structures.

Definition 3.5. K is i-minimal if, for every unary definable set X, if
X has empty interior, then X is nowhere dense.

See also [Mil05] for the case when K is an expansion of R.

Remark 3.6. If K is i-minimal, then it is restrained.

Proof. By Lemma 3.3. �

In [For11c] we prove the following two facts about expansions of the
real field.

Fact 3.7. Let R be an expansion of the real field. Then, t.f.a.e.:

(1) R is i-minimal;
(2) every unary definable set with empty interior has Lebesgue mea-
sure 0;
(3) every unary definable set with empty interior has Hausdorff dimen-
sion 0.

Fact 3.8. Let R be an o-minimal expansion of the real field, and C ⊆ R

be a closed set. The, either 〈R, C〉 is i-minimal, or the set of natural
numbers is definable in 〈R, C〉.

Thus, several of the “tameness” conditions introduced in [Mil05, §3.1]
are equivalent to i-minimality, and, for expansion of the real field by a
unary closed set, i-minimality is equivalent to being restrained.

Examples 3.9. If K is locally o-minimal, then it is i-minimal (trivial).
If K is d-minimal, then it is i-minimal. In fact, by definition of d-

minimality if X ⊆ K is definable and with empty interior, then X
is a finite union of discrete sets X1, . . . , Xn. Every discrete subset of
a definably complete structure is nowhere dense. Thus, X is a finite
union of nowhere dense sets, and thus it is nowhere dense.

Theorem 3.10. The following are equivalent:

(1) K is i-minimal;
(2) for every n ∈ N, if X is a definable subset of Kn with empty inte-
rior, then X is nowhere dense;
(3) for every definable set X, bd(X) has empty interior;
(4) for every definable X ⊆ K, dimX = dimX;
(5) for every definable X, dimX = dimX;
(6) if U ⊆ Kn is definable and open, and f : U → K is definable, then
D(f) is nowhere dense;
(7) for every n,m ∈ N, if A ⊆ Kn+m is definable, then Bn(A) is
nowhere dense (see Definition 2.14);
(8) for every n,m ∈ N, if A ⊆ Kn+m is definable, then the set

{ x ∈ K
n : (∂A)x 6= ∂(Ax) }

is nowhere dense;
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(9) for every definable X ⊆ K, either X has interior, or it is meager;
(10) every definable set either has interior, or it is meager;
(11) for all definable A,B ⊆ K, dim(A ∪ B) = max{ dimA, dimB };
(12) for all definable A,B ⊆ Kn, dim(A ∪ B) = max{ dimA, dimB };
(13) for all definable A ⊆ K

n, if dimA = d, then { x ∈ K
d : dimAx >

0 } is nowhere dense;
(14) let d, k,m, n ∈ N, with k ≤ n and d ≤ m; let A ⊆ Kn+m be
definable, and dimA ≤ d + k; define C := { x ∈ Kn : dimAx ≥ d };
then, dim(C) ≤ k;
(15) any at most pseudo-enumerable union of subsets of K with empty
interior has empty interior;
(16) for every d ≤ n ∈ N, any at most pseudo-enumerable union of
subsets of Kn of dimension less or equal to d has dimension less or
equal to d;

Moreover, if K is i-minimal, then:

(I) every meager set is nowhere dense;
(II) for every d ≤ n ∈ N, any increasing definable union of subsets of
Kn of dimension less or equal to d has dimension less or equal to d;
(III) if U ⊆ K is open and definable, and f : U → K is definable, then
there exists D ⊆ K definable, closed and with empty interior, such that,
for every definably connected component I of U \D, f ↾I is continuous,
and either constant or strictly monotone;
(IV) every definable set is a.o..

The proof is postponed to Section 3.3; cf. [Mil05, Main Lemma and
Thm. 3.3]. We record now some consequences of the above theorem.

Example 3.11. Let 〈M ′,M〉 be o-minimal structures (expanding a
field), such that M is a proper elementary substructure of M ′ and it
is dense in M ′. Thus, the structure N := 〈M ′,M〉 has o-minimal open
core (see [DMS10]). Therefore, if X ⊆ N is meager, then X is nowhere
dense (see [For13, §4]). However, N is not i-minimal, because M is
a definable dense subset of N with empty interior (thus, clause (I) in
Thm. 3.10 does not imply i-minimality).

Lemma 3.12. K is locally o-minimal iff it is i-minimal and its open
core is locally o-minimal.

Proof. The “only if” direction is clear. Let us prove the “if” direction.
Let X ⊆ K be definable and with empty interior. By i-minimality, X
is nowhere dense. Since the open core of K is locally o-minimal, X is
pseudo-finite (by [For13, Lemma 3.2], applied to the open core of K
and the closure of X). Thus, K is locally o-minimal. �

Corollary 3.13. Assume that K is i-minimal. Then, K is o-minimal
iff every definable discrete set is finite.

Proof. The “only if” direction is clear. Assume now that K is i-minimal
and every definable discrete set is finite. By [For13, Corollary 4.6],
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K has o-minimal open core. Thus, by Lemma 3.12, K is locally o-
minimal, and therefore it coincides with its own open core ([For13,
§7]). �

Since there do exist i-minimal structures that are not locally o-
minimal (e.g., d-minimal not o-minimal expansions of the real field),
we have that for some i-minimal structure there is some definable
nonempty set X such that dim(∂X) = dimX (notice that if K is
i-minimal, then dim(∂X) ≤ dimX, because dimX = dim(X) =
max{ dim(X), dim(∂X) }).

Proviso. For the remainder of this subsection, we will assume that K
is i-minimal.

Lemma 3.14. Let f : U → K be definable, where U ⊆ Kn is open and
definable. Then, for every p ∈ N, there exists D ⊂ U closed, definable
and nowhere dense, such that f is Cp on U \D.

Proof. The case p = 0, is Thm. 3.10(6).
The case p > 0 follows from the case p = 0 and Fact 3.4.

�

Lemma 3.15. Let d ≤ n, A ⊆ Kn be definable, π := Πn
d , and

Z := Z(A) := { a ∈ A : ∃U neighborhood of a : π(A∩U) is nowhere dense }.

Then, Z is a definable open (in A) subset of A, and π(Z) is nowhere
dense (in Kd).

Proof. Follows immediately from [For13, Lemma 5.25]. �

Definition 3.16. We define Π-good sets as in [Mil05, §7]. That is,
we say that a definable set A ⊆ Kn+m is π-good (where π := Πn+m

m ) if:

• dimA = m;
• πA is open;
• π(A∩U) has interior for every a ∈ A and open neighborhood U of a;
• for all x ∈ πA, dim(Ax) = 0 and cl(Ax) = cl(A)x.

More generally, A is µ-good (where µ is a projection from Kn+m to an
m-dimensional coordinate space) if there is a permutation of coordi-
nates σ such that µ = π ◦ σ, and σA is π-good. Finally, A is Π-good if
it is µ-good for some µ as above, and a collection of sets is Π-good if
each of its elements is.

Lemma 3.17 (Partition Lemma). Let A be a finite collection of de-
finable subsets of Kn. Then, there exists B, a finite Π-good partition
of Kn compatible with A (that is, B is a finite collection of sets, and
every set in A is a union of sets in B).

Proof. The proof proceeds as in [Mil05, §7, Partition Lemma], using
Lemma 3.15. �

Lemma 3.18. Let A ⊆ Kn+m be definable. Then,
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(1) { x ∈ Km : lc(Ax) 6= (lcA)x } is nowhere dense;

(2) for each k ∈ N, { x ∈ Km : (Apkq)x 6= (Ax)
pkq } is nowhere dense

(see Definition 2.18);
(3) if { x ∈ Km : lc(Ax) 6= ∅ } is somewhere dense, then lc(A) 6= ∅.

Proof. The same as [Mil05, Lemma 8.1]. �

3.3. Proof of Thm. 3.10. (1 ⇔ 4) and (5 ⇒ 4) are clear.
For every 0 < n ∈ N, and K ≥ 2, let (K)n be the instantiation

at n of the Kth statement. For instance, (2)1 is equivalent to (1).
We will prove that (2)n ⇒ (7)n ⇒ (6)n ⇒ (2)n, that (2)n ⇒ (2)n+1,
that (2)n ⇔ (3)n, and that (2)n implies that every meager X ⊂ K

n is
nowhere dense.

By induction on n, the above would imply (1 ⇔ 2 ⇔ 3 ⇔ 4 ⇔ 6 ⇔
7 ⇒ I).

((2)n ⇔ (3)n) is clear.
((6n) ⇒ (3n)). Let X ⊆ Kn be definable. Let f := 1X be the

characteristic function of X; then, D(f) = bd(X); thus, bd(X) is
nowhere dense.

((7n) ⇒ (6n)). Let f : U → K be definable, with U ⊆ Kn open. We
want to prove that D(f) is nowhere dense; w.l.o.g., f is bounded and
U = Kn. Let A := Graph(f); then, D(f) = Bn(A). Thus, D(f) is
nowhere dense.

Assume now that we have (2n).
Note that if Y ⊆ K

n is meager and definable, then, since K is de-
finably Baire, Y has empty interior, and thus Y is nowhere dense;
therefore, we have proved (I)n.

We prove now (7)n. Let A ⊆ Kn+m be definable, and B := Bn(A).
If we prove that B is meager, then, since K is definably Baire, B has

empty interior, and thus, by inductive hypothesis, B is nowhere dense.
W.l.o.g., A is bounded (because, after using a definable homeomor-
phism from K to (0, 1), B can only become larger).

Let π := Πn+m
n , and U := π(A). If U has empty interior, then,

by (2)n, U is nowhere dense; thus, B is also nowhere dense, because

B ⊆ π(A). Therefore, we can assume that U has nonempty interior,
and hence, w.l.o.g., that U is open.

Thus, for every r > 0, let

C(r) := { (x, y) ∈ A : d(y, Ax) ≥ r },

and B(r) := π
(

C(r)
)

. Since B =
⋃

r B(r), and by (2)n, it suffices to
prove that each B(r) has empty interior.

Fix r > 0, and assume, for a contradiction, that U ′ ⊆ B(r) is a

nonempty open definable set. W.l.o.g., U ′ = U . Let C ′ := C(r):
notice that C ′ is d-compact. Define g : U → Km, x 7→ lexmin(C ′

x). By
[DMS10, 2.8(1)], D(g) is meager, and therefore nowhere dense; thus,
there exists U ′ ⊆ U open and nonempty, such that g is continuous
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on U ′; w.l.o.g., U = U ′. Define also f : U → Km; x 7→ lex inf
(

C(r)x
)

.
Note that f(x) ≥ g(x) for every x ∈ U .

Claim 2. The set D := { x ∈ U : f(x) > g(x) } is nowhere dense.

We will do only the case m = 1. It suffices to prove that D is
meager. For every s > 0, let D(s) := { x ∈ U : f(x) ≥ g(x) + s }.
If we prove that each D(s) is nowhere dense, we have the claim. By
(2)n, it suffices to prove that D(s) has empty interior. Assume, for a
contradiction, that V is a nonempty subset of D(s), and let x ∈ V .
Since g is continuous, we can assume that d

(

g(x′), g(x)
)

< s/2 for
every x′ ∈ V . By definition of f and g, there exists x′ ∈ V such that
d
(

f(x′), g(x)
)

< s/2. Hence, d
(

f(x′), g(x′)
)

< s, absurd.
Thus, after shrinking U , we can assume that f = g. Fix x ∈ U , and

let y := f(x). Since g is continuous on U , after shrinking U we can
assume that d

(

f(x′), y
)

< r/3 for every x′ ∈ U . Since Graph(f) ⊆

A, there exists (x′, y′) ∈ A, such that (x′, y′) is near (x, y); that is,
x′ ∈ U and d(y′, y) < r/3. Moreover, by definition of g, there exists
y′′ ∈ C(r)x′, such that d

(

f(x′), y′′
)

< r/3. However, this implies that
d(y′, y′′) < r, contradicting the definition of C(r).

We prove now ((2)n ⇒ (2)n+1): let A ⊆ Kn+1 be definable and with
empty interior; we want to show that A is nowhere dense. If not, let

E ′ := { x ∈ K
n : cl(A)x has nonempty interior }

By assumption, E ′ has nonempty interior. W.l.o.g., A is bounded. Let
E := { x ∈ Kn : cl(Ax) has nonempty interior }. Since, by (7)n, E∆E ′

is nowhere dense, E has nonempty interior. By (1), E = { x ∈ Kn :
Ax has nonempty interior }. Since K is definably Baire, there exists
0 < r ∈ K such that

E(r) := { x ∈ K
n : Ax contains an interval of length r }

has nonempty interior; let U ⊆ E(r) be a nonempty open set.
After shrinking A if necessary, we can assume that, for every x ∈ U ,

A is bounded and Ax is an open interval of length r. For every x ∈ U ,
let h(x) be the center of Ax.

By (6)n, the set of points where h is continuous has nonempty inte-
rior. Thus, after shrinking U , we can assume that h is continuous. But
then the set { 〈x, y〉 ∈ U × K : h(x) − r/2 < y < h(x) + r/2 } is open
and contained in A, absurd.

(7 ⇔ 8) is clear.
(2 ⇒ 10 ⇒ 9) are also clear.
(9 ⇒ 1). Let X ⊆ K be definable and have empty interior. By

hypothesis, X is meager. Moreover, ∂X = X \ X has also empty
interior, and thus it is meager. Therefore, X is meager. Since K is
definably Baire, X has empty interior.

(7 ⇒ 5). Let X ⊆ Kn be definable, and let d := dimX. We want to
prove that dimX = d. W.l.o.g., π(X) contains an open subset of Kd,
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where π := Πn
d . If, for a contradiction, dimX < d, then, by (2), π(X) is

nowhere dense. Notice that π(X) \ π(X) ⊆ Bd(X). Since Bd(X) is
nowhere dense, we get a contradiction.

(2 ⇒ 13). Let X := { x ∈ Kd : dimAx > 0 }, where d := dimA, and
assume, for a contradiction, that X is somewhere dense (and thus, by
(2), X has nonempty interior). If d = 0, then X = ∅ ⊂ K0 = {0}, and
we have a contradiction. Thus, w.l.o.g., A is closed (because dimA =
dimA), and Y := Πn

d+1(A) satisfies

∀x ∈ X dim(Yx) > 0.

By Kuratowski-Ulam theorem, this implies that Y is not meager, and
thus has nonempty interior, contradicting dimA = d.

(2 ⇒ 12). Let A1, A2 ⊆ K be definable, such that dimAi < d,
i = 1, 2. We have to prove that dim(A1 ∪ A2) < d. Assume, for
a contradiction, that B := Πn

d(A1 ∪ A2) has nonempty interior. Let
Bi := Πn

d(Ai); notice that dimBi < d, and B1 ∪ B2 = B. By (2), the
Bi are nowhere dense in Kd; thus, B is nowhere dense, absurd.

(12 ⇒ 11) is obvious.
(11 ⇒ 4). Let A ⊆ K be definable. We have to prove that dim(A) =

dim(A). However, A = A∪∂A. Since ∂A has empty interior, dim ∂A =
0, and we are done.

(13 ⇒ 11). Let A,B be definable subsets of K with empty interior.
We have to prove that A ∪ B has also empty interior. Define X :=
(

A× (0, 1)
)

∪
(

B× (2, 3)
)

⊂ K2. Notice that dimX = 1; thus, by (13),
the set Y := { y ∈ K : dim(Xy) > 0 } is nowhere dense. However,
Y = A ∪B; thus, dim(A ∪ B) = 0.

(2 ⇒ II). Let
(

Ax

)

x∈K
be an increasing definable family of subsets

of Kn, each of them of dimension less or equal to d. Let A :=
⋃

xAx.
Assume, for a contradiction, that dimA > d; w.l.o.g., U := Πn

d+1(A)
has nonempty interior. However, U =

⋃

x Π
n
d+1(Ax). Since dimAx ≤ d,

each Πn
d+1(Ax) is nowhere dense, and thus U is meager, contradicting

the fact that K is definably Baire.
(14 ⇒ 13) is obvious.
(13 ⇒ 14). Assume, for a contradiction, that dimC > k; w.l.o.g.,

U := Πn
k+1(C) has nonempty interior. Moreover, since, by (5), dim(A) =

dim(A), w.l.o.g. A is d-compact. By (12), w.l.o.g. the set

C ′ := { x ∈ K
n : dim

(

Πm
d (Ax)

)

≥ d }

has dimension greater than k, and D′ := Πn
k+1(C

′) has nonempty inte-
rior. Let B := Πn+m

d+k+1(A); by assumption, B is nowhere dense. Hence,
by Kuratowski-Ulam theorem, the set

D := { u ∈ K
k+1 : dim(Bu) ≥ d }

has empty interior. However, for every u ∈ Kk+1, Bu = Πd(Au), and
thus D′ ⊆ D, absurd.
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(1 ⇒ III) has the same proof as [Mil05, Thm. 3.3].
(16 ⇒ 15) is clear (take d = n = 1 in (16)).
(15 ⇒ 11) is also clear: if A and B are subsets of K of dimension 0,

then the family 〈A,B〉 is an at most pseudo-enumerable family of unary
sets with empty interior, and thus their union A∪B has empty interior.

(2 ⇒ 16) Let
(

Xt : t ∈ N
)

be a definable family, such that N is at
most pseudo-enumerable, and each Xt is a subset of Kn of dimension at
most d. We have to prove that Y :=

⋃

t∈N Xt has dimension at most d.
By projecting onto some Kd+1, w.l.o.g. we can assume that n = d+1; by
(2), each Xt is nowhere dense, and we have to prove that Y is nowhere
dense. By definition of pseudo-enumerable, w.l.o.g. we can assume that
N is a closed, discrete subset of K≥1. Let t0 ∈ K. Notice that the set
{ t ∈ N : t < t0 } is pseudo-finite. Thus, by [For13, Lemma 5.23],
⋃

t<t0
Xt is nowhere dense. Thus, by (II), Y is also nowhere dense.

(10 ⇒ IV ). Let X ⊆ Kn be definable. Notice that Y := X \ X̊ has

empty interior; thus, it is meager. Thus, X = X̊ ∪ Y is a.o.. �

3.4. Constructible structures.

Definition 3.19 (see [Mil05, §3.2]). K is a constructible structure if
every definable subset of Kn is constructible, for every n ∈ N. A theory
T is a constructible if every model of T is constructible.

See also [Rob73] and [Pil87, §2] for related notions.

Theorem 3.20. The following are equivalent:

(1) K is constructible;
(2) for every ∅-definable A ⊆ Km+n there exists N ∈ N such that, for

all x ∈ Km, if dimAx = 0, then (Ax)
pNq = ∅ (see Definition 2.18);

(3) every ∅-definable set is a finite union of ∅-definable locally closed
sets;
(4) for every K′ ≡ K, every 0-dimensional set definable in K′ is con-
structible.
(5) every definable subset of Kn is a finite union of sets of the form

{ x ∈ K
m : f(b, x) = 0 & g(b, x) > 0 },

where f and g are ∅-definable and continuous, and b ∈ Km.

Moreover, if K is constructible, then it is i-minimal.

Proof. The equivalence of the first 4 points is proved in the same way
as [Mil05, Thm. 3.2], using Lemma 3.18. (5 ⇒ 4) is obvious. (4 ⇒ 5)
is proved in the same way as [vdD98, Lemma 2.10]. The “moreover”
clause follows from the fact that a constructible set with empty interior
is nowhere dense. �

Notice that the equivalence (4 ⇔ 1) in Theorem 3.20 shows that, if
K is constructible and K′ is elementary equivalent to K, then K′ is also
constructible.
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Remark 3.21. I-minimality is not equivalent to constructibility. In
fact,

(1) it is easy to build an ultra-product of constructible structures which
is not constructible (while an ultra-product of i-minimal structures is
i-minimal);
(2) [FKMS10, Theorem A] produces an i-minimal structure that de-
fines sets on every level of the projective hierarchy.

3.5. Pillay and Cantor-Bendixson rank in constructible struc-

tures. [Pil87], extending the work in [Rob73], studies topological struc-
tures satisfying a weaker version of constructibility; that is, Pillay’s
Condition (A) asks that every definable unary set is constructible.

Proviso. In this subsection we assume that K is constructible.(5)

Pillay then defines a rank for definable sets (which he calls the di-
mension rank), which we will denote by rkP , in the following way:

(1) If X is nonempty, then rkP (X) ≥ 0.
(2) rkP (X) ≥ λ iff rkP (X) ≥ α for all α < λ, where λ is limit.
(3) rkP (X) ≥ α+ 1 iff X contains subset Y which is definable, closed,
nowhere dense (in X), and with rkP (Y ) ≥ α.

Notice that rkP (X) might depend on the ambient structure K; that is,
if K′ ≡ K, then rkP (XK′

) might be different from rkP (XK).

Fact 3.22 (Pillay). Let X ⊆ Kn be definable.

(1) rkP (X) = 0 iff X is discrete and nonempty;
(2) Y ⊆ X ⇒ rkP (Y ) ≤ rkP (X);
(3) If X = X1 ∪ . . .Xn, where the Xi are closed (in X) and definable,
then rkP (X) = max1≤i≤n rk

P (Xi).

Lemma 3.23. Let X ⊆ Kn be definable. Assume that X = A ∪ B,
where A and B are definable, and A is open in X. Then, rkP (X) ≤
rkP (B) + rkP (A) + 1 (where + is the usual ordinal sum).

Proof. By induction on rkP (A). If A is empty, the conclusion is clear;
thus, we can assume that A is nonempty. Assume, for a contradiction,
that Y ⊆ X is definable, closed, and nowhere dense inX, but rkP (Y ) ≥
rkP (B) + rkP (A) + 1. Let YA := Y ∩ A and YB := Y ∩ B. Since A
is open, YA is nowhere dense in A; therefore (since A is nonempty)
rkP (YA) < rkP (A). Moreover, YA is open in Y . Thus, by inductive
hypothesis,

rkP (Y ) ≤ rkP (YB)+rkP (YA)+1 ≤ rkP (B)+rkP (YA)+1 < rkP (B)+rkP (A)+1,

absurd. �

(5) Some of the results in this subsection hold without this assumption.
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Proposition 3.24. Let X ⊆ Kn be definable. Write X = X1∪· · ·∪Xr,
where each Xi is locally closed in X. Let γ := maxi rk

P (Xi). Then,

rkP (X) ≤ rγ + (r − 1).

Proof. By induction on r. If r = 1, the result is clear. Thus, we can
assume that r ≥ 2 and that we have already proved the result for r−1.
Fix i ≤ r. Let Ai be the closure of Xi inside X.

Claim 3. rkP (Ai) ≤ rγ + (r − 1).

Since X = A1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ar and each Ai is closed in X, the conclusion
then follows from Fact 3.22.

Thus, it suffices to prove the claim; w.l.o.g., we can assume i = 1.
Let Y := (X2 ∩ A1) ∪ . . . (Xr ∪ A1). Since Xj ∩ A1 ⊆ Xj , we have

rkP (Xj) ≤ γ for every j = 2, . . . , n. Therefore, by inductive hypothesis,
rkP (Y ) ≤ (r−1)γ+r−2. Moreover, A1 = X1∩Y , and X1 is open in A1

(because X1 is locally closed). Therefore, by Lemma 3.23, rkP (A1) ≤
rkP (Y ) + rkP (X1) + 1 ≤ (r− 1)γ + (r− 2) + γ + 1 ≤ rγ + (r− 1). �

Fact 3.25 (Pillay). T.f.a.e.:

(1) rkP (X) = ∞;
(2) there is a decreasing sequence (Xi)i<ω of definable closed subsets of
X, such that Xi+1 is definable, closed, and nowhere dense in Xi, for
all i < ω;
(3) X contains a definable closed nowhere dense subset Y , such that
rkP (Y ) = ∞;
(4) rkP (X) > 2|M |.

Lemma 3.26. Let C ⊆ K be nonempty, definable, closed, and with
empty interior. Then, C has at least one isolated point. In particular,
no nonempty closed perfect subset of K with empty interior is definable.

Proof. Assume, for a contradiction, that C is perfect. Let A := K \C;
A is an open set; let CL be the set of left end-points of the connected
components of A and CR be the set of right end-points. Notice that
CL and CR are definable subsets of C. Since C is perfect and with
empty interior, CL and CR have no isolated points, and they are both
dense in C. Notice that CL ∩ CR is the set of isolated points of C:
since C is perfect, CL and CR are disjoint. Let D := lc(CL). Since
K is constructible, D is dense in CL; and therefore D is dense in C.
Let a ∈ D; since D is locally closed, there exists b′, b′′ ∈ K, such that
b′ < a < b′′ and I ∩ D is closed in I, where I := [b′, b′′]. Thus, D is
dense in C, I ∩ D = I ∩ C: thus, I ∩ C ⊆ CL, which contradicts the
fact that CR is dense in C. �

Lemma 3.27. Let C ⊂ K be definable with empty interior and D be
the set of isolated points of C. Then, D is discrete, definable, and
dense in C. Moreover, C ′ := C \D is nowhere dense in C.
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Proof. That D is discrete and definable is clear.

Claim 4. It suffices to prove the conclusion for C.

In fact, the isolated points of C and the isolated points of C coincide.
Thus, w.l.o.g. C is closed. Let A := K \ C, CL be the set of left

end-points of the connected components of A and CR be the set of
right end-points. CL is dense in C. If, for a contradiction, D is not
dense in C, let I be a closed interval, such that C ∩D has no isolated
points and is nonempty: but this contradicts the Lemma 3.26.

The fact that C ′ is nowhere dense in C follows immediately from the
first part. �

Definition 3.28 (Cantor-Bendixson Rank, see [Kec95, §I.6.c]). Let T
be a Hausdorff topological space. For every X ⊆ T , and every ordinal
α, let X(0) := X, X(α+1) be the set of non-isolated points of X(α), and
X(α) :=

⋂

β<αX
(α) if α is a limit ordinal. Let rkCB(X), the Cantor-

Bendixson rank of X, be the smallest ordinal α such that X(α) = ∅ (or
rkCB(X) = +∞ if such α does not exist). For every a ∈ X, let rkCB

X (a)
be the supremum of ordinals α such that a ∈ X(α).

Notice that each X(α) \ X(α+1) is discrete, and that X is a finite

union of discrete sets iff rkCB(X) < ω. Moreover, X(rkCB(X)) = ∅ (if
rkCB(X) < +∞). Besides, rkCB(X) = 0 iff X is empty, rkCB(X) = 1
iff X is discrete (and nonempty).

Remark 3.29. (6) If X and X ′ are subsets of a Hausdorff topological
space T , then rkCB(X ∪ X ′) ≤ rkCB(X) ⊕ rkCB(X ′), where ⊕ is the
Cantor sum of ordinals. Hence, a set X is a union of n discrete sets iff
rkCB(X) ≤ n.

Proof. By induction on α := rkCB(X) and β := rkCB(Y ). The basic
case when X is a singleton is obvious. For a contradiction, let a ∈
(X ∪ Y )(α+β). W.l.o.g., a ∈ X; let γ := rkCB

X (a) < α.
Let V be an open neighborhood of a such that X(γ) ∩ V = {a}, and

X ′ := X ∩ V \ {a}. Notice that α′ := rkCB(X ′) ≤ γ < α. Hence,
by inductive hypothesis, rkCB(X ′ ∪ Y ) ≤ α′ ⊕ β < α ⊕ β. Thus,
rkCB(X ′ ∪ Y ∪ {a}) ≤ α′ ⊕ β⊕ 1 ≤ α⊕ β. Thus, rkCB

X∪Y (a) < α⊕ β for
every a ∈ X ∪ Y , and we are done. �

Exercise 3.30. Given N ∈ R, find A1, . . . , AN discrete subsets of R,
such that rkCB(A1 ∪ · · · ∪AN ) = N .

From the above results, it is easy to deduce the following.

Proposition 3.31. Assume that K is constructible.

(1) Let X ⊆ K be definable and closed, such that X is a finite union
of discrete sets. Then, rkCB(X) = rkP (X).

(6) The present remark is folklore, but we could not find a reference for it.
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(2) K is locally o-minimal iff rkP (K) = 1.
(3) If K is not locally o-minimal, then rkP (K) ≥ ω.
(4) If K is d-minimal but not locally o-minimal, then rkP (K) = ω.
(5) If K is ω-saturated, constructible, but not d-minimal, then rkP (K) =
∞.

Proof. The last point follows from the fact that, since K is not d-min-
imal, then, by saturation, we can find X ⊂ K definable, closed, with
empty interior, and such that rkCB(X) ≥ ω. Hence, by Lemma 3.27,
X ⊃ X(1) ⊃ X(2) ⊃ . . . is an infinite descending chain of definable sets,
such that X(i+1) is closed and nowhere dense in X(i). �

We will compute later rkP (Kn).

4. Definable choice

As usual, K is some definably complete expansion of an ordered field.

Lemma 4.1. Let P ⊆ K be a set of parameters, and U ⊆ Kn be
P -definable and open. Then, there exists C ⊆ Kn+1 P -definable and
closed, such that U = Πn+1

n (C).

Proof. If U = K
n, take C := K

n+1. Otherwise, for every r > 0, let

U(r) := { x ∈ U : d(U,Kn \ U) ≥ r },

D :=
⋃

r>0

U(r)× { 1/r } ⊆ K
n ×K>0,

C := D.

By definition, C is closed, it is trivial that C is P -definable, and it is
easy to see that Πn+1

n (C) = U . �

Lemma 4.2 (Definable Choice). (1) Let P ⊆ K be a set of parame-
ters, and A ⊂ Kn be P -definable, nonempty and constructible. Then,
there exists a P -definable point a ∈ A .
(2) Let X ⊆ Km+n be definable and such that Xb is constructible for
every b ∈ K

m. Then, X has a definable n-choice function, that is a
definable function f : Πm+n

m (X) → X, such that f(a) ∈ {a} × Xa for
every a ∈ Πm+n

m (X).
(3) Let X ⊆ Kn+m be definable and Fσ. Then, X has a definable
n-choice function.
(4) Suppose that every unary definable set contains a locally closed
point. Then, K has definable Skolem functions (DSF ).

Proof. (1). Since A is constructible, A′ := lc(A) is nonempty; thus,
since A′ is also P -definable, it suffices to prove the conclusion for A′;
therefore, w.l.o.g. A is locally closed.

Case 1: A is closed in Kn. For every r > 0, let A(r) := { a ∈ A : |a| ≤
r }, let r0 := inf{ r ∈ K : A(r) 6= ∅ }, and let A′ := A(2r0). Notice
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that A′ is d-compact, nonempty and P -definable. Let a := lexmin(A′):
notice that a is also P -definable, and in A.

In the general case , since A is locally closed, we can write A =
U ′ ∩ clA for some open set U ′.

Claim 5. There exists U ⊆ Kn open and P -definable such that A =
U ∩A.

For every a ∈ A let r(a) := sup{ r > 0 : A ∩B(a, r) = A ∩ B(a, r) }.
Since A is locally closed, r(a) > 0 for every a ∈ A. Let U :=
⋃

a∈AB
(

a, r(a)/2
)

.
Thus, by Lemma 4.1, there exists D ⊆ Kn+1 closed and P -definable

such that U = Πn+1
n (D). Let E := D ∩ (Πn+1

n )−1(A).

Claim 6. E is closed (inside Kn+1), nonempty, P -definable, and Πn+1
n (E) =

A.

In fact, since A is closed in U and Πn+1
n is continuous, E is closed

inD; since D is closed in Kn+1, E is also closed in Kn+1. The remainder
of the claim is clear.

Thus, by the case when A is closed, we can find e ∈ E which is
P -definable, and let a := Πn+1

n (e).

(2). The construction in (1) gives a definable way to choose xb ∈
Xb for every b ∈ Πn+m

m (X). (Equivalently: (2) follows from (1) by
compactness).

(3). If K is locally o-minimal, the result is clear. Otherwise, there
exists N ⊂ K≥0 which is definable without parameters, closed, discrete,
and unbounded. Since X is Fσ, there exists a definable family of d-
compact sets

(

X(i) : i ∈ N
)

such that X =
⋃

i∈N X(i). For every
i ∈ N , let Y := Πm+n

m (X(i)), and Z(i) := Y (i)\
⋃

j<iX(j). Notice that

Y := Πm+n
m (X) is the disjoint union of all Z(i). For every z̄ ∈ Z(i),

let fi(z̄) := 〈z, lexmin(X(i)z̄)〉. Let f : Y → X be the function that
coincides with fi on each Z(i). Then, f is a definable n-choice function
for X.

(4). Let A ⊆ Km+n be definable. We have to prove that there exists
f : B → A definable, such that f(b) ∈ {b} ×Ab for every b ∈ B, where
B := Πn+m

m (A). We proceed by induction on n.
If n = 0, f is the identity. If n = 1, for every b ∈ B let Cb := lc(Ab).

By hypothesis, Cb 6= ∅ for every b ∈ B, and it is constructible. Thus,
by (2), C has a definable 1-choice function, and the same function will
work for A.

Assume that n > 1 and we have already proved the conclusion for
every n′ < n. Let C := Πm+n

m+1 (A). By inductive hypothesis, there
exists a definable (n − 1)-choice function g : C → A. By the case
n = 1, there exists a definable 1-choice function h : Πm+1

m (C) → C.
Let f := g ◦ h : Πm+n

m (A) → A: f is an n-choice function for A. �



D-MINIMAL STRUCTURES V. 20 23

Therefore, locally o-minimal, d-minimal and constructible structures
have DSF. On the other hand, structures with locally o-minimal open
core might not have DSF: for instance, 〈R,Ralg〉 does not have DSF
(see [DMS10, 5.4]). For the same reason, constructible structures have
elimination of imaginaries. [Mil06] already proved DSF and elimination
of imaginaries for d-minimal structures.

Lemma 4.3. Let X ⊆ Kn be definable. Assume that X is both an Fσ

and a Gδ, and that X is definably Baire. Then, lc(X) 6= ∅.

Cf. [Kur66, §34.VI].

Proof. Let Y := X. We have to prove that the interior of X inside Y
is nonempty. Otherwise, X is both dense and co-dense in Y . However,
since X is an Fσ, this implies that X is meager in Y . For the same
reason, Y \X is meager in Y , contradicting the fact that Y is definably
Baire. �

4.1. Sard’s Lemma. For every C1 function f : K
m → K

n, define
Λf(k) := { x̄ ∈ Km : rk

(

Df(x̄))
)

≤ k }, and Σf (k) := f
(

Λf(k)
)

. The

set of singular values of f is Σf :=
⋃n−1

k=0 Σf (k).

Lemma 4.4 (Sard’s Lemma). Let f : Km → Kn be definable and C1.
If K is i-minimal then dim

(

Σf (d)
)

≤ d.

Proof. If d ≥ n, the conclusion is trivial. Let d < n, and assume, for a
contradiction, that Πn

d

(

Σf (d)
)

contains a nonempty open box B. Since
Λf(d) is an Fσ set, there exists g : B → Λf(d), such that Πn

d ◦f ◦g = 1B.
Since K is i-minimal, we can apply Lemma 3.14, and, by shrinking B
if necessary, we can assume that g is C1. Hence, by differentiation,
we have that, for every x ∈ B, Πn

d(f(g(x))) · Df(g(x)) · Dg(x) = 1d.
Therefore, the matrixDf(g(x)) has rank at least d, a contradiction. �

4.2. Dimension.

Proviso. In this subsection, K is i-minimal with DSF.

Lemma 4.5. The dimension dim is a dimension function in the sense
of [vdD89]. That is, dim satisfies the following axioms: for every de-
finable sets A and B ⊆ Kn and C ⊆ Kn+1,

(Dim 1) dim(A) = −∞ iff A = ∅, dim({a}) = 0 for each a ∈ K,
dim(K) = 1.
(Dim 2) dim(A ∪ B) = max(dim(A), dim(B));
(Dim 3) dim(Aσ) = dim(A) for each permutation σ of { 1, . . . , n }.
(Dim 4) Define C(i) := { x̄ ∈ Kn : dim(Cx̄) = i }, i = 0, 1. Then, each
C(i) is definable, and dim

(

C ∩ (C(i)×K)
)

= dim(C(i)) + i, i = 0, 1.

Proof. The axioms (Dim 1,2,3) are either trivial, or follow immediately
from Theorem 3.10. It remains to prove Axiom (Dim 4). We prove
(Dim 4) by induction on n. The fact that the C(i) are definable is clear.



24 A. FORNASIERO

Let D := Πn+1
n (C). W.l.o.g., we can assume that either D = C(0) or

D = C(1). If n = 0 the result is clear. Assume now that n = 1.
1) If D = C(0), we have to prove that dim(C) = dim(D). Assume

not. If dim(C) = 2, then C has nonempty interior; thus, there exists
d ∈ D such that Cd has nonempty interior, contradicting dim(Cd) = 0.
Since dim(C) ≥ dim(D), the only possibility left is that dim(C) = 1
and dim(D) = 0. Let ρ : K2 → K be the projection onto the second
coordinate; our assumptions imply that ρ(C) has nonempty interior;
let J be an open interval contained in ρ(C).

By definable choice, there exists a definable function f : J → D,
such that, for every j ∈ J , 〈j, f(j)〉 ∈ C. After shrinking J if necessary,
w.l.o.g. f is continuous and either constant, or strictly monotone. If f
is strictly monotone, then D contains an open interval, contradicting
dim(D) = 0. If f is constant, say f = d, then J ⊆ Cd, contradicting
dim(Cd) = 0.

2) If D = C(1), we have to prove that dim(C) = dim(D)+1. Assume
not. Remember that dim(C) ≥ dim(D). If dim(D) = 0, then 0 ≤
dim(C) ≤ 1, thus dim(C) = 0, contradicting the fact that dim(Cd) = 1
for every d ∈ D. If dim(D) = 1, then the only possibility is that
dim(C) = 1. However, Theorem 3.10(13) implies that dim(Cd) = 0 for
at least one d ∈ D, absurd.

Assume now that we have proved Axiom (Dim 4) for every n′ < n;
we want to prove it for n. Let d := dim(D).

1) If D = C(0), we have to prove that dim(C) = d. Assume not.
Since C ⊆ D×K and dim(C) ≥ d, the only possibility is that dim(C) =

d+1. Let L := Kd×{0}n−d×K ⊂ Kn+1, and Πn+1
L : Kn+1 → L be the

orthogonal projection onto L. Since dim(C) = d + 1, after a permu-
tation of the first n coordinates, we can assume that E has nonempty
interior, where E := Πn+1

L (C). After shrinking C if necessary, we can
assume that E is open. Let F := Πn+1

d (C) = ΠL
D(E). Notice that F has

nonempty interior in Kd. Since dim(D) = d, by Theorem 3.10(13), for
f̄ outside a nowhere dense set, dim(Df̄) ≤ 0. Thus, there exists f̄ ∈ F
such that dim(Df̄) = 0. We will to compute the dimension of C ′ := Cf̄

in two different ways, and reach a contradiction. Since E is open,
dim(Ef̄) = 1, and thus dim(C ′) ≥ 1. For every x̄ ∈ Df̄ , C

′
d̄
= Cf̄ ,x̄, and

thus dim(C ′
d̄
) = 0. Thus, by the case n = 1, dim(C ′) = 0, absurd.

2) If D = C(1), we have to prove that dim(C) = d + 1. Assume
not. The only possibility is that dim(C) = d. First, we will treat the
case when d = n. Thus, D has nonempty interior. On the other hand,
C is nowhere dense; thus, by Kuratowski-Ulam Theorem, there exists
d̄ ∈ D such that Cd̄ has empty interior, contradicting the fact that
dim(Cd̄) = 1.

Assume now that d < n. W.l.o.g., D′ has nonempty interior, where
D′ := Πn

d(D). Let L := Kd × { 0 }n−d × K and C ′ := Πn+1
L (C). By
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inductive hypothesis, dimC ≥ dim(C ′) = dim(D′)+1 = d+1, absurd.
�

Lemma 4.6. Let X ⊆ Kn, Y ⊆ Km, and f : X → Y be definable.
Then:

(1) if f is surjective, then dimY ≤ dimX;
(2) if f is injective, then dimY ≥ dimX;
(3) if f is bijective, then dim Y = dimX.

Proof. 1) Apply Lemma 4.5 to the graph of f .
2) follows from 1) and definable choice; 3) follows from 1) and 2). �

5. D-minimal structures

5.1. Fundamental results.

Definition 5.1. K is d-minimal if (it is definably complete and) for
every K′ ≡ K, every definable subset of K′ is the union of an open set
and finitely many discrete sets.

Remark 5.2. Let N ∈ N. If A is a Hausdorff topological space,
such that A is a union of N discrete sets, then rkCB(A) ≤ N (see
Definition 3.28). If A ⊆ Kn is definable and rkCB(A) ≤ N , then A is a
union of N disjoint definable and discrete sets.

Proof. The first part is immediate from Remark 3.29 and induction
on N . Let A be as in the second part, and proceed by induction on N .
If N = 1, A itself is discrete, and we are done. Assume that we have
already proved the conclusion for N − 1. Let B be the set of isolated
points of A. Notice that A is the disjoint union of B and A(1), and that
rkCB(A(1)) = N − 1. Therefore, by inductive hypothesis, A(1) is the
disjoint union of N − 1 definable discrete sets, and we are done. �

Remark 5.3. Definition 5.1 is equivalent to Definition 1.1.

Proof. By compactness. More in details, assume that K does satisfy
Definition 5.1. Let X ⊂ Kn+1 be definable; we have to prove that there
exists N ∈ N such that, for each b̄ ∈ Kn, the set Yb̄ := Xb̄ \ int(Xb̄)
is the union of at most N discrete sets. Assume not. Let K′ � K be
ω-saturated. By saturation, there exists b̄ ∈ K′n such that Yb̄ is not the
union of any finite number of definable discrete sets, and thus, by the
Remark 5.2, Yb̄ is not the union of any finite number of discrete sets,
absurd.

Conversely, assume that K satisfies Definition 1.1. Let X ⊆ Kn+1 be
∅-definable and let K′ ≡ K. We want to show that, for every b̄ ∈ K′n,
the set Yb̄ := Xb̄ \ int(Xb̄) is the union of finitely many discrete sets.
By our assumption and Remark 5.2, there exists N ∈ N, such that,
for every b̄ ∈ Kn, rkCB(Yb̄) ≤ N . Since the above can be expressed by
a first-order formula, we have that, for every b̄ ∈ K′n, rkCB(Yb̄) ≤ N ,
which (again, by Remark 5.2) is what we wanted. �
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Remark 5.4. Let K be d-minimal. Then, K is constructible, and
therefore every K-definable set is constructible.

Question 5.5. Assume that K is constructible. Is it d-minimal? What
if moreover K expands R?

Definition 5.6 ([Mil05, Def. 8.4]). Let d ≤ n ∈ N, Π(n, d) be the
set of projections form Kn onto d-dimensional coordinate spaces, and
µ ∈ Π(n, d). Given A ⊆ Kn definable and p ∈ N, let regpµ(A) denote the
set of all a ∈ A such that, for definable some open neighbourhood U
of a, A′ := A ∩ U is a Cp embedded manifold of dimension d, and
µ ↾A′ maps A′ Cp-diffeomorphically onto an open subset of Kd. A is µp-

regular if it is equal to regpµ(A), and it is dp-regular if it is µp-regular
for some µ ∈ Π(n, d) (and will drop the superscript p if it is clear from
the context). We define regp(A) :=

⋃n

i=0 reg
p
i (A).

Notice that regp0(A) is the set of isolated points of A: we will use the
notation isol(A) := reg00(A).

As in the case when K is an expansion of R̄, regpµ(A) is definable,
open in A, and a Cp-submanifold of Kn of dimension d. Hence, if A
is dp-regular, then it is an embedded manifold of dimension d. For
instance, regn(A) is the interior of A (inside Kn).

Remark 5.7. Let π := Πn
d , and A ⊂ Kn be definable. A is πp-regular

iff, for every y ∈ π(A) and x ∈ Ay, there exist U ⊆ Kd open box around
y andW ⊆ Kn−d open box around x, such that A∩(U×W ) = Graph(f)
for some (definable) Cp-map f : U →W .

Lemma 5.8. Suppose that K is i-minimal, and let A ⊆ Km+n be de-
finable, such that B := { x ∈ K

m : isol(Ax) 6= ∅ } has interior. Then,
for every p ∈ N, regpπ(A) 6= ∅, where π := Πn+m

m .

Proof. Fix p ∈ N; let V ⊆ B be a nonempty open box, and C :=
⊔

v∈V

(

{v} × isol(Av)
)

. Notice that V ⊆ π(C). By Definable Choice,
there exists a definable function f : V → Kn such that 〈x, f(x)〉 ∈ C
for every x ∈ V . For every x ∈ V , define

f+(x) := min
(

f(x) + 1, inf{ y ∈ Ax : y > f(x) }
)

,

f−(x) := max
(

f(x)− 1, sup{ y ∈ Ax : y < f(x) }
)

.

Notice that f− < f < f+ on all V . By i-minimality, after shrinking V ,
we can assume that f , f+ and f− are Cp on V . It is easy to see that
Graph(f) ⊆ regpπ(A). �

Lemma 5.9. Suppose that every 0-dimensional definable subset of K
has an isolated point, and let p ∈ N. Then:

(1) K is i-minimal.
(2) Let A be a finite collection of definable subsets of Kn. Then, there
is a Π-good partition P of Kn, compatible with A, such that P \reg0µ(P )
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is nowhere dense in P for every projection µ and every P ∈ P such
that P is µ-good.
(3) A \ regp(A) is nowhere dense in A, for every definable set A.

Proof. (1): let X ⊆ K be definable and with empty interior. Suppose,
for a contradiction, that X contains a nonempty open interval I, and
let Y := X ∩ I. Notice that dimY = 0 and Y is dense in I, and
therefore it has no isolated points.

(2) and (3) have the same proof as [Mil05, Prop. 8.4] (using Thm. 3.10
and Lemmas 3.17 and 5.8). �

Lemma 5.10. The following are equivalent:

(1) K is d-minimal;
(2) for every K′ ≡ K, every subset of K is the union of a definable open
set and finitely many definable discrete sets;
(3) for every m ∈ N and every definable A ⊆ Km+1 there exists N ∈ N

such that, for all x ∈ Km, either Ax has interior or is a union of N
definable discrete sets;
(4) for every m,n ∈ N and definable A ⊆ K

n+m there exists N ∈ N

such that for every x ∈ Km, either dimAx > 0, or Ax is a union of N
definable discrete sets.

Proof. (1 ⇔ 2) follows from Remark 5.2.
(2 ⇔ 3) is a routine compactness argument.
(3) is the case n = 1 of (4).
(3 ⇒ 4). Induction on n. The case n = 1 is the hypothesis. Let

n > 1, and assume we have already proved (3) for each n′ < n. Let
C := { x ∈ Km : dim(Ax) = 0 }. Let x ∈ C. For each y ∈ K, we have
dim(A〈x,y〉) = 0, and therefore A〈x,y〉 is a union of N discrete definable
sets (for some N independent from x and y). Moreover, for each x ∈ C,
the set D(x) := { y ∈ K : A〈x,y〉 6= ∅ } has empty interior, because K

is i-minimal. Thus, for every x ∈ C, D(x) is a union of M definable
discrete sets (for some M independent from x). Hence, for every x ∈ C,
Ax is a union of NM discrete sets, which can be taken definable. �

Recall the definition of the Cantor-Bendixson rank (Definition 3.28).

Corollary 5.11. If K d-minimal iff for every n ∈ N and every definable
X ⊆ Kn+1, there exists N ∈ N such that, for all a ∈ Kn, rkCB

(

Xa \

int(Xa)
)

≤ N .

Proposition 5.12. Assume K is d-minimal, let p ∈ N, and A be a
finite collection of definable subsets of K

n. Then, there exists a fi-
nite partition of Kn into regular definable Cp-submanifolds compatible
with A.

Proof. As in the proof of [Mil05, Thm. 3.4.1], we are reduced to show
that if A ∈ A, with 0 < d := dimA < n; then A can be partitioned
into regular Cp-manifolds. Moreover, we can further assume that A is
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a π-good, where π := Πn
d , that A \ regpπ(A) is nowhere dense in A, and

each Ax is discrete, for every x ∈ Kd.
Let M := regpπ(A). By definition, M is a π-regular Cp-manifold. It

suffices to prove that π(A \M) is nowhere dense (in Kd) to conclude
the proof (since then fdim(A \M) < fdim(A) and we can proceed by
induction on fdim(A)). Assume, for a contradiction, that B ⊂ π(A\M)
is a nonempty open box, and let N := regpπ(A\M). By shrinking B, we
might assume that cl(Mx) = (clM)x for every x ∈ B. By Lemma 5.9,
M is dense in A, and therefore, for every x ∈ B, cl(Ax) = (clA)x =
(clM)x = cl(Mx), that is Mx is dense in Ax. However, Ax is discrete,
and thus Ax =Mx. �

We say that A is π-special if it is π-regular and the box U in Re-
mark 5.7 does not depend on x (but only on y).

Conjecture 5.13. Assume K is d-minimal, let p ∈ N, and A be a finite
collection of definable subsets of Kn. Then, there exists a finite partition
of Kn into special definable Cp-submanifolds compatible with A.

The proof in [Mil05, Theorem 3.4.1] unfortunately has a mistake,
and we were not able to adjust it to prove the above conjecture.

5.2. Subsequence selection. Again, K is a d-minimal structure. If
K were o-minimal (or, more generally, locally o-minimal), then Curve
Selection would hold: given a definable set A ⊆ Kn and b ∈ ∂A,
there exists a definable continuous function γ : (0, 1) → A such that
limt→0+ γ(t) = b. If K is not locally o-minimal, then Curve Selection
does not hold: for instance, let A ⊂ (0, 1) be discrete and definable,
such that 0 ∈ ∂A: then no such curve γ exists. However, in that
case we can use definable sequences instead of definable curves (see
Definition 5.16).

Definition 5.14. A pseudo-N set is a definable, discrete, closed, and
unbounded subset of K≥1.

Fact 5.15. A definably complete structure F has locally o-minimal open
core iff a pseudo-N subset of F does not exist. In particular, K is not
locally o-minimal iff a pseudo-N subset of K exists.

Proviso. For the remainder of this subsection we will assume that K
is d-minimal but not locally o-minimal (and hence a pseudo-N subset
of K exists).

Definition 5.16. A definable sequence is a definable function f : D →
Kn, such that D is a pseudo-N set.

Given a definable sequence f : D → Kn, a definable subsequence is
the restriction of f to E, such that E ⊆ D and E is unbounded (and
hence a pseudo-N set).
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Lemma 5.17. Let A ⊂ Kn be definable, b ∈ ∂A, and D be a pseudo-N
set. Then, there exists a definable sequence f : D → A, such that
limt→+∞ f(t) = b.

Moreover, f can be chosen uniformly: given
(

Ax : x ∈ Km
)

a defin-
able family of subsets of Kn, and b : Km → Kn a definable function,
such that for every x ∈ K

m b(x) ∈ ∂(Ax), there exists a definable
function f : D ×Km → Kn, such that

∀x ∈ K
n ∀t ∈ D

(

f(x, t) ∈ Ax

)

∀x ∈ K
n
(

lim
t→+∞

f(t, x) = b(t)
)

.

Proof. By Definable Choice, there is a definable function f : D → A
such that, for every d ∈ D, |f(d)− b| < 1/d. �

In particular, from a definable sequence we can extract a converging
(in K ∪ {±∞}) definable subsequence.

Definition 5.18. Given a definable sequence f : D → Kn and b ∈ Kn,
we say that b is an accumulation point for f if

∀ε > 0 ∀N ∈ D ∃d ∈ D
(

d > N & |f(d)− b| < ε
)

(or equivalently

∀N ∈ D ∃d ∈ D
(

d > N & |f(d)− b| < 1/N
)

).

Lemma 5.19. Let f : D → Kn be a definable sequence and b be an
accumulation point for f . Then, there exists a definable subsequence g
converging to b (that is, there exists E ⊆ D definable and unbounded,
such that limt→+∞,t∈E f(t) = b).

Proof. Trivial. �

The following proposition is a uniform version of Lemma 5.19 (uni-
form both in the sense that the given convergence is uniform in the
parameter x, and that the domain E of the subsequence does not de-
pend on x). In §5.5 we will see an application of it.

Proposition 5.20. Let D be a pseudo-N set. Let f : D×Km → [0, 1]n

and g : Km → [0, 1]n be definable functions. For every x ∈ K
n consider

the definable sequence fx(t) := f(t, x). Assume that, for every x ∈ Kn,
g(x) is an accumulation point for fx. Then, there exists U ⊆ Km

definable, open, and dense, such that f is continuous on D×U and for
every B ⊆ U definably connected g is uniformly continuous on B and
there exists E ⊆ D definable and unbounded, such that

∀x ∈ B lim
t→+∞,t∈E

f(t, x) = g(x)

uniformly on B, and therefore

∀x ∈ B lim
t→+∞,t∈E
y→x,y∈B

f(t, y) = g(x).
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In Proposition 5.20 we cannot take E to be independent from the
choice of B.(7)

Example 5.21. Let D := { 2n : n ∈ N } ⊂ R and K := 〈R,+, ·, <,D〉.
Then, K is d-minimal and D is a pseudo-N subset of K. Define f :
D × [0, 1] → [0, 1] by

f(t, x) :=

{

0 if 1/t ≤ x ≤ 1

1− tx if 0 ≤ x ≤ 1/t.

Then, for every x ∈ (0, 1], limt→+∞ fx(t) = 0, but not uniformly on
(0, 1). Let F := 1/D and U := (0, 1) \ F . Then, for each interval
B ⊂ U , limt→+∞ fx(t) = 0 uniformly on B.

Putting together Proposition 5.20 and Lemma 5.17, we have the
following result.

Corollary 5.22. Let D be a pseudo-N set. Let
(

Ax : x ∈ Km
)

be
a definable family of subsets of [0, 1]n, and g : Km → Kn a definable
function, such that ∀x ∈ K

m
(

g(x) ∈ ∂(Ax)
)

. Then, there exist

(a) a definable function f : D ×Km → [0, 1]n

(b) U ⊆ Km definable, open, and dense

such that

(1) ∀x ∈ Kn ∀t ∈ D
(

f(x, t) ∈ Ax

)

,
(2) g is uniformly continuous on each definably connected subset of U ,
(3) f is continuous on D × U ,
(4) and for every B ⊆ U definably connected there exists E ⊆ D defin-
able and unbounded such that

∀x ∈ B lim
t→+∞,t∈E

f(t, x) = g(x)

uniformly on B, and in particular

∀x ∈ B lim
t→+∞,t∈E
y→x,y∈B

f(t, y) = g(x).

Before proving Proposition 5.20, we need an easy lemma: notice that
Lemma 5.23 is false if K is locally o-minimal!

(7) For a counter-example, let K be some d-minimal non o-minimal expansion of R,
A be a pseudo-N set, X be a definable 0-dimensional subset of R such that A is the
set of accumulation points of X , and h : D → X \A be a definable bijection with
some other pseudo-N set D. Define g : R → A as g(x) := min{ a ∈ A : a ≥ x } and
f : D × R → X \ A as f(t, x) := h(t). Let E be any pseudo-N subset of D and U

be any definable open dense subset of R. We claim that there exists some x ∈ R

such that g(x) 6= limt→+∞,t∈E f(t, x). In fact, w.l.o.g. we can assume that A ⊂ U .
If the claim were false, then for every a ∈ A we would have

a = g(a) = lim
t→+∞,t∈E

f(t, a) = lim
t→∞,t∈E

h(t),

which is absurd, since the left side depends on a while the right side is constant.
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Lemma 5.23. Let g : (0, 1)m → Kn be definable. Then, there exists
U ⊆ (0, 1)m open and dense such that, for every B ⊆ U definably
connected, g ↾B is uniformly continuous.

Proof. By Theorem 3.10(6), there exists U ′ ⊆ (0, 1)m definable, open,
and dense, such that g ↾U ′ is continuous. For uniform continuity, the
only problematic points are the ones in C := ∂U ′ (where ∂ is taken in-
side [0, 1]m). Let D be a pseudo-N set. Let U := { x ∈ U : 1/d(x, C) /∈
D }. Then, U is open and dense in (0, 1)m, and, for every B ⊆ U
definably connected, ∂B ∩ C = ∅: therefore, g ↾B is uniformly contin-
uous. �

Example 5.24. Let K and U be as in Example 5.21. Let g : (0, 1) →
K, g(x) := 1/x. Then, g is continuous but not uniformly continu-
ous; however, it is easy to check that U satisfies the conclusion of
Lemma 5.23.

Proof of Proposition 5.20. Let V ⊆ D × K
m be open and dense in

D×Km, such that f is continuous on V . By applying Theorem 3.10(7)
to the set V (and the fact that D is a pseudo-N set), there exists
U ⊆ Km definable, open, and dense, such that D × U ⊆ V .

By Lemma 5.23, after shrinking U if necessary, we can assume that,
given B ⊆ U definably connected, g ↾B is uniformly continuous. Define
τ : D × U → D as

τ(t, x) := min{ s ∈ D : |f(s, x)− g(x)| < 1/t & s > t }.

Thus,

∀d ∈ D ∀x ∈ U
(

|f(τ(d, x), x)− g(x)| < 1/d & τ(d, x) > d
)

.

By applying the same trick as at the start of the proof, after further
shrinking U , we can further assume that τ is continuous on D × U .
Let B ⊆ U be definably connected. Since D is discrete, for every
d ∈ D, the function τ(d, ·) is constant on B: we can therefore denote
λ(d) := τ(x, d). Let E ⊆ D be the image of λ. Thus, for every d ∈ D,
we have

(1)

|f(λ(d), x)− g(x)| < 1/d,

λ(d) ∈ E;

λ(d) > d.

Fix ε > 0. By (1) we have that there exists M > 0 s.t.

(2) ∀x ∈ B ∀d ∈ D
(

d > M → |f(λ(d), x)− g(x)| < ε
)

.

Since λ→ +∞, the following function µ : E → D is well-defined

µ(e) := max{ d ∈ D : λ(d) = e }.

Notice that ∀e ∈ E
(

e = λ(µ(e))
)

; therefore,
(3)
∀x ∈ B ∀e ∈ E

(

|f(e, x)− g(x)| = |f(λ(µ(e)), x)− g(x)| < 1/µ(e)
)

.
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Claim 7. lime→+∞,e∈E µ(e) = +∞.

Otherwise, there exists N > 0 s.t.

(4) ∀L > 0 ∃e ∈ E
(

e > L & µ(e) ∈ D≥N

)

,

Notice that D≥N is pseudo-finite: hence F := λ(D≥N) is also pseudo-
finite, and in particular F is bounded by some L > 0. Take e ∈ E as
in (3): then, e = λ(µ(e)) ∈ F and e > L, absurd.

By Claim 7, there exists N > 0 such that ∀e ∈ E
(

e > N → µ(e) >

M
)

, and therefore by (2) we have

∀x ∈ B ∀e ∈ E
(

e > N → |f(e, x)− g(x)| < ε
)

. �

Corollary 5.25. Let N be a pseudo-N set. Let f : N ×K
m → K

n be a
definable function; write ft(x) := f(t, x). Assume that, for every x ∈
Km, limt→+∞ ft(x) = 0. Then, there exists U ⊆ Km open, definable,
and dense, such that ∀x ∈ U limt→+∞Dft(x) = 0 (where D denotes
the derivation with respect to the x variables).

Proof. Assume not. By Proposition 5.20, after shrinking N and taking
an open subset of Km if necessary, there exists C > 0 such that ∀x ∈ Km

∀t ∈ N large enough Dft(x) > C. Fix x 6= x′ ∈ Kn; let b := |x − x′|.
Then,

|ft(x)− ft(x
′)| ≥ Cb

while the left side goes to 0 as t→ +∞, absurd. �

Notice that Proposition 5.20 remains true with the weaker hypothesis
that K is i-minimal but not locally o-minimal (with the same proof),
while Lemma 5.17 requires also DSF.

5.3. Pillay rank in d-minimal strustures. Remember that K is a
d-minimal structure. Let X ⊆ Kn be definable and closed. In §3.5 we
defined the Pillay rank of X, and computed the rank of K. Here we
want to give an upper bound on rkP (X), and in particular prove that
it’s not ∞ (but it will be, in general, an ordinal).

First, let’s consider the locally o-minimal case, when the rank is
finite.

Lemma 5.26. Let K be locally o-minimal.

(1) rkP (Kn) = n.
(2) Let X ⊆ Kn be definable. Then, rkP (X) = dim(X).

Proof. It’s an easy exercise to show that rkP (Kn) ≥ n. Thus, it suffices
to prove 2). Proceed by induction on d := dim(X). If d = 0, then X
is discrete, and therefore rkP (X) = 0. For the inductive step, assume
d > 0. Let Y ⊂ X be definable and nowhere dense. Since K is locally
o-minimal, dim(Y ) < d. Hence, by inductive hypothesis, rkP (Y ) < d,
and therefore rkP (X) ≤ d. For the opposite inequality, it’s easy to
find Y ⊂ X definable such that dim(Y ) = d − 1 and Y is a manifold.
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Therefore, by inductive hypothesis, rkP (Y ) = d − 1. Since Y is a
manifold and dim(Y ) < dim(X), Y is nowhere dense in X: therefore,
rkP (X) ≥ d. �

Let us consider now the general d-minimal case.

Theorem 5.27. Let K be d-minimal.

(1) If K is locally o-minimal, then rkP (Kn) = n.
(2) Assume that is not locally o-minimal, then rkP (Kn) = ωn.
(3) If Y ⊆ Kn is an embedded manifold of dimension d, then rkP (Y ) ≤
ωd, with equality holding when K is not locally o-minimal.
(4) If X ⊆ Kn is definable of dimension d, then there exists a natural
number m such that rkP (X) ≤ mωd.

Proof. 1) is Lemma 5.26.
For 2), like in Proposition 3.31, it is easy to see that rkP (Kn) ≥ ωn.

Let Y ⊆ K
n be definable and nowhere dense. Thus, by 4), rkP (Y ) <

ωdim(Y )+1 ≤ ωn, and therefore rkP (Kn) ≤ ωn.
3) and 4) are proved together by induction on d.
If d = 0, then Y is discrete, and therefore rkP (Y ) = 0. X is a

union of finitely many discrete sets, and therefore rkP (X) ≤ m for
some natural number m.

Assume now that d > 0 and that we have proven 3) and 4) for every
d′ < d: we want to prove them for d. Let Z ⊆ Y be definable and
nowhere dense. Since Y is a manifold, dim(Z) < d; thus, by inductive
hypothesis, rkP (Z) < ωd, and hence rkP (Y ) ≤ ωd. Thus, it remains to
prove 4).

By Proposition 5.12, there exists a partition X = X1∪ · · ·∪Xr of X
into embedded manifolds Xi. Let γ := maxi=1,...r rk

P (Xi). By 3), γ ≤
ωd. Notice that each Xi is locally closed in X (since it is locally closed
in Kn). Thus, by Proposition 3.5, rkP (X) ≤ rγ + (r − 1) < (r + 1)ωd,
and we are done. �

Let Y ⊂ X be definable sets with Y nowhere dense in X. In o-
minimal structures we have the inequality dim(Y ) < dim(X), which
is quite useful in proving theorem by induction on the dimension. In
d-minimal structure such inequality fails. The usefulness of the Pillay
rank is that we have rkP (Y ) < rkP (X), and therefore we can proceed
by induction on it. §5.4 will show an application of the above idea.

Moreover, rkP is a refinement of both the dimension and the Cantor-
Bendixson rank: that is, if dim(X) < dim(Y ), then rkP (X) < rkP (Y ),
and similarly for rkCB.

5.4. Stratification.

Definition 5.28. Let X ⊆ Kn be a definable set. A weak stratifica-

tion of X is a finite partition X = C1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Ck, such that each Ci is
definable, and for each i, ∂Ci is a union of some of the Cj (where ∂Ci
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is the set of points in the closure of Ci inside X but not in Ci). The Ci

are the strata of the given stratification.

The difference with the usual definition of stratification (for subsets
of Rn) is that in the latter case the strata are required to be connected.
Since we will only consider weak stratifications, we will drop the ad-
jective weak: a stratification will be a weak stratification.

Definition 5.29. Let X ⊆ Y be sets, A a family of subsets of Y . Let
B be partition (or a stratification) of Y ; we say that B is compatible
with A if, for every A ∈ A, A ∩X is a union of sets in B.

We also denote ∂A := { ∂A : A ∈ A}.

Thus, a stratification is a partition B which is compatible with ∂B.

Theorem 5.30. Let A be a finite collection of definable subsets of Kn

and p ∈ N. Then, there exists a stratification of Kn into embedded Cp

manifolds compatible with A.

Proof. We prove (by induction) the following statement.

(*) Let X ⊆ Kn be a definable set. Let A be a finite collection of
definable subsets of Kn and p ∈ N. Then, there is a stratification of
X into embedded Cp manifolds compatible with A.

By Proposition 5.12, there exists a finite partition of Kn in Cp manifolds
compatible with A∪{X}. W.l.o.g., we can assume that A itself is such
partition: we want to find a stratification refining A.

Let A′ := {A ∈ A : A ⊆ X }. We want to find a stratification of X
refining A′. Notice that if A were open in X for every A ∈ A′, then A′

would already be a stratification of X.
We proceed by induction on α := rkP (X) (by Theorem 5.27, α is

an ordinal number). Let d := dim(X); for each i = 0, . . . , d, let Yi :=

regpd(X) and Y :=
⋃d

i=0 Yi = regp(X). Notice that each Yi is a Cp-
manifold of dimension i and is open in X. For i = 0 . . . d, let Bi :=
{A∩ Yi : A ∈ A′ & dim(Yi ∩A) = i } and Y ′

i :=
⋃

Bi. Notice that, for
every B ∈ Bi, B is an open subset both of the corresponding A ∈ A
(because Yi is open in X and A is a subset of X) and of Yi (because
Yi is a manifold and B is a submanifold of the same dimension as Yi)

and hence of X (because Yi is open in X). Let B :=
⋃d

i=0 Bi and

Y ′ :=
⋃d

i=0 Y
′
i =

⋃

B. Thus, B is a stratification of Y ′ compatible with
A. Moreover, for each i = 0, . . . , d, dim(Yi \ Y

′
i ) < i, thus, since Yi is a

manifold, Y ′
i is dense in Yi: therefore, Y ′ is dense in Y . By Lemma 5.9,

Y is dense in X, and therefore Y ′ is dense in X. Let Z := X \Y ′. Since
Z is nowhere dense in X, we have rkP (Z) < α. Thus, by inductive
hypothesis, there exists C stratification of Z compatible with A ∪ ∂B.
Then, B ∪ C is a stratification of X compatible with A (because, for
every B ∈ B and C ∈ C, B and C are disjoint and B is open in X, and
hence B and ∂C are also disjoint). �
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Among all possible stratifications of X there is a canonical one.

Definition 5.31. Let X ⊆ Kn be a definable set, p ∈ N, and A be
a finite collection of definable subsets of Kn. We now define Sp(X,A)
the canonical Cp stratification of X compatible with A by induction
on rkP (X). By replacing A with the atoms of the Boolean algebra
generated by it, w.l.o.g. we can assume that A is a partition of Kn. Let
d := dim(X); define

Z := regpd(X);

B := Bp(Z,A) := { regpd(A ∩ Z) : A ∈ A & dim(A ∩ Z) = d },

W :=
⋃

B,

Y := X \W,

A′ := A∪ B.

Notice that W is a Cp manifold, it is open in X, and that B is a
partition of W by open sets, and therefore B is a stratification of W
compatible with A. By Lemma 5.32, rkP (Y ) < rkP (X): therefore,
by induction on rkP , we can assume that we have already defined
Sp(Y,A′), the canonical Cp stratification of Y compatible with A′.
Then, Sp(X,A) := B∪Sp(Y,A′) is the canonical Cp stratification of X
compatible with A (notice that Sp(X,A) is indeed a stratification of
X compatible with A).

If we don’t specify the family A, the canonical Cp stratification of X
is Sp(X) := Sp(X, ∅).

Lemma 5.32. In the setting of Definition 5.31, we have rkP (Y ) <
rkP (X).

Proof. Notice that it’s not true in general that Y is nowhere dense
in X: thus, we do need to give an argument.

Assume, for a contradiction, that rkP (Y ) = rkP (X) =: α.
Let T := Z (where the closure is taken inside X).

Claim 8. dim(X \ T ) < d.

In fact, by Lemma 5.9, we have X \ T ⊆
⋃d−1

i=0 reg
p
i (X). Since,

for every i = 0, . . . , i − 1, we have that either regpi (X) is empty, or

dim(regpi (X)) = dim(regpi (X)) = i < d, the claim follows.
Let Y1 := Y ∩ T and Y2 := clY (Y \ T ).

Claim 9. rkP (Y1) = α.

In fact, we have that Y is the union of it two closed (in Y ) subsets Y1
and Y2, and therefore, by Fact 3.22, either rkP (Y1) = α, or rkP (Y2) = α.
However, dim(Y2) ≤ dim(X \ T ) < d, and therefore, by Theorem 5.27,
rkP (Y2) < ωd; on the other hand dim(X) = d, and therefore α ≥ ωd.

Thus, it suffices to prove the following claim to get a contradiction.
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Claim 10. Y1 is nowhere dense in T .

We need some further results before proving Claim 10.

Claim 11. W is dense in T .

Since Z is dense in T , it suffices to show that W is dense in Z.
Assume, for a contradiction, that U is nonempty definable subset of
Z\W which is open in Z. SinceW is a manifold of dimension d, we have
that dim(U) = d. Thus, there exists A ∈ A such that dim(A∩U) = d.
By Lemma 5.9, regpd(A∩U) is nonempty (or, equivalently, intU(A∩U)
is nonempty). However, regpd(A ∩ U) ⊆ regpd(A ∩ Z) (again, because Z
is a manifold of dimension d, and hence regpd(A∩Z) = intZ(A∩Z), and
similarly for U). Thus, regpd(A∩Z) ∈ B and therefore regpd(A∩Z) ⊆W ;
hence, regpd(A ∩ U) is a nonempty subset of U ∩W , absurd.

Thus, since W is also open in T , Claim 10 follows from the fact that
Y ∩W = ∅. �

5.5. Verdier and Whitney stratifications. Whitney stratifications
are particularly important in semialgebraic and subanalytic geometry.

[Loi98] proved that in o-minimal structures every definable set ad-
mits a Whitney stratification (he stated his result for expansions of R,
but the same proof works in general o-minimal structures). To do it,
he introduced Verdier stratifications (see Def. 5.36), and proved that,
for an o-minimal structure,

(1) Every Verdier stratification (with finitely many definable sets) is a
Whitney stratification
(2) Every definable set admits a Verdier stratification (into finitely
many definable sets).

Unfortunately, Loi’s result does not extends to d-minimal structures
(see Example 5.39).

However, some partial result is still true.

Definition 5.33. Let P (X, Y ; y) be a property, where X and Y are
definable embedded submanifolds of Kn, Y ⊆ ∂X, and y ∈ Y .

We say that P is local if, for every y ∈ Y and every definable open
neighbourhood U of y, P (X, Y ; y) holds iff P (X ∩ U, Y ∩ U ; y) holds.

We denote P (X, Y ) := { y ∈ Y : P (X, Y ; y) holds }.

Definition 5.34. In the setting of Definition 5.33, we say that:

(1) Whitney Property (a) holds if
a(X, Y ; y) := for every ε > 0 there exists a neighbourhood U of y in
Kn such that

∀x ∈ X ∩ U ∀z ∈ Y ∩ U δ(TzY, TxX) ≤ ε,

where
δ(A,B) := sup

a∈A,‖a‖=1

d(a, B)

is the distance between the vector subspaces A,B ⊆ Kn.



D-MINIMAL STRUCTURES V. 20 37

(2) Whitney Property (b) holds if
b(X, Y ; y) := for every ε > 0 there exists a neighbourhood U of y in
Kn such that

∀x ∈ X ∩ U ∀z ∈ Y ∩ U δ(K · (x− z), TxX) < ε.

A C1 stratification S is an a-stratification if for every X, Y ∈ S such
that Y ⊆ ∂X, we have a(X, y) = Y . If moreover b(X, y) = Y , then S
is a Whitney stratification.

Remark 5.35. If X and Y are C2 manifolds and K is an expansion
of the real field, then the definition of the Whitney properties (a) and
(b) given above coincides with the usual Whitney conditions (defined
in [Whi65]).

Definition 5.36 ([Loi98, p. 348]). In the setting of Definition 5.33,
we say that w(X, Y ; y) holds if there exists a constant C > 0 and a
neighbourhood U of y in Kn such that

∀x ∈ X ∩ U ∀z ∈ Y ∩ U δ(TzY, TxX) ≤ C‖z − x‖

A C1 stratification S is a Verdier stratification if for every X, Y ∈ S
such that Y ⊆ ∂X, we have w(X, y) = Y .

Notice that w(X, Y ; y) implies a(X, Y ; y): thus, by Loi’s Theorem,
every o-minimal structure admits an a-stratification. We will show that
every d-minimal structure admits an a-stratification.

We need first a general result about stratifications (cf. [ŁSW86,
Prop. 2]).

Remark 5.37. Properties (a), (b), and (w) are local properties.

Proposition 5.38. Let P (X, Y ; y) be a local property. Suppose that
for every pair 〈X, Y 〉 of definable Cp submanifolds of Kn with Y ⊆ ∂X
and Y 6= ∅, we have

(*) the set P (X, Y ) is definable and nonempty.

Then, with the same assumptions on X and Y , we have

(**) the set P (X, Y ) is definable and dense in Y .

Moreover, let F ⊆ Kn be definable and A be a family definable subsets
of Kn. Then, there exists a Cp stratification D of F compatible with A,
and such that

(***) P (X, Y ) = Y for every X, Y ∈ D with Y ⊆ ∂X.

Proof. We first show that (*) implies (**). If not, then there exists
X and Y as in the assumption such that P (X, Y ) is not dense in Y :
therefore, there exists Y ′ ⊆ Y definable, open, and nonempty, such
that P (X, Y ) ∩ Y ′ = ∅. Let U ⊆ Kn be definable and open, such that
Y ′ = Y ∩U , and let X ′ := X ∩U . Then, since P is local, we have that
P (X ′, Y ′) = ∅, contradicting (*).
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We now show that (**) implies (***). As usual, we can assume that
A is a partition of Kn into Cp manifolds. We proceed by induction
on rkP (F ). Notice that, since Y is a manifold, (**) is equivalent to
saying that Y \ P (X, Y ) is definable and nowhere dense in Y , or that
dim(Y \ P (X, Y )) < dim(Y ).

For the induction to work, we strengthen the conditions we require
for the stratification D.

(i) D is a Cp stratification of F compatible with A ∪ ∂A;
(ii) For every X ∈ A ∪ D and Y ∈ D, if Y ⊆ ∂X (equivalently, Y
meets ∂X), then P (X, Y ) = Y .

So, assume we have already proven that, for every F ′ with rkP (F ′) <
rkP (F ) and every finite family of definable sets A′ there exists a D′

satisfying (i) and (ii) for F ′ and A′; we want to find D for F and A.
Let A′ := A ∪ ∂A. We build D inductively. Let B := Bp(F,A′) (as

in Definition 5.31). B is not yet a good enough starting point, since
given Y ∈ B and X ∈ A with Y ⊆ ∂X, it may happen P (X, Y ) 6= Y .
Thus, given B ∈ B, let

e(B) :=
⋂

{P (A,B) : A ∈ A & B ⊆ ∂A };

by (**), e(B) is dense in B; since P is a local condition, e(B) is also
open in B. Let

E := { e(B) : b ∈ B }

F :=
⋃

E

D′ := D \ F.

Notice that E is a stratification of F satisfying (i) and (ii).

Claim 12. rkP (D′) < rkP (D).

LetW :=
⋃

B and T := W . Reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 5.32,
it suffices to prove that rkP (D′∩W ) < rkP (D). But D′∩W is nowhere
dense in W , and the claim follows.

Thus, by inductive hypothesis, we can find a stratification D′ satis-
fying (i) and (ii) for D′ and the family A ∪ E . Finally, E ∪ D′ satisfies
(i) and (ii). �

In general, not every definable set admits a Verdier or a Whitney
stratification.

Examples 5.39. Let K be a d-minimal non o-minimal expansion of
〈R, < +, ·, exp〉 and let D ⊂ R be a pseudo-N set.

(1) Consider the following subsets of R2:

X := (0, 1)× {0}

Y := { 〈x, y〉 : 0 < x < 1 & ∃t ∈ D
(

y = exp(−tx)
)

}.

Notice that Y is an open subset of ∂X and w(X, Y ) is empty. Thus,
no Verdier stratification of R2 compatible with X exists.



D-MINIMAL STRUCTURES V. 20 39

(2) Let X := {R× {1/d} : d ∈ D } and Y := R×{0}. Then, Y = ∂X
and b(X, Y ) = ∅. Thus, there is no Whitney stratification of R2 com-
patible with X. Moreover, w(X, Y ) = Y , and therefore (for a d-min-
imal structure) a Verdier stratification is not necessarily a Whitney
stratification. It’s an easy exercise to modify the example and also
make X connected.

We can generalize Loi’s theorem to locally o-minimal structures.

Lemma 5.40 (Wing Lemma). Assume that K is locally o-minimal.
Let V ⊆ Kk be a nonempty open definable set, and S ⊆ Kk × Kℓ be
a definable set. Suppose that V ⊆ ∂S. Then, there exists a nonempty
open subset U of U , α0 > 0, and a definable map ρ̄ : U × (0, α0) → S,
of class Cp, such that ρ̄(y, t) = 〈y, ρ̄(y)〉 and ‖ρ(t)‖ = t, for all y ∈ U ,
t ∈ (0, α0).

Proof. Given x ∈ Kk, denote S[x] := S ∩ ({x} × Kℓ). By Theo-
rem 3.10(8), after shrinking V , w.l.o.g. we can assume that, for ever
x ∈ V , x ∈ ∂S[x]. By DSF, there exists a definable partial function
ρ : V × (0,+∞) → Kℓ such that ρ(x, t) ∈ V and ‖ρ(x, t)‖ = t (if
there exists an element y ∈ Sx such that ‖y‖ = t, and is undefined
otherwise). Let D be the domain of ρ: notice that, for every x ∈ V ,
0 ∈ ∂(Dx). Let α(x) := sup{ t > 0 : (0, t) ⊆ Dx }. Since K is lo-
cally o-minimal, α(x) > 0 for every x ∈ V . By Theorem 3.10(6), after
shrinking V , w.l.o.g. we can assume that α is continuous on V , and
hence, after shrinking V again, we can assume that there exists α1 > 0
such that α(x) > α1 for every x ∈ V .

It remains to shrink V and α1 in order to make ρ a Cp function.
Be Lemma 3.14, there exists W ⊆ V × (0, α1) definable, open, and

dense, such that ρ is Cp on W . By Theorem 3.10(8), w.l.o.g. we can
assume that x ∈ ∂(W[x]), for every x ∈ V . Repeating the reasoning as
above for W , we find α0 > 0 and U ⊆ V open and definable, such that
U × (0, α0) ⊆W . �

Lemma 5.41. Assume that K is locally o-minimal. Let X be a de-
finable subset of Kn and 1 ≤ p ∈ N Then, there exists a definable Cp

Verdier stratification of Kn compatible with X.

Proof. The proof in [Loi98] can be generalized to this situation. By
Proposition 5.38, it suffices to prove that, if X, and Y are definable
C1 submanifolds of Kn with Y ⊆ ∂X and Y 6= ∅, we have that the set
w(X, Y ) is definable and nonempty. The fact that w(X, Y ) is definable
is clear, and thus it remains to show that it is nonempty. The remainder
of the proof is as in [Loi98], using Lemma 5.40. �

Lemma 5.42. Assume that K is locally o-minimal. Let p ≥ 2 and
X, Y ⊆ Kn be definable Cp manifolds such that Y ⊆ ∂X. Let y ∈ Y
such that w(X, Y ; y) holds. Then, b(X, Y ; y) also holds.
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Proof. The proof in [Loi98, Prop. 1.10] transfers to this situation (the
main ingredients in the proof is Curve Selection, which holds for locally
o-minimal structures).(8) �

Corollary 5.43. Assume that K is locally o-minimal and p ≥ 2. Then,
for every definable set X ⊆ Kn there exists exists a definable Cp Whit-
ney stratification of Kn compatible with X.

For d-minimal structures, we can prove that definable sets have an
a-stratification.

Proposition 5.44. (Let K be d-minimal.) Let X be a definable subset
of Kn and 1 ≤ p ∈ N. Then, there exists a definable Cp a-stratification
of Kn compatible with X.

Proof. By Proposition 5.38, it suffices to prove that, if X, and Y are
definable C2 submanifolds of Kn with Y ⊆ ∂X and Y 6= ∅, we have
that the set a(X, Y ) is definable and nonempty. The fact that a(X, Y )
is definable is clear, and thus it remains to show that it is nonempty.

By Corollary 5.43, we can assume that K is not locally o-minimal,
and therefore the content of §5.2 applies. Assume, for a contradiction,
that a(X, Y ) is empty. Since a is a local property and is invariant under
definable C2 diffeomorphisms, w.l.o.g. we can assume that Y is an open
subset of Kk ⊂ Kk ×Kℓ, where ℓ := n− k. In this case, TyY = Kk for
every y ∈ Y .

Let N be a pseudo-N set. By Corollary 5.22, there exists a definable
C2 function f : Y ×N → Kℓ such that

∀y ∈ Y ∀t ∈ N
(

f(y, t) ∈ Xy & |f(y, t)| < 1/t
)

.

Write ft(y) := f(y, t). By Corollary 5.25, we have that, after shrink-
ing Y , limt→+∞Dft(y) = 0, uniformly in y. But since T〈y,f(y,t)〉X ⊇
Graph(Dft(y)), we have that a(X, Y ) = Y , absurd. �

We give now an example of a submanifold of R3 (not definable in any
d-minimal expansion of R) which does not admit an a-stratification.

Example 5.45. Let

X := { 〈x, r sin(x/r), r cos(x/r)〉 : 0 < x < 1 ∈ R, r ∈ 2−N }

Y := (0, 1)× {0} × {0}.

Notice that Y ⊂ ∂X and a(X, Y ) = ∅. Then, there is no a-stratification
of R3 (into finitely many C1 manifolds) compatible with X.

It remains open the quest of finding a property b′(X, Y ; y) such that:

(1) when K is o-minimal, b′(X, Y ; y) coincides with b(X, Y ; y) for suf-
ficiently smooth definably connected manifolds
(2) when K is d-minimal, every definable set admits a stratification
satisfying a and b′.

(8) There is a misprint in the proof of [Loi98, Prop. 1.10], where it should be
φ(t) = (b(t), a(t)) instead of φ(t) = (a(t), b(t)).
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6. Cauchy completion

Definition 6.1. If K is an ordered field, we denote by K
C

the Cauchy

completion of K, that is, the maximal linearly ordered group such that

K is dense in K
C
; notice that K

C
is, in a canonical way, a real closed

field (see [Sco69]). If K is an expansion of an ordered field K, we define

KC := K
C

(later we will show how to extend the structure to KC : see
Proposition 6.7).

A cut Λ := (ΛL,ΛR) of K is a partition of K into two disjoint
subsets ΛL and ΛR, such that y < x for every y ∈ ΛL and x ∈ ΛR.
We use the notations y < Λ if y ∈ ΛL, and x > Λ if x ∈ ΛR. A cut
(ΛL,ΛR) is a gap if ΛL is nonempty and has no maximum, and ΛR is

nonempty and has no minimum. A cut Λ is regular if Λ̂ = 0, where
Λ̂ := inf{ x− y : x, y ∈ K & y < Λ < x }.

Notice that the Cauchy completion of K is the disjoint union of K
and the set of regular gaps of K, with suitably defined order < and
operations + and ·.

Remark 6.2. Let κ be the cofinality of K. The Cauchy completion is
the set of Cauchy sequences in K of length κ, modulo the set of null
sequences.

Lemma 6.3. Let K be definably complete, K∗ ≻ K, b ∈ K∗ \ K. For
every X ⊆ K

m definable, let X∗ ⊆ K
∗m be the interpretation of X in

K∗.
Let E ⊂ K be closed, K-definable, and with n := rkCB(E) < ω, let Λ

be the cut of K determined by b. If Λ is regular, then b /∈ E∗.
If moreover K is d-minimal, and D ⊂ K is K-definable and of di-

mension 0, then b /∈ D∗.

Proof. We will prove the lemma by induction on n := rkCB(E). W.l.o.g.,
E is bounded (because b is K-bounded). If n = 0, then E = ∅. If
n = 1, then E is discrete; thus, E is pseudo-finite; let δ := δ(E); notice
that 0 < δ ∈ K. Since Λ is regular, there exist a′, a′′ ∈ K such that
a′ < b < a′′ and a′′ − a′ < δ. Thus, (a′, a′′)∗ ∩ E∗ = { b }, and therefore
b is K-definable, absurd.

If n > 1, let G := E(n−1); notice that G is closed, discrete and
nonempty; thus, rkCB(G) = 1, and G is pseudo-finite. By the case
n = 1, b /∈ G∗; let a′, a′′ ∈ K such that a′ < b < a′′ and G ∩ [a′, a′′] = ∅
(a′ and a′′ exist by the proof of the case n = 1). Let F := E ∩ [a′, a′′].
Notice that F is d-compact. Moreover, rkCB(F ) < n. Therefore, by
inductive hypothesis, b /∈ F ∗. Hence, b /∈ E∗.

If K is d-minimal, let E be the closure of D in K. By d-minimality,
rkCB(D) < ω; thus, b /∈ D∗. �

From the proof of the above lemma, we can deduce the following.



42 A. FORNASIERO

Lemma 6.4. Let K be d-minimal, and K ≺ K∗. Let c ∈ K∗ \K, Λ be
the cut determined by c over K, and X∗ ⊆ K∗ be K-definable. If Λ
is a regular gap and c ∈ X∗, then there exists an open interval I with
end-points in K such that c ∈ I ⊆ X∗.

Lemma 6.5. Let K be definably complete, K∗ ≻ K, b ∈ K∗ \K, Λ be
the cut of K determined by b, f : K → K be definable, c := f ∗(b) ∈ K

∗,
and Γ be the cut determined by c over K. Assume that Λ is a regular
gap and f is continuous and strictly monotone. Then, Γ is a regular
gap, and K〈c〉 = K〈b〉, where K〈b〉 is the definable closure of K ∪ {b}.

Proof. Let 0 < ε ∈ K; by uniform continuity, there exists 0 < δ ∈ K,
such that, if x, y ∈ K and |x − y| < δ, then |f(x) − f(y)| < ε. Let
y′, y′′ ∈ K such that y′ < b < y′′ and y′′ − y′ < δ (they exist because
Λ is a regular cut). Thus, f(y′) < c < f(y′′) and f(y′′) − f(y′) < ε,
and therefore Γ is regular. Moreover, f is invertible, and therefore
b = f−1(c) ∈ K〈c〉. �

Lemma 6.6. Let K be a d-minimal structure, and K∗ ≻ K, such that
K is dense in K

∗. Then, the algebraic closure in K
∗ has the Exchange

Property (EP) relative to K; that is, if A ⊂ K∗, and b, c ∈ K∗ satisfy
c ∈ K〈A, b〉 \K〈A〉, then b ∈ K〈A, c〉.

Proof. Let b and c be as in the hypothesis. Let K′ := K〈A〉; w.l.o.g.,
K = K′. Then, since K has definable Skolem function, b = f ∗(c)
for some K-definable f : K → K. By Theorem 3.10-III there exists
D ⊆ K nowhere dense and K-definable, such that f is continuous
and either constant or strictly monotone on each subinterval of K \D.
By Lemma 6.3, b /∈ D∗. Therefore, by Lemma 6.5, either c ∈ K, or
b ∈ K〈c〉. �

Notice that the hypothesis that K is dense in K∗ in the above lemma
is necessary: [DMS10, 1.17] shows that if K∗ does not satisfy UF and
it is sufficiently saturated, then the algebraic closure in K∗ does not
satisfy (EP).

[LS95] proves the following proposition for o-minimal expansions of
Archimedean ordered groups, and [Fré15] gives a proof for o-minimal
structures expanding a field.

Proposition 6.7 (Cauchy completion). Let K be a d-minimal struc-
ture, expanding the ordered field K, and L = (0, 1,+, ·, <, . . . ) be the
language of K. There exists a unique expansion of the Cauchy comple-

tion K
C

to an L-structure KC, such that K is an elementary substruc-
ture of KC .

Proof. Let S be set of elementary extensions K′ of K, such that K is
dense in K

′; order S by elementary inclusion. Let K
′ be a maximal

element of S (K′ exists by Zorn’s lemma). We claim that K
′
= K

C

(and, thus, K
C

can be expanded to an L-structure).
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Suppose not. W.l.o.g., K′ = K. Let Λ be a regular gap of K, K∗ be
an elementary extension of K, and b ∈ K∗ fills the gap Λ. Let K〈b〉 be
the definable closure of K ∪ { b } in K∗; since K has definable Skolem
functions (by definable choice), K ≺ K〈b〉 � K∗.

We claim that K is dense in K〈b〉, contradicting the maximality of K.
In fact, let c ∈ K〈b〉; thus, c = f(b) for some K-definable f : K∗ → K∗.
We have to prove that either c ∈ K, or that Γ is a regular gap, where Γ
is the cut determined by c over K. By Theorem 3.10(III) there exists
D ⊆ K nowhere dense and definable, such that f is continuous and
either constant or strictly monotone on each subinterval of K \D. By
Lemma 6.3, b /∈ D∗. Therefore, by Lemma 6.5, either c ∈ K, or Γ is a
regular gap.

It remains to prove that the L-structure on K
C

is unique. Let KC
1 and

KC
2 be two expansion of K

C
to elementary extensions of K. Let K′ be a

maximal common elementary substructure of KC
1 and KC

2 extending K.
Assume, for a contradiction, that K′ 6= K

C ; w.l.o.g., we can assume that
K = K′. Let b ∈ KC \K, and let φ(x) be an L-formula with parameters
in K. In order to reach a contradiction, we must prove that KC

1 |= φ(b)
iff KC

2 |= φ(b). W.l.o.g., KC
1 |= φ(b); let X := φ(K). Moreover, for

every Y ⊆ K
n definable, let Y C

i be the interpretation of Y in K
C
i , for

i = 1, 2. Notice that X = U ∩D, where U := X̊ is open and definable,
and D := X \ X̊ is definable, with dimD = 0. Since K is d-minimal,
rkCB(D) < ω. Thus, by Lemma 6.3, b /∈ DC

1 . Hence, b ∈ UC
1 ; since

K is dense in K
C
1 , and UC

1 is open, there exist y′ < y′′ ∈ K such that
b ∈ (y′, y′′)C1 ⊆ UC

1 . Since K � KC
1 , (y′, y′′) ⊆ U , and since K � KC

2 ,
b ∈ (y′, y′′)C2 ⊆ UC

2 ⊆ XC
2 . �

Corollary 6.8 (of the proof). Let K be a d-minimal structure, K∗ ≻ K,
b ∈ K

∗ \ K, and Λ be the cut of K determined by b. If Λ is a regular
gap, then it uniquely determines the type of b over K; moreover, K is
dense in K〈b〉; besides, for every c ∈ K〈b〉 \K, we have K〈c〉 = K〈b〉.

Corollary 6.9. An Archimedean locally o-minimal structure is o-
minimal

Proof. If K is Archimedean, then K
C
= R̄; thus, K has an elementary

extension R̂ that is an expansion of R. Therefore, R̂ is o-minimal, and
thus K is o-minimal. �

6.1. Polish structures and theories.

Lemma 6.10. Let F be an ordered field. Assume that F contains a
countable dense subset (not necessarily definable) and that F is Cauchy
complete. Then:

(1) F has cofinality ω.
(2) F is a Polish space (i.e., a Cauchy complete separable metric space).
(3) |F| = 2ℵ0.
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(4) If X ⊂ Fn is perfect, nonempty, and a Gδ (in the topological sense),
then |X| = 2ℵ0.
(5) If X ⊂ Fn is closed and |X| < 2ℵ0, then isol(X), the set of isolated
points of X, is dense in X.
(6) If X ⊆ F

n is a nonempty Gδ (in the topological sense), then it is
a Baire space (again, in the topological sense), and it is even strong
Choquet (see [Kec95]).

Proof. (1) is obvious.
(2) requires us to define a metric. If F is Archimedean, then F is
homeomorphic to the reals, and we are done. Otherwise, let v be the
natural valuation on F induced by the ordering, and G be the value
group of F.

Claim 13. The topology induced by v on F is the same as the order
topology.

Notice that the claim is false if F is Archimedean.

Claim 14. G is countable.

Thus, there exists a coinitial order-reversing embedding ι of (G,>) in
(R+, >) (notice that ι ignores the group structure). For every x, y ∈ F,
define

d(x, y) :=

{

ι(v(x− y)) if x 6= y;

0 otherwise.

Claim 15. (F, d) is a metric space.

Actually, (F, d) satisfies the ultra-metric inequality.

Claim 16. (F, d) is homeomorphic to (F, v) (and hence to (F, <)).

Claim 17. If (an)n∈N is a Cauchy sequence in (F, d), then (an)n∈N is a
Cauchy sequence in (F, v).

Hence, assume that (an)n∈N is a Cauchy sequences in (F, d). Since
(F, v) is Cauchy complete (by assumption), an → a for some a ∈ F,
according to the topology induced by v. However, v and d induce the
same topology, and therefore an → a according also to d; thus, (F, d)
is a complete metric space. Finally, (F, d) is separable by assumption.
(3) Follows from (2) and the fact that if Y is a nonempty perfect Polish
space, then |Y | = 2ℵ0 (see [Kec95, 6.2]).
(4) Notice that a Gδ nonempty subset of Fn is a Polish space (see
[Kec95, 3.11]). Thus, X itself is a nonempty perfect Polish space, and
therefore |X| = 2ℵ0 .
(5) Assume, for a contradiction, that isol(X) is not dense in X; let

B ⊆ Kn be a closed box, such that B̊ ∩ X 6= ∅, and Y := X ∩ B
contains no isolated points. Hence, Y satisfies the hypothesis of (4),
absurd.
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(6) Every Polish space is Baire and strong Choquet (see [Kec95, 8.17]).
�

Definition 6.11. Let T be a complete theory expanding the theory of
ordered fields, in a language L, expanding the language LOF of ordered
fields. We say that T is a Polish theory if, for every finite language L′,
such that LOF ⊆ L′ ⊆ L, the restriction of T to L′ has a model which
is separable and Cauchy complete. If T is not complete, we say that T
is a Polish theory if every completion of T is Polish.

Lemma 6.12. Let T be a definably complete theory (expanding RCF).
If T is Polish, K |= T and X ⊆ Kn is definable and Gδ (in the definable
sense), then X is definably Baire.

Proof. W.l.o.g., K is Cauchy complete and separable. Hence, by Lemma 6.10,
X is topologically Baire, and a fortiori definably Baire. �

Proposition 6.13. A d-minimal theory T is Polish. In particular, if
K is d-minimal and X ⊆ Kn is definable, then X is definably Baire.

Proof. W.l.o.g., the language of T is countable. Let F′ be a countable
model of T , and F be the Cauchy completion of F′. Therefore, F is a
model of T and a Polish space. �

The above proposition may be a step in the proof of the following
conjecture.

Conjecture 6.14. Let X ⊆ Kn be definable and closed. Then, X is
definably Baire.

7. Dense pairs of d-minimal structures

7.1. The Z-closure.

Definition 7.1. Let A ⊆ K and c ∈ K. We define the Z-closure of A
inside K

ZclK(A) :=
⋃

{C ⊂ K : C nowhere dense and definable with parameters from A }.

If K is clear from the context, we drop the superscript K. A ⊆ K is
Z-closed in K if ZclK(A) = A.

The notion above is most interesting when A is an elementary sub-
structure of K.

Remark 7.2. dcl ⊆ Zcl. Moreover, if K is o-minimal, then Zcl = dcl.

Remark 7.3. If K is o-minimal and A ⊆ K, then A is Z-closed in K if
and only if A is an elementary substructure of K.

Remark 7.4. If K has DSF, then ZclK(A) � K.

Lemma 7.5. If A ⊆ K has nonempty interior, then dcl(A) = K, and
therefore Zcl(A) = K.
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Proof. Since A ⊆ dclA = dcl(dcl(A)), w.l.o.g. A = dclA. Let ε >
0 and a ∈ K such that B(a; ε) ⊆ A. Hence, (−ε, ε) ⊆ A. Thus,
(1/ε,+∞) ⊆ A. Let b ∈ K; we want to prove that b ∈ A; w.l.o.g.,
b > 0. Let a := (1/ε) and a′ := b+ 1/ε; notice that a and a′ are in A,
and therefore b = a′ − a ∈ A. �

Remark 7.6. Let K ≺ F be a dense substructure. If K is d-minimal,
then K is Z-closed in F.

Proof. By Lemma 6.3. �

Remark 7.7. Given A ⊆ K, dcl(A) does not depend on K: that is,
if K � K′, then the definable closure of A inside K and the defin-
able closure of A inside K′ are the same set. Instead, ZclK(A) may
depend on K: for instance, if an infinite nowhere dense subset of K

is A-definable and if K′ is a κ-saturated elementary extension of K,
then |ZclK

′

(A)| ≥ κ. If K is d-minimal but not o-minimal, then Zcl
does depend on K: for instance there exists some K′ ≻ K such that
ZclK

′

(∅) 6= ZclK(∅).

Remark 7.8. If A ⊆ K � K′, then ZclK(A) = ZclK
′

(A) ∩K.

Definition 7.9. Let f : X  Y be a definable application (i.e., a
multi-valued partial function), with graph F . Assume that K is i-min-
imal. For every x ∈ X, let f(x) := { y ∈ Y : 〈x, y〉 ∈ F } ⊆ Y . Such an
application f is a Z-application if, for every x ∈ X, dim

(

f(x)
)

= 0
(thus, the domain of f is all X); it is a partial Z-application if for every
x ∈ X, dim

(

f(x)
)

≤ 0.

Remark 7.10. Let A ⊆ K, and b ∈ K. Then, b ∈ ZclA iff there
exists an ∅-definable Z-application f : Kn  K and ā ∈ A, such that
b ∈ f(ā). Moreover, if c̄ ∈ Kn, then b ∈ Zcl(Ac̄) iff there exists an
A-definable Z-application f : Kn → K, such that b ∈ f(c̄).

Proof. The “if” direction is clear: f(ā) is nowhere dense. For the
converse, let Z ⊂ K be nowhere dense and A-definable, such that
b ∈ Z. Let φ(x, ā) be the formula defining Z. Let ψ(x, ȳ) be the for-
mula “(ψ(x̄, ȳ) and ψ(K, ȳ) is nowhere dense) or (x = 0 and φ(K, ȳ) is
somewhere-dense)”. Then, ψ defines a Z-application f : Kn  K, and
b ∈ f(ā).

The “moreover” part is clear. �

Proviso. For the rest of this section, K is d-minimal, and M � K is
“the” monster model.

In [For11b, §9], we defined d-minimal topological structures. We will
now prove that K is such a structure.

Proposition 7.11. K is a d-minimal topological structure, in the sense
of [For11b, Definition 9.1].
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Proof. The only nontrivially true conditions in [For11b, Definition 9.1]
are:

(4) For ever X ⊆ K
n definable and discrete, Πn

1 (X) has empty interior;

(5) Given X ⊆ K2 and U ⊆ Π2
1(X) definable sets, if U is open and

nonempty, and Xa has nonempty interior for every a ∈ U , then X
has nonempty interior.

Notice that (4) is immediate from Fact 2.5, and (5) follows from the
fact that K is constructible and Kuratowski-Ulam Theorem. �

Corollary 7.12. Zcl is an existential matroid.

Proof. It is [For11b, Theorem 9.8]. �

Notice that if K is o-minimal, then Zcl = dcl, and therefore |⌣
Z = |⌣

þ ,
where |⌣

Z is the independence relation induced by Zcl. The converse is
also true (remember the assumption that K is d-minimal):

Lemma 7.13. T.f.a.e.:

(1) ZclM = dcl;
(2) |⌣

Z = |⌣
þ (in the monster model);

(3) K is o-minimal.

Proof. (3 ⇒ 1) is clear. If (1) holds, then |⌣
Z = |⌣

M (where |⌣
M was

defined in [Adl05]); moreover, since |⌣
Z is symmetric, |⌣

M is also sym-
metric, and therefore |⌣

M = |⌣
þ (see [Adl05, Theorem 2.39]).

Assume that (2) holds. Let a ∈ Zcl(B). Then, a |⌣
Z

B
a, therefore

a |⌣
þ

B
a, and thus a ∈ dclB: hence, (1) also holds. We have to prove

that M is o-minimal. Assume, for a contradiction, that A ⊂ M is
definable with parameters b̄, infinite and with empty interior. Then,
A ⊆ ZclM(b̄) = dcl(b̄). However, since A is infinite, |A| ≥ κ, and
therefore |dcl(b̄)| ≥ κ > |T |, which is impossible. �

Remark 7.14. The dimension induced by Zcl and the geometric notion
of dimension coincide. That is, if X ⊆ Mn is definable, then dimX =
max{ rkZ(x̄) : x̄ ∈ X } (where rkZ is the rank function induced by Zcl).

Contrast the situation of |⌣
Z to the notion of M-dividing indepen-

dence (defined in [Adl05]), where, A |⌣
M

B
C iff, for every c̄ ⊂ dcl(BC),

dcl(ABc̄) ∩ dcl(BC) = dcl(Bc̄).

Lemma 7.15. Assume that T is d-minimal, but not o-minimal. Then,
|⌣
M is not symmetric (and therefore dcl does not have the Exchange

Property).

We don’t know whether T might be rosy or not.

Proof. Let K ≺ M such that K is not Cauchy complete. By expanding
the language by |K| new constants, w.l.o.g. we can assume that K is the
prime model of T . Let π be a regular gap of K; choose c0 and c1 such
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that c1 > K and c0 |= π. Let c̄ := 〈c0, c1〉. Since K is d-minimal but
not o-minimal, there exists an infinite pseudo-finite set X definable
over K. By compactness, there exists b ∈ X \ dcl(c̄). W.l.o.g., we
can assume that b > 0. Let δ := δ(X); since X is pseudo-finite and
definable over K, 0 < δ ∈ K, and b is bounded by some element of K.
Let a0 ∈ B(b; δ/4) \ Zcl(bc̄) (a0 exists because Zcl is an existential
matroid). Define a := a0/c1 + c0.

Hence, we have the following properties:

(1) a |= π (and therefore a is in a Cauchy completion of K);
(2) a /∈ Zcl(c̄b);
(3) b ∈ dcl(c̄a) \ dcl(c̄).

Claim 18. a 6 |⌣
M

c̄
b.

b ∈ dcl(c̄a) ∩ dcl(c̄b), but b /∈ dcl(c̄).

Claim 19. a 6 |⌣
M c̄b.

Follows immediately from the previous claim and transitivity for |⌣
M.

Claim 20. c̄b |⌣
Ma.

In fact, let A := dcl(a) = K〈a〉, and A′ ⊆ A. Define Y := dcl(c̄A′b)∩
A; we have to prove that Y = A′. Since a satisfies a regular gap
over K, dcl(∅) = K is dense in A; therefore, dclA satisfies EP. Hence,
either A′ = K, or A′ = A. If A′ = A, the conclusion is obvious. If
A′ = K, then a /∈ Y , because Y ⊂ Zcl(c̄b), and a /∈ Zcl(c̄b); therefore,
since dclA satisfies EP, Y = K. �

We do not know if the above lemma extends to i-minimal theories
with DSF, or to constructible theories.

7.2. Dense pairs. Dense pairs of o-minimal structures were studied
in [vdD98]. Dense pairs of d-minimal topological structures were stud-
ied in [For11b].

Proviso. Remember that K is d-minimal. Let T := Th(K).

We have seen that the Z-closure is an existential matroid on K.
Moreover, A ⊆ K is topologically dense iff it s dense w.r.t. to the
matroid Zcl, that is iff X intersects every definable subset of K of
dimension 1.

Definition 7.16. Let T d be the theory of pairs A ≺ B |= T , such
that A is dense in B. More generally, for every n ∈ N, let T nd be the
theory of tuples A0 ≺ A1 ≺ . . .An |= T , such that each Ai+1 is a proper
elementary extension of Ai, and A0 is dense in An.

Notice that T 1d = T d. We can apply the results in [For11b] to T ,
and obtain the following results.
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Theorem 7.17. For every n ∈ N, T nd is consistent and complete.
Besides, An is the open core of 〈A0 ≺ A1 ≺ . . .An〉 |= T nd. Any model
of T nd is definably complete.

Proof. By [For11b, Theorems 13.5 and 13.11]. �

More results can be proved for T d (e.g. near model-completeness: see
[For11b, Theorem 8.5]).

We will give some additional results and conjectures that are more
specific to our situation.

Theorem 7.18 ([vdD98, Theorem 2]). Let 〈B,A〉 |= T d. Given a set
Y ⊂ An, t.f.a.e.:

(1) Y is definable in 〈B,A〉;
(2) Y = Z ∩ An for some set Z ⊆ Bn that is definable in B.
(3) Y is definable in the structure 〈A, (A ∩ (0, b))b∈B〉.

Proof. (1 ⇒ 2) and (2 ⇒ 3) are as in [vdD98, Theorem 2]. (3 ⇒ 1)
and (2 ⇒ 1) are obvious. �

Question 7.19. Let T ′ be a complete theory with locally o-minimal
open core. Is there an existential matroid on T ′? [DMS10, 6.2] and
[For11b, §8.4] prove that if T is equal to either T d or T g (see [DMS10]
for the definition of T g) for some o-minimal theory T , then T ′ admits
such a matroid (in the case of T g, the matroid is acl).

7.3. The small closure.

Proviso. Remember that T is a d-minimal complete theory. Let C :=
〈B,A〉 |= T d.

We have seen that B is the open core of C. Hence, since every
Fσ subset of Cn is definable in the open core of C, every such set is
constructible. Scl is the small closure on C and Sdim is the corre-
sponding dimension function, as defined in [For11b, §8.4]. I recall that
a C-definable set X is called small if Sdim(X) ≤ 0.

Remark 7.20. Let X ⊆ Cn be B-definable. Then, Sdim(X) =
dim(X).

Proof. [For11b, Lemma 8.31]. �

Lemma 7.21. Let (Xt)t∈C be a definable increasing family of subsets
of Cn, and X :=

⋃

tXt. Let d ≤ n and assume that, for every t ∈ C,
Sdim(Xb) ≤ d. Then, Sdim(X) ≤ d.

Proof. [For11b, Lemma 3.71], applied to Scl. �

Proposition 7.22. (1) T d is a Polish theory.
(2) Assume that T is countable. Then, there exists 〈B′,A′〉 |= T d such
that:

• A′ is countable;
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• B′ is a separable complete metric space;
• for every X ⊆ B′n definable in 〈B′,A′〉, Sdim(X) ≤ 0 iff X is

countable.

Proof. It suffices to prove (2): therefore, we can assume that T is count-
able. Let A′ be a countable model of T and B′ be its Cauchy completion.
Notice that B′ 6= A′ and therefore 〈B′,A′〉 is a Cauchy complete and
separable model of T d (and therefore B′ is a Polish space). Hence, by
Lemma 6.10(3), |B′| = 2ℵ0 .

Claim 21. Let Y ⊆ B′ be definable in B′ and of dimension 0. Then,
Y is countable.

In fact, by d-minimality, Y is a finite union of discrete sets, and in
a Polish space every discrete subset is countable.

Claim 22. Let Y ⊆ B′n be definable in B′ and of dimension at least 1.
Then, |Y | = 2ℵ0.

In fact, after a permutation of coordinates, Πn
1 (Y ) will contain an

open interval.
Let X ⊆ B′n be definable in 〈B′,A′〉.
If Sdim(X) = 0, then, by [For11b, Lemma 8.33], there exists a B′-

definable Z-application f : B′m  B′n such that X ⊆ f(A′m). By the
Claim 21, f(A′m) is countable, and therefore X is countable.

If Sdim(X) > 0, then, after a permutation of coordinates, Sdim(Z) =
1, where Z := Πn

1 (X). By [For11b, Proposition 8.36], there exists Y ⊆
B′ such that Y is B′-definable, and Sdim(Z∆Y ) ≤ 0. Thus, dim(Z) =
1. By the previous case, Z ∆ Y is countable, and, by Claim 22, |Z| =
2ℵ0 . Thus, |Y | = 2ℵ0 . �

8. Open covers

In this section C will be a topological space and V = (Vi : i ∈ I)
a family of open subsets of C (indexed, possibly with repetitions, by
some set I), covering C and with each element in V nonempty. We
say that: V is pointwise finite (resp., pointwise countable) if, for every
x in C, the set { i ∈ I : x ∈ Vi } is finite (resp., countable); V is
pointwise uniformly finite if there exists k ∈ N such that, for every
x in C, the set { i ∈ I : x ∈ Vi } has cardinality at most k; V is
locally finite if every x ∈ C has an open neighborhood U , such that
the set { i ∈ I : U ∩ Vi 6= ∅ } is finite (and similarly for uniformly
locally finite); finally, V is finite (resp., infinite) if I is finite (resp.,
infinite). If C is a definable set, we say that V is pseudo-finite if V is a
definable family, and the index set I is pseudo-finite; the definitions of
pseudo-enumerable, pointwise pseudo-finite, etc. are analogous.

We will now give some properties of definable covers of definable sets.
The main results are propositions 8.5 and 8.6, which also show some
nice applications of propositions 6.13 and 7.22.



D-MINIMAL STRUCTURES V. 20 51

First, some observations in the “topological” setting.

(1) C is compact iff every open cover V of C has a finite subcover.
(2) C is compact iff, for every V locally finite open cover of C, V is
finite.
(3) There exists V open cover of R, such that V is infinite but uniformly
locally finite (take e.g. V := { (n− 1, n+ 1) : n ∈ N }).
(4) There exists V open cover of [0, 1], such that V is infinite but uni-
formly pointwise finite (take V := { [0, 1] } ∪ { ( 1

n+1
, 1
n
) : 0 < n ∈ N }).

Fact 8.1. Assume that C is separable. Let Q ⊆ C be dense and count-
able. Assume that every point of Q is contained in at most countably
many elements of V. Then, V is (at most) countable. In particular, if
C is a subset of a Polish space and V is pointwise countable, then V is
countable.

Assume now that C is definable, and every V ∈ V is also definable.

(5) If K is nonarchimedean and C is the interval [0, 1] in K, then there
exists V definable and with no finite subcover (take ε > 0 infinitesimal,
and let V := { (x− ε, x+ ε) : x ∈ [0, 1] }).
(6) If C is the interval [0, 1] in K, then there exists V covering C = [0, 1],
such that V is uniformly pointwise finite, but V is infinite (use the same
cover as in (4)).

The following remark is a definable version of Heine-Borel Theorem.

Remark 8.2. Assume that V is at most pseudo-enumerable and C is
d-compact. Then, V has a pseudo-finite subcover.

Proof. W.l.o.g., I is a definable, closed, and discrete subset of K≥0.
If, for a contradiction, V has no pseudo-finite subcover, then for every
i ∈ I, the set C \

⋃

j≤i Vj is closed in C and nonempty. Since C is

d-minimal, C \
⋃

j∈I Vj is also nonempty, absurd. �

Lemma 8.3. Assume that V is definable and locally pseudo-finite. If
C is d-compact, then V is pseudo-finite. If C is an open subset of Kn,
then V is at most pseudo-enumerable.

Proof. Assume that C is d-compact. For every definable subset D ⊆
C, let P (D) be the property “D intersects only pseudo-finitely many
sets in V”. Then, P is definable, monotone and additive (see [For13,
Definitions 4.1 and 5.6]). Hence, by [For13, Lemma 5.7], P (C) holds.

If C is open in Kn, then C =
⋃

t∈K Ct, where (ct : t ∈ K) is an
increasing definable family of d-compact sets. Each Ct intersects only
pseudo-finitely many sets in V, hence V is at most pseudo-enumerable.

�

Remark 8.4. Let V be definable. If K is locally o-minimal and V is
pointwise pseudo-finite, then V is pseudo-finite. In particular, if K is
o-minimal and V is pointwise finite, then V is finite.
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Proof. See Proposition 8.5(1) (since pseudo-enumerable and pseudo-
finite coincide when K is locally o-minimal). �

Notice that in the above remark we did not assume that C is d-
compact: therefore, in the o-minimal and locally o-minimal cases, what
prima facie would seems a property of d-compact sets, is true instead
for every definable set. For d-minimal non locally o-minimal struc-
tures instead, a converse of Lemma 8.3 holds: see Proposition 8.5(2).
The assumption in Proposition 8.5(2) is equivalent to the fact that the
open core of K is not locally o-minimal (see [For13, Theorem A]): in
particular, it holds if K is d-minimal but not locally o-minimal.

Proposition 8.5. Assume that V is definable.

(1) If K is d-minimal and V is pointwise at most pseudo-enumerable,
then V is at most pseudo-enumerable.
(2) Assume that there exists N a definable, closed, discrete, and un-
bounded subset of K≥0. Then, t.f.a.e.:
2.1 C is d-compact,
2.2 for every V definable open cover of C, if V is locally pseudo-finite,

then it is pseudo-finite.

Proof. 1) Since K is d-minimal, “being pseudo-enumerable” is equiva-
lent to “having dimension 0”, which is a first-order property. Therefore,
by Proposition 6.13, w.l.o.g. K is a Polish space, and hence C is sep-
arable. By Fact 8.1, V is at most countable, and therefore at most
pseudo-enumerable.

2) The fact that (2.1 ⇒ 2.2) is Lemma 8.3. For the converse, assume
that C is not d-compact. Hence, w.l.o.g. C is unbounded.

For every n ∈ N , let p(n) := max{m ∈ N ∪ {−∞} : m < n }, and
s(n) := min{m ∈ N : m > n }, and Vn := { x ∈ C : p(n) < |x| <
s(n) }. Let M := {n ∈ N : Vn 6= ∅ } (notice that M is unbounded,
because C is unbounded). Then, (Vn : n ∈ M) is a definable locally
pseudo-finite open cover of C which is not pseudo-finite. �

Proposition 8.6. Let K := 〈B,A〉 be a dense pair of d-minimal struc-
tures (with A ≺ B). Assume that V is definable and pointwise small
(that is, for every x ∈ C, Sdim({ i ∈ I : x ∈ Vi }) = 0). Then, V is
small.

Proof. By Proposition 7.22(2), w.l.o.g. B is Polish, A is a dense count-
able subset, and every small definable set is countable. Therefore,
by Fact 8.1, V is countable and definable; thus, again by Proposi-
tion 7.22(2), V is small. �

(7) Let K := 〈B,A〉 be as in the above proposition, and C be the
interval [0, 1] in K. Assume that K is nonarchimedean. Then, there
exists V definable open cover of C, such that V is small but has no
finite subcovers (take ε > 0 infinitesimal, and let V := { (x− ε, x+ ε) :
x ∈ A ∩ [0, 1] }).
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