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1 Introduction

Many types of arguments in mathematical logic (especially in foundations) make an im-
portant use of a truth predicate of some form. For example, when one wants to prove a
consistency of one theory in its extension, one often proceeds by defining a truth predi-
cate for a class of formulae and then inductively shows that each sentence from this class
which is provable in the weaker theory is true. Similarly, if one wants to deduce finite
axiomatizability of an infinite theory, one often makes use of a definable truth predicate.
Last but not least, the existence of a truth predicate for some language L is often used to
show that a given model of an L-theory is L-recursively saturated.

In most general terms, the current paper investigates whether the use of the truth
predicate in such arguments is essential. More concretely, we focus on model-theoretic
properties and ask whether for a given property P , the existence of a definable truth
predicate is necessary to uniformly impose this property. One of the clearest illustrations
here is provided by the property of imposing recursive saturation: it is a very basic fact that
every nonstandard model M |= PA which has a partial inductive nonstandard satisfac-
tion class (i.e. a satisfaction predicate for all formulae of some nonstandard complexity
which satisfy full induction) is recursively saturated (a very simple overspill argument is
presented in [9]). Since the theory of partial inductive nonstandard satisfaction classes
is axiomatizable, we have an example of a theory, call it UTB, which imposes LPA-recursive
saturation. In general, we say that a theory U imposes L-recursive saturation iff the L-
reduct of an arbitrary nonstandard model of U is recursively saturated. Quite surpris-
ingly there is a good sense in which the use of the UTB-truth predicate is essential in
this context. More precisely, we have the following theorem due to Roman Kossak [12,
Theorem 2.4]:

Theorem 1. Suppose that U is a theory in a language L which extends PA and proves all instan-
tiations of the induction scheme with L-formulae. If U imposes LPA-recursive saturation, then in
every M |= U there exists a definable partial satisfaction class.

Thus Kossak’s theorem shows that, for a reasonable class of theories, having a defin-
able satisfaction predicate is necessary to impose recursive saturation.

Another example of a property that seems even more directly connected with the
definability of the notion of truth is imposing elementary equivalence. Consider the weak
truth theory TB−: it is obtained by adding PA all the axioms of the form T (pφq) ≡ φ
(where T is a fresh predicate). Then TB− has the following property: whenever M |=
TB−, N |= TB− and M is a submodel ofN , thenM and N satisfy the same sentences of
LPA. This can be abstracted into a property of a general theory: we say that a theory U
imposes L-elementary equivalence iff wheneverM,N |= U andM ⊆ N , thenM andN
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satisfy the sameL-sentences. Thenwe can askwhether having a definable truth predicate
for L-sentences is necessary for a (sufficiently strong) theory U to impose L-elementary
equivalence. It turns out that TB− is indeed essential to ensure this property (Theorem
17, point 3).

When we start investigating the main question, one quickly encounters a number of
semantic properties imposed by certain natural truth theories over PA for which those
truth predicates are not essential. However there seem to be quite natural candidates for
axiomatic theories of truth-related notionswhichdoprovide such exact characterisations.
One example of such a phenomenon is the notion of definability: whenever M,N are
models of UTB− (the theory of the uniformTarski biconditionals without induction) and
M is a submodel of N , they have the same arithmetically definable elements. This can
be again defined as an abstract property of a theory. However, in order for that property
to hold it is not essential that we have a truth predicate to our disposal. Nevertheless, we
can introduce an axiomatic theory of definability, DEF−, which indeed corresponds to
that semantic property. So we can expand our initial question as follows: given a truth-
related semantic property, find an axiomatic theory whose use is essential in ensuring
that property.

As we already mentioned, imposing definability is in general not enough to define
a predicate satisfying UTB−. This can be in fact rephrased by saying that in DEF− one
cannot define a predicate satisfying UTB− (while preserving the arithmetical part of the
language). Therefore, it becomes natural to ask about definability relations between the-
ories corresponding to truth-like semantic properties.

The definability notions which we analyse, come in many flavours: we can consider
them with or without parametres. Similarly, we can require that one theory defines an-
other over every model, possibly with different formulae or we can require the defin-
ability to hold uniformly in the theory. Finally, we can require that the definability is
non-uniform between models, but uniformly bounded in complexity. Those distinctions
apply to both types of questionswe discussed above: we can consider various definability
notions of a theory corresponding to a semantic property or analyse distinct reductions
between those theories.

Finally, it sometimes happen that the answer to an analysed question depends on the
base theories. In a similar manner, the choice of the base theory may vastly simplify the
arguments. In general, we will try to work in a general framework of arbitrary sequential
theories, but in some cases we can get a clearer picture or more elegant proofs, when we
accept some additional natural assumptions on the base theories (notably, we can choose
PA). This adds another dimension to our investigations.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In section 2 we introduce all the relevant no-
tions, including the axiomatic theories of truth (TB), definability (DEF) and satisfaction
(USB or UTB) in the general context of an arbitrary sequential theory. The theory DEF is
introduced in this paper for the first time. Moreover, we state the definitions of two defin-
ability relations between theories, which we call syntactical and semantical definability.
Finally we introduce abstract model-theoretical properties of general theories that will be
used to characterize axiomatic theories of semantical notions. Each of the properties is
introduced in two variants: uniform and non-uniform.

In section 3 each of the axiomatic theories is paired with the appropriate model-
theoretical notion: we show that, up to syntactical definability, axiomatic theories of
truth, definability and satisfaction can be characterized via the notions of imposing el-
ementary equivalence, preserving definability and imposing elementarity, respectively
(Theorem 17). The theorems account for coordinate-free characterizations of these ax-
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iomatic theories, in the sense of [20]. In Theorems 22 and 24 we prove that the above
characterization holds also for semantical definability and the non-uniform analogues of
the model-theoretical properties.

Section 4 explores definability relations between various axiomatic theories of seman-
tic notions. These results can be also viewed as generalisations of some previously known
non-definability results between the axiomatic theories of truth and satisfaction (see [4,
Corollary 3.8] and [21, Theorem 5.9]). We show that satisfaction is not definable from
truth over any sequential base theory (Theorem 27). This solves problem 5.10 in [21].
Then this picture is enriched with an axiomatic theory of definability (DEF): we show
that, except for some degenerate cases1, the theory situates itself strictly between TB and
USB (Theorems 27 and 33). It is shown that each of the separations (DEF from TB and
USB from DEF) hold in the strict sense: each (non-degenerate) sequential theory has a
model which can be expanded to a model of TB (DEF) such that in the expanded model
DEF (USB, resp.) is not definable. The proof for TB vs. DEF case uses a construction of a
model in which the definability hierarchy does not collapse. The constructionworks uni-
formly for any (non-degenerate) sequential theory U , and to our best knowledge this is
an original result in the model theory of sequential theories (Lemma 32). As a corollary
we conclude that, unless U is degenerate, DEF does not have a restricted axiomatization
modulo U . A similar argument shows that for every sequential U , TB does not have a
restricted axiomatization modulo U , which solves a problem posed in [21, Open Ques-
tion 5.7]. In the final two subsections we study the definability relations between the
above mentioned theories and two axiomatic theories of Skolem functions (uniform and
non-uniform; Subsection 4.1) and the special situation with PA as the base theory (Sub-
section 4.2). In the former, we use Kaye-Kossak style results (from [10], [11] and [8])
about models of fragments of PA to construct models of USB in which there is no de-
finable witness-picking function for arithmetical formulae (Theorems 45 and 46). In the
latter, we show that various structural results about models of PA provide simpler and
stronger (Subsection 4.2.1) separability arguments for TB, DEF and USB.

In section 5 we study the property of imposing recursive saturation and possible
strengthenings of Kossak’s theorem (Theorem 1). Using a recursion-theoretic argument
(involving an arithmetisation of a construction of an ω-generic set intertwined with the
Jump Inversion Theorem) we show that there is a theory in a finite language which im-
poses recursive saturation but does not syntactically define UTB (Theorem 73). To our
best knowledge this is the first example of a theory in a finite languagewhich definesUTB
semantically but not syntactically. Secondly, we show that Kossak’s Theorem does gener-
alise to theorieswithout full induction (but extendingPA): we prove that each sequential
theory in a countable language which extends PA and imposes LPA-recursive saturation
semantically defines UTB for LPA (Theorem 63).2 The proof is very different from the
original Kossak’s reasoning and uses iterated omitting types theorem in the spirit of [2].
As a corollary we define a theory RSAT which is universal for imposing LPA-recursive
saturation in the following sense: a sequential theory U in a countable language and ex-
tending PA imposes LPA-recursive saturation if and only if U semantically defines RSAT.

Section 6 contains a list of open problems. Most of them are connected either to
some questions in model theory of fragments of PA or interpretability and definability in
finitely axiomatized theories.

1Weclassify as "degenerate" the examples of sequential theorieswhich, roughly speaking, are inconsistent
with the theory of extensional adjunctive sets.

2Here in UTB we do not assume the induction scheme for formulae with the satisfaction predicate.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Model-theoretical properties

For general first-order theories the arithmetical Σn \ Πn hierarchy need not make much
sense. In what follows we shall employ the quantifier alternation depth hierarchy, intro-
duced in [1] and in a similar context used in [22].

Definition 2 (Depth of quantifier alternation). Let L be any first-order language and let
AT denote the set of atomic formulae of L. Σ∗

n(L) and Π∗
n(L) are defined by simultane-

ous induction as follows (below, and whenever it is clear from the context, we omit the
reference to L):

Σ∗
0 = Π∗

0 := ∅

Σ∗
n+1 := AT | ∃vΣ∗

n+1 | Σ∗
n+1 ∧Σ∗

n+1 | Σ∗
n+1 ∨ Σ∗

n+1 | ¬Π∗
n+1 |∀vΠ∗

n|

Π∗
n+1 := AT | ∀vΠ∗

n+1 | Π∗
n+1 ∧Π∗

n+1 | Π∗
n+1 ∨Π∗

n+1 | ¬Σ∗
n+1 |∃vΣ∗

n|

∆∗
n+1 := Σ∗

n+1 ∩Π∗
n+1

For a formula φ, Σ∗(φ) (Π∗(φ),∆∗(φ)) denotes the Σ∗
n (Π∗

n,∆
∗
n) complexity of φ.

We will need two more fine-grained measures of complexity of formulae. We call
the first one depth (dp) and the second pure depth (pdp). In short, the depth of φ is the
maximal number of connectives and quantifiers on a branch in the syntactic tree of φ. The
pure depth of φ is the maximal length of a branch in the syntactic tree of φ, where terms
occuring in φ are unravelled. Formally, we define dp and pdp recursively:

dp(φ) = 0, if φ ∈ AT

dp(¬φ) = dp(∃xφ) = dp(∀xφ) = dp(φ) + 1

dp(φ ∧ ψ) = dp(φ ∨ ψ) = max{dp(φ),dp(ψ)}+ 1

Pure depth is defined first for terms: pdp(t) = 0, if t is a constant or a variable and
pdp(f(t1, . . . , tn)) = max{pdp(t1), . . . ,pdp(tn)}+1. Then pdp(φ) is defined as dp(φ), ex-
cept for the case of atomic formulae,whereweputpdp(R(t1, . . . , tn)) = max{pdp(t1), . . . ,pdp(tn)}.

In the paper we only consider first-order languages. IfM is any model of a language
L, A ⊆ M , then LA denotes the extension of L with constants naming every element of
A. If U is any first order theory, then LU denotes its language. If M is any model and L
any language, thenM↾L denotes the L-reduct ofM.

Definition 3. Let L an arbitrary language.

1. n-Diag(M)denotes the set ofΣ∗
n(LM ) sentences, that are true inM. Weput ElDiag(M) =

⋃

n∈N n-Diag(M). WewriteM �n N as an abbreviation ofn-Diag(M) ⊆ n-Diag(N )
and M � N for ElDiag(M) ⊆ ElDiag(N ).

2. n-Th(M)denotes the set ofΣ∗
n(L) that are true inM. WeputTh(M) =

⋃

n∈N n-Th(M).
We write M ≡n N as an abbreviation of n-Th(M) = n-Th(N ) and M ≡ N for
Th(M) = Th(N ).

3. n-Def(M) denotes the set of Σ∗
n(L) definable elements of M. We put Def(M) =

⋃

n n-Def(M).

4. n-DEF(M) denotes the set {〈θ(x), a〉 | M |= θ(a) ∧ ∃!xθ(x)}. We put DEF(M) =
⋃

n n-DEF(M).
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Definition 4. Let U be any theory and L be an arbitrary language.

1. We say that U imposes L-elementarity (L-elementary equivalence) if for every M |= U
there exists n ∈ N such that for all N |= U ,

M �n N ⇒ M↾L � N ↾L (EM,N
n )

(M ≡n N ⇒ M↾L ≡ N ↾L). (EEM,N
n )

2. We say that U uniformly imposes L-elementarity (L-elementary equivalence) if there is

an n such that for everyM,N |= U , (EM,N
n ) holds ((EEM,N

n ) holds, respectively).

3. We say that U imposes equality of L-definables (preserves L-definability) if for every
M |= U there is n ∈ N such that for every N |= U

n-Def(M) = n-Def(N ) ⇒ Def(M↾L) = Def(N ↾L). (EDM,N
n )

(

n-DEF(M) = n-DEF(N ) ⇒ DEF(M↾L) = DEF(N ↾L)
)

(PDM,N
n )

4. We say that U uniformly imposes equality of L-definables (preserves L-definability) if

there is an n such that for every M,N |= U , (EDM,N
n ) holds ((PDM,N

n ) holds,
respectively).

5. We say that U imposes recursive L-saturation if for everyM |= U ,M↾L is recursively
saturated.

2.2 Various grades of definability

In what follows the definitions of translation and interpretation are borrowed from [22].
We use K : U ⊳ V to denote the fact that K is a relative interpretation of U in V . idU
denotes the identity interpretation U ⊳ U and we omit the reference to U if it is clear
from context. LetΘ0,Θ1 be two signatures and L a language. We say that the translation
τ : Θ0 → Θ1 is L-conservative if for every formula φ ∈ L, φτ = φ and we say that τ is
direct if it is one-dimensional, unrelativized and it translates identity to identity.

Definition 5. We say that U syntactically defines V modulo L, V ≤L U , if U interprets V
via a direct, parameter-free and L-conservative interpretation.

We say thatU semantically defines V moduloL, V ≤m
L U if for everyM |= U , ElDiag(M)

syntactically defines V modulo LM .
We say that U semantically parameter-free defines V modulo L if every consistent and

complete extension of U syntactically defines V modulo L.

All the definability results in this paper consider the situation in which the defined-
modulo-L theory is formulated in a language extendingLwith a single (at most binary)
predicateR. In such a context it is easy to see that U syntactically defines V modulo L if and
only if there is a formula φR(x̄) ∈ LU such that for every Φ-axiom of V

U ⊢ Φ[φR(t̄)/R(t̄)],

where Φ[φR(t̄)/R(t̄)] denotes the result of substituting φR(t̄) for each occurrence of R(t̄),
perhaps precededby renaming of the bounded variables in φR(t̄) so as to avoid unwanted
variable capture.
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Remark 6. It is very easy to observe that if U syntactically defines V , thenU semantically
defines V and that this reverses if V is finite. However, in a general context, it is possible
for U to semantically, but not syntactically define V . In such a scenario, in every model
M of U one can define intepretations for the predicates in LV so as to turn M into a
model of V , but there is no single fixed interpretation that works across all models. Our
paper provides many examples of this phenomenon in the realm of axiomatic theories of
semantical notions.

2.3 Axiomatic theories of semantical notions

An axiomatic theory of truth (satisfaction, definability,...) splits into two parts: the base
theory and some axioms specific for the notion of truth. An important restriction is that
the syntax is encoded uniquely by the base theory. For the very basic theories of truth
studied in this paper to make sense already very moderate syntax theory is sufficient:
as shown in [21], theories of truth make sense already for theories which are able to
interpret the basic theory of successor and theories of satisfactionmake sense overVaught
theories. We shall start from a stronger assumption that the base theory is sequential,
which already covers a wide range of important first-order theories.

2.3.1 Sequential theories

A theory is sequential if it admits a reasonably well-behaved notion of a finite sequence.
More precisely: a sequential theory needs to prove that there exists an empty sequence
and that every sequence s can be extended by appending a given element from the uni-
verse at the end of s. Here comes the formal definition:

Definition 7 (Adjunctive sets, sequentiality). The theory AS is formulated in the lan-
guage with one binary relational symbol ∈ and has as axioms

AS1 ∃x∀y
(

y /∈ x
)

.

AS2 ∀x∀y∃z∀w
(

w ∈ z ≡ w ∈ x ∨ w = y
)

.

A theory U is sequential if there is a direct interpretation of AS in U . The translation of
∈ under this interpretation will be denoted ∈U . A modelM is sequential if ElDiag(M) is
sequential. We write ∈M instead of ∈ElDiag(M). If M is sequential and c ∈ M , then cM

denotes the set {a ∈M | M |= a ∈M c}.
For later purposes let us introduce also the theory of adjunctive sets with extensionality,

ASE, which is an extension of AS with the axiom ∀x∀y
(

∀z(z ∈ x ≡ z ∈ y) → x = y
)

.

In this paper we shall restrict ourselves to sequential theories which directly interpret
AS via a parameter-free interpretation. We leave the problem of adding parameters for
further investigations.

Let us recall some prominent sequential theories: PAdenotes PeanoArithmeticwhich
we take to be formulated in the languageLPA of ordered rings {0, 1,+,×, <}. IΣn denotes
the fragment of PA consisting of axioms of induction uniquely for formulae in Σn form
(according to the standard definition in which Σ0 (∆0) consists of all formulae in which
all quantifiers are bounded) and BΣn extends I∆0 with collection axioms forΣn formulae.
Abusing the notation, we use EA to denote the theory in the language LPA extending
I∆0 with the axiom exp saying that the exponential function is total. All the details and
basic facts about these theories can be found in [9] and [6]. Finally, S1

2 is the Buss’s weak
arithmetic of P-Time computability (consult [6, Chapter V.4.b, Definition 4.4] for details).
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The notion of sequentiality is extensively discussed e.g. in [22]. Two most important
for the current project features of sequential theories are summarized in the following
two facts (Fact 8 and Fact 10).

Fact 8. If U is sequential, then U relatively interprets S1
2 via a one-dimensional, parameter-free

interpretation (but we allow the equality to be re-defined).

To see how this is possible, observe that in AS one can first interpret ASE (by intro-
ducing new identity relation which glues together sets with the same elements). Then
inside this interpretation one can define von Neumann ordinal numbers in the standard
way. By restricting the domain to those ordinals on which multiplication and addition
behaves nicely, one obtains a relative interpretation of Robinson’s arithmetic Q. The fact
that Q interprets S1

2 is well-known (see e.g. [5]).

Convention 9. We make use of the following abbreviations:

• We assume fixed Gödel coding of languages in consideration. For a fixed formula
φ, pφq denotes the Gödel code of φ.

• n denotes the binary numeral naming n, to wit, the expression:

a0 + 2 · (a1 + 2 · (a2 + . . . (ak−1 + 2 · ak) . . .)),

where ai ∈ {0, 1}, 0 = 0, 1 = 1 and 2 = (1 + 1) and (ai)i≤k is a binary expansion of
n.

• Throughout the paper, when working in a sequential theory U with a fixed inter-
pretation N of S1

2 , E shall always denote the definable equivalence relation which
is used by N to translate the identity relation from the arithmetical signature. For
any n ∈ ω, we write n(x) for the N -translation of the formula x = n. We stress
that, in the context of a general sequential theory, φ(n) should be understood con-
textually as ∃x

(

n(x) ∧ φ(x)
)

, where n(x) is a predicate expressing the property of
"being the n-th ordinal". We stress that n(x) need not define any particular object,
although it uniquely determines an E-equivalence class. Putting together this and
the previous conventions, pφq will denote a predicate corresponding to the Gödel
code of a formula φ.

• Similarly, in the context of a sequential theory U and N : S1
2 ⊳ U , we shall use

arithmetical predicates such as the ordering (<), "x is a sentence of a language L"
(SentL), "x is a formula of a languageL" (FormL), "x is a proof of y in pure first order
logic" (Proof∅(x, y)), "x is a Σ∗

n complexity of φ" (x = Σ∗
n(φ)), ”α is an assignment”

(α ∈ Asn) having inmind theirN -translations to the languageLU . We also assume
that these predicates apply uniquely to members of the domain ofN .

• To keep the goodbalance betweenprecision and readability, we often abbreviate the
use of a syntactic operation by using p·q (stretching the notation introduced above).
For example if φ is understood to be a sentence, then p∃xφqwill denote the result of
prefixing φ with an existential quantifier and then variable x. For substitutions of
binary numeral we use the dot notation: pφ(ẋ/v)q denotes the result of substituting
the binary numeral naming x for the variable v in φ. We stress that we often treat
pφ(ẋ/v)q as a function in three variables, x, v and φ and skip the reference to v if it
is clear from context.
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Fact 10. If U is a sequential theory, then for each n there is a formula Satn(x, y) which, provably
in U satisfies the Tarskian compositional clauses for formulae of complexity ∆∗

n whose pure depth
belong to a certain U -provable cut J .

More precisely, for a fixed sequential theory U in a finite language L, CS−(L)(φ) de-
notes the following formula of L ∪ S, where S is a fresh binary predicate (the initial
disjunction

∨

R∈L and
∨

f∈L range over all relational symbols and all function symbols
from L, respectively (we treat constants as 0-ary function symbols)):

∀α ∈ Asn
[

S(φ, α) ≡
[

∨

R∈L

∃v0, . . . , vn
(

φ = pR(v0, . . . , vn)q ∧R(α(v0), . . . , α(vn)
)

∨
∨

f∈L

∃v0, . . . , vn
(

φ = pv0 = f(v1, . . . , vn)q ∧ α(v0) = f(α(v1), . . . , α(vn))
)

∨ ∃φ0, φ1
(

φ = pφ0 ∧ φ1q ∧ (S(φ0, α) ∧ S(φ1, α))
)

∨ ∃φ0, φ1
(

φ = pφ0 ∨ φ1q ∧ (S(φ0, α) ∨ S(φ1, α))
)

∨ ∃φ0
(

φ = p¬φ0q ∧ ¬S(φ0, α)
)

∨ ∃φ0∃v0
(

φ = p∀v0q ∧ ∀β
(

β ∼v0 α→ S(φ0, β)
)

∨ ∃φ0∃v0
(

φ = p∃v0q ∧ ∃β
(

β ∼v0 α ∧ S(φ0, β)
)]]

.

The results of [22][Section 2] show that for every n there exists a U -provable cut Jn and
a formula Satn(x, y) such that

U ⊢ ∀φ
(

Jn(pdp(φ)) ∧∆∗
n(φ) → CS−(L)(φte)[Satn(x, y)/S(x, y)]

)

,

where φte is the canonical formula equivalent to φ, in which term symbols occur uniquely
in the context y = f(x), where y and x are variables. In what follows, SATx,y

n [ψ] denotes
the formula

∀φ
(

Jn(pdp(φ)) ∧∆∗
n(φ) → CS−(L)(φte)[ψ(x, y)/S(x, y)]

)

We note that SATx,y
n [ψ] might contain free variables, if ψ has some free variables other

that x and y. The last definition generalizes the notion of a coded set from the context of
fragments of PA to arbitrary sequential theories.

Definition 11. LetM be a sequential model and K : S1
2 ⊳ ElDiag(M). We say that a set

A ⊆ ω is coded in M if for some c ∈ M and every n ∈ ω, M |= ∃x
(

n(x) ∧ x ∈M c
)

if and
only if n ∈ A.

2.3.2 Truth, satisfaction, definability

In this sectionwe have a sequential theoryU in the background, togetherwith the distin-
guished one-dimensional parameter-free interpretationK : S1

2 ⊳ U . We assume that the
language ofU is r.e. and the codes of formulae are given by this interpretation. Hence pφq
denotes the natural number coding φ and pφq is the predicate picking the E-equivalence
class corresponding to pφq:

Truth TBK(L) extends U with all axioms of the form

T (pφq) ≡ φ,

where φ is a L-sentence and T is a fresh unary predicate.

8



Definability DEFK(L) extends U with all axioms of the form:

∀y
(

D(pφ(x)q, y) ≡ ∃!xφ(x) ∧ φ(y)
)

,

for φ ∈ L and D- a fresh binary predicate.

Satisfaction USBK(L) extends U with all axioms of the form

∀x
(

S(pφq, x) ≡ φ(x)
)

,

where φ is a L-formula and S is a fresh binary predicate.

Remark 12. The reference to U in TBK , DEFK and USBK is hidden in the interpretation
K : as in [22] we take both the interpreting and the interpreted theory to be parts of data
needed to specify the interpretation.

Remark 13. For sequential theories USBK is inter-definable with the following theory
USB<∞

K , which extends U with all axioms of the form:

∀α
(

Asn(φ, α) → S(pφq, α) ≡ φ[α]
)

,

where Asn(φ, α) means that α is an assignment for φ and φ[α] denote a formula

∃x1, . . . , xn(
∧

i≤n

α(vi) = xi ∧ φ[x1/v1, . . . , xn/vn]),

where v0, . . . , vn are all free variables of φ.
Moreover, if L extends the language of arithmetic and K = id, then USBK(L) mutu-

ally syntactically definable modulo L with the theory UTBK(L), which extends U with
all axioms of the form ∀x

(

T (pφ(ẋ)q) ≡ φ(x)
)

, for φ(x) ∈ L.

Remark 14. Theories TB and UTB have been studied in the literature, mostly in the con-
text of Peano Arithmetic, PA. For such a base theory, normally TB and UTB denote ex-
tensions of TBid and UTBid with the induction scheme extended to all formulae of LTB

(see e.g. [7]). Theorieswhich are based only on the T-biconditionals are often called TB−

(UTB−) or TB↾ (UTB↾).

Remark 15. The term "definability" is used in threedifferent contexts in the current paper.
First of all, given amodelM, an element a ∈M , or a subsetA ⊆M can be definable inM.
In such contexts "definability" has its standardmeaning known from basic model-theory.
Secondly, a theory U can be syntactically or semantically definable in another theory V .
For the sake of precision we always speak of theories (and not models) and qualify the
definability to be either semantic or syntactic. Thirdly, we consider the axiomatic theory
of definability, DEF.

3 Model-theoretical characterizations of semantical predicates

It is very easy to check the following properties of our target axiomatic theories:

Proposition 16. Let U be any sequential L-theory and N : S1
2 ⊳ U .

1. TBN uniformly imposes L-elementary equivalence.
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2. DEFN uniformly preserves L-definability.

3. USBN uniformly imposes L-elementarity.

The next theorem says that each of the above model-theoretical properties character-
izes the respective theory up to syntactical definability.

Theorem 17. Suppose that U is an r.e. sequential theory in a finite language and letN : S1
2 ⊳U .

Then

1. if U uniformly imposes L-elementarity, then U syntactically defines USBN (L) modulo L.

2. if U uniformly preserves L-definability, then U syntactically defines DEFN (L) modulo L.

3. if U uniformly imposes L-elementary equivalence, then U syntactically defines TBN (L)
modulo L.

We start with a lemma which is purely model-theoretical. We say that a formula
φ(x) ∈ L is an L-definition if for some formula ψ(x), φ(x) := ψ(x) ∧ ∀y 6= x¬ψ(y).

Lemma 18. Let U be any theory.

1. If n ∈ ω witnesses that U uniformly imposes L-elementarity , then for every L-formula
φ(x̄) there exists a Σ∗

n(LU ) formula θφ(x̄) such that U ⊢ ∀x
(

θφ(x̄) ≡ φ(x̄)
)

.

2. If n ∈ ω witnesses that U uniformly preserves L-definability, then for every L-definition
φ(x) there exists a Σ∗

n(LU ) formula θφ(x) such that U ⊢ ∀x
(

θφ(x) ≡ φ(x)
)

.

3. If n ∈ ω witnesses that U uniformly imposes L-elementary equivalence, then for every
L-sentence φ there exists a Σ∗

n(LU )-sentence θφ such that U ⊢ θφ ≡ φ.

Proof. We show the argument for L-elementarity, the rest of them being analogous. Fix
U , n and φ(x) (without loss of generality we can assume that φ has a single free variable).
If φ(x) is inconsistent with U , then we know what to do. Otherwise, let M |= U be such
that for some a,M |= φ(a). Since nwitnesses that U imposes L-elementarity, then

U + n-Diag(M) ⊢ φ(a).

Consequently, there exists a Σ∗
n(LU ) sentence θ′′φ(a, b̄) ∈ n-Diag(M) with parameters

a, b̄ ∈M such that (we assume that a and b̄ are disjoint)

U ⊢ θ′′φ(a, b̄) → φ(a).

We may safely assume that a, b̄ do not belong to the language of U . It follows that for
θ′φ(x) := ∃ȳθ′′φ(x, ȳ) we have

U ⊢ ∀x
(

θ′φ(x) → φ(x)
)

.

Let A := {ψ(x) ∈ Σ∗
n(LU ) | U ⊢ ∀x(ψ(x) → φ(x))}. We claim that for some

ψ0, . . . , ψk ∈ A we have

U ⊢ φ(x) →
∨

i≤k

ψi(x).

Suppose not. Then U + φ(b) + {¬ψ(b) | ψ(x) ∈ A} is consistent (b is a fresh constant).
Let M be any model of this theory. We claim that U + n-Diag(M) + ¬φ(b) is consistent
as well. Indeed, for if not, then for some θ(x, ȳ) such that θ(b, c̄) ∈ n-Diag(M)

U ⊢ ∀x
(

∃ȳθ(x, ȳ) → φ(x)
)

.
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However, then ∃ȳθ(x, ȳ) ∈ A, hence M |= ¬∃ȳθ(b, ȳ). This contradicts the fact that
θ(b, c̄) ∈ n-Diag(M). Hence U + n-Diag(M) + ¬φ(b) is consistent, which in turn con-
tradicts the fact that U uniformly imposes L-elementarity.

Proof of Theorem 17. Similarly to the case of the above lemma, we focus on USBN . Let us
define the following function σ : FormL → ProofU :

3

σ(φ(x)) = min{p | ∃θ(x) ∈ Σ∗
n(LU )ProofU

(

p, p∀x
(

θ(x) ≡ φ(x)
)

q
)

}.

In the above, ProofU (x, y) is the canonical Σ1-provability predicate for U . Lemma 18
makes it obvious that this function is total and recursive. For a formula φ(x) ∈ L, let
θφ(x) be the unique Σ∗

n(LU )-formula such that σ(φ(x)) is a proof of ∀x
(

θφ(x) ≡ φ(x)
)

.
The mapping φ 7→ θφ is clearly total and recursive and we take ρ(x, y) to be the formula
which strongly represents this function in U . Clearly we may assume that U proves that
ρ(x, y) is a partial function. As we have already discussed in Fact 10, there are a cut J
of N and a satisfaction predicate Satn(s, x) such that U proves that Satn(s, x) satisfies
compositional clauses for all assignments (in the sense of N) s and all Σ∗

n(LU ) formulae
from J . Let us put:

SU(x, y) := FormL(x) ∧ ∃z
(

ρ(x, z) ∧ Satn(z, y)
)

.

Within U we prove that for every φ(v) ∈ L

U ⊢ ∀x
(

SU (pφ(v)q, x) ≡ φ(x)
)

.

Fixφ(v) and let ρ(pφ(v)q) = pθ(v)q. Working inU observe that the following equivalences
hold for an arbitrary a

SU (pφ(v)q, a) ⇐⇒ ∃z
(

ρ(pφ(v)q, z) ∧ Satn(z, a)
)

⇐⇒ Satn(pθφ(v)q, a)

⇐⇒ θφ(a)

⇐⇒ φ(a)

The first one follows from the definition, the fact that φ(v) is an L-formula and the rep-
resentability of the set of Gödel codes of formulae. The second one is obtained by the
representability of ρ. The third one holds by the appropriate version of ”"It’s snowing"-
It’s snowing” lemma from [22]. The last one follows, since φ(v) is equivalent to θφ(v) in
U .

Remark 19. The last argument was used for the first time by Albert Visser’s in the proof
of [21, Theorem 3.11].

Proposition 20. There is a theory U ⊇ PA in a countable language which uniformly imposes
arithmetical elementarity but does not semantically define TBid modulo LPA.

Proof. We define U . Apart from the axioms of PA, for every formula φ(x), U has a binary
predicate Sφ(x) and an axiom

∀y
(

Sφ(x)(pφ(x)q, y) ≡ φ(y)
)

.

3ProofU denotes the set of Gödel codes of proofs from the axioms of U .
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To see that U does not semantically define TBid observe first that each model M |= PA
expands to a model of U in which for every φ, Sφ is arithmetically definable without
parameters. Indeed, fixing M and φ(x) ∈ L, one can put SM

φ(x) = {〈pφ(x)q, a〉 | a ∈

M ∧ M |= φ(a)}. Hence if one starts with the standard model N |= PA and let N∗ be
the above defined expansion of N to a model of U , there can be no definition of TBid in
N∗.

Now we pass to semantical definability. The following notion will come in handy:

Definition 21. Let M be a sequential model for a language L and N : S1
2 ⊳ ElDiag(M).

We say that an LM-theory V is representable in M w.r.t. N (or representable in (M, N) for
short) with a formula θ(x, y) ∈ LM iff for every L-formula φ(v) and every a

φ(a) ∈ V ⇐⇒ M |= θ(pφq, a).

If V is representable inM with θ, then we put

Proofθ(y, x, z) := ∃ψ
(

θ(ψ, z) ∧ Proof∅(y, pψ → xq)).

We recall that Proof∅(y, x) is the (N -translation of the) standard decidable predicate
strongly representing the relation "y is a proof of x in pure first-order-logic". Intuitively,
Proofθ(y, x, z) expresses that y is a proof of x which may use as an axiom any formula
φ(x), such that φ(z) ∈ V , where V is the theory represented by θ.

Theorem 22. If U is a sequential, r.e. theory in a finite language which imposes elementary
equivalence (preserves L-definability) andN : S1

2⊳U , thenU parameter-free semantically defines
TBN (DEFN) modulo L.

Proof. We do the case for DEFN , the proof for TBN being fully analogous. Suppose U
preserves L-definability and fix M and a suitable n. Then U + n-Diag(M) uniformly
preserves L-definability. Hence, by Lemma 18, for every L-definition φ(x) there is a
Σ∗
n(LM)-formula θφ(x, b) such that

U + n-Diag(M) ⊢ ∀x(θφ(x, b) ≡ φ(x)),

So for every φ there are formulae ψ(b) ∈ n-Diag(M), χ ∈ U such that

∅ ⊢ ∀y(χ ∧ ψ(y) → ∀x(θφ(x, y) ≡ φ(x))).

Observe that n-Diag(M) ∪ U is (parameter-free) representable in (M, N), thanks to the
existence of partial satisfaction predicates. Let ζ be the representing formula. For an
arbitrary formula φ, let φd(x) := φ(x) ∧ ∀y 6= x φ(y). We write the definitionDM(φ, a) in
M:

∃θ(x, y)∃p∃b
[

Sat∗n(θ, 〈a, b〉)∧∀y 6= a¬Sat∗n(θ, 〈y, b〉)∧Proofζ(p, p∀x(θ(x, y) ≡ φd(x))q, b)∧

∧ ∀p′ < p∀θ′ < p
(

θ′ ∈ Σ∗
n(LU ) → ∀b¬Proofζ(p

′, p∀x(θ′(x, y) ≡ φd(x))q, b)
)]

.

We prove that DM(x, y) defines DEFN in M. Fix φ(x) and fix the least proof p with the
following property

There are b ∈M , χ ∈ U and ψ(y), θ(x, y) ∈ Σ∗
n(LU ) such thatM |= ψ(b) and it holds that

Proof∅(p, p∀y(χ ∧ ψ(y) → ∀x(θ(x, y) ≡ φd(x)))q).
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p is well-defined by the well-foundedness of natural numbers. Let ppq denote the Gödel
code of p. By definition

M |= ∃b∃θ ∈ Σ∗
n(LU )Proofζ(ppq, p∀x(θ(x, y) ≡ φd(x))q, b)∧

∧ ∀p′ < ppq∀θ′ < ppq
(

θ′ ∈ Σ∗
n(LU ) → ∀b¬Proofζ(p

′, p∀x(θ′(x, y) ≡ φd(x))q, b)
)

.

Moreover ppq ∈M is the unique, up to theE-equivalence relation, element of the domain
of M for which the above holds. Assume now M |= DM(pφq, a). Then clearly for some
b and standard θ ∈ Σ∗

n(LU ), M |= Sat∗n(θ, 〈a, b〉) ∧ ∀y 6= a¬Sat∗n(θ, 〈y, b〉). Moreover, for
the same b, θ, U + n-Diag(M) ⊢ ∀x(θ(x, b) ≡ φd(x)), hence in M, φ(x) defines a. Now
assume that φ(x) defines a in M. Then obviously φd(x) defines a. Fix any b and θ such
that M |= Proofζ(ppq, p∀x(θ(x, y) ≡ φd(x))q, b). By definition and the fact that both p
and θ(x, y) are standard, it follows that M |= ∀x(θ(x, b) ≡ φd(x)). Hence θ(x, b) defines
a in M and DM(pφq, a) follows by ""It’s snowing"-It’s snowing" lemma for Satn.

The lemma below provides a criterion for definability of USBN in a sequential model.
It will be used to characterize the satisfaction predicate up to semantical definability and,
in the next section, separate satisfaction from truth and definability.

Lemma 23. Let M be a model of a sequential theory for some finite language L′ and N :
S1
2⊳ElDiag(M). ThenUSBN (L) is syntactically definable in ElDiag(M)moduloL iff for some

(M, N)-representable, sequentialL′
M-theory V consistent withElDiag(M), V ⊢ ElDiag(M↾L).

Proof. Assume that ElDiag(M) defines USBN (L) via a formula S′(x̄) and let n be the
complexity of S′. Let V be the theory USBN (L)[S′/S] + n-Diag(M). This theory is rep-
resentable in (M, N), by the existence of partial satisfaction predicates. Then clearly, for
every φ(x) ∈ L and all a ∈M we have

M |= φ(a) ⇐⇒ M |= S′(pφ(x)q, a)

⇐⇒ S′(pφ(x)q, a) ∈ n-Diag(M)

⇐⇒ V ⊢ φ(a).

Assume now, V ⊢ ElDiag(M↾L). It follows from this, the consistency of V and the
completeness of ElDiag(M) that for every φ(a) ∈ LM, φ(a) ∈ ElDiag(M) iff there is
ψ(x) ∈ L′ such that ψ(a) ∈ V and

∅ ⊢ ψ(x) → φ(x).

Let θ represent V in M. Now, we can define SM(x, c) as

∃y
(

Proofθ(y, x, c) ∧ ∀z
(

z < y → ¬Proofθ(z, x, c)
))

We check that this definition works, following the lines of the standard Rosser-style ar-
gument. Fix φ(v) ∈ L and any a ∈ M . First assume that φ(a) holds in M. As above for
some L′-formula ψ(v) such that ψ(a) ∈ V

∅ ⊢ ψ(v) → φ(v).

Let l ∈ ω code this proof. Clearly then M |= Proofθ(l, pφ(v)q, a). We claim that for no
l′ < l and for no ξ such that M |= Sat∗n(ξ, a) we have M |= Proofθ(l

′, pξ → ¬φ(v)q, a).
Indeed, if this were the case, then ξ would be a standard formula. Since M |= V , we
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would have M |= ξ(a). However, obviously also ξ(a) → ¬φ(a) is true in M. This con-
tradicts φ(a) being true in M. Assume now that ¬φ(a) holds in M. Then, arguing as
previously we have that for some l ∈ ω, M |= Proofθ(l, p¬φ(v)q, a) and for all l′ < l,
M |= ¬Proofθ(l

′, pφ(v)q, a). Hence,

M |= ∀y
(

Proofθ(y, (pφ(v)q, c) → ∃z
(

z < y ∧ Proofθ(z, (p¬φ(v)q, c)
)

.

HenceM |= ¬SM(pφq, a).

The theorem below is a semantical variant of Theorem 17 (for USB). We stress that
neither of the theorems directly implies the other one.

Theorem24. IfU is an r.e. sequential theory in a finite languageL′which imposesL-elementarity,
then U semantically defines USBN (L) modulo L for each interpretation N : S1

2 ⊳ U .

Proof. Fix U , N and let M |= U . Since U imposes L-elementarity, there is an n such that
U + n-Diag(M) ⊢ ElDiag(M↾L). Since U is r.e., sequential and in a finite language, U +
n-Diag(M) is representable in (M, N). Hence by Lemma 23, M defines USBN (L).

4 Definability between axiomatic theories of truth, definability

and satisfaction

Now, we turn to the definability relations between the theories of semantical notions in
study. We say that U has a definable element, if for some formula φ(x), U ⊢ ∃!xφ(x).

Proposition 25. For every sequential theory U and interpretationN : S1
2⊳U , TBN ≤LU

USBN

and DEFN ≤LU
USBN . Moreover, if U has a definable element, then TBN ≤LU

DEFN .

Proof. The definability TBN ≤LU
USBN is trivial. Moreover, clearly

D(φ(x), y) := ∃!zS(φ(x), z) ∧ S(φ(x), y)

witnesses the definability of DEFN in USBN . For the remaining case, let θ(x) be a U -
provable definition. Then, the formula

T (φ) := ∃yD(pθ(x) ∧ φq, y),

witnesses the definability of TBN in DEFN . In the above, pθ(x) ∧ φq denotes the (S1
2 -

representation of the) function with one free variable φ which, given a (Gödel code of
a) sentence φ returns the (Gödel code of the) sentence θ(x) ∧ φ. This function need not
be provably total in U , however for every standard sentence φ the value of the function
exists and this all we need for the definability of TBN .

In general, it is not true that DEFN syntactically defines TBN modulo U . This is due
to the following simple observation:

Proposition 26. If U has a model in which no element is parameter-free definable, then DEFN
does not semantically define TBN modulo LU .

Proof. If M |= U and has no parameter-free definable elements, then DEFN is definable
in M via a parameter-free formula φ(x, y) := x 6= x ∧ y 6= y. Clearly, TBN cannot be
parameter-free definable in M, by Tarski undefinability theorem for Th(M).
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A concrete example of a sequential theorywith amodelwith no parameter-free defin-
able elements is AS. In particular, (Vω,∈) ⊔ (Vω,∈) is a model of AS in which no element
is definable (for models M and N , M⊔N denotes their disjoint union), because every
element can be moved by an automorphism.

We proceed to separations between TBN , USBN and DEFN . In the specific context
where U is a theory in an arithmetical language consistent with PA and N is the identity
interpretation, the separation between TBN and USBN was first shown in [4]. Below we
prove that USBN is not semantically definable in DEFN which obviously generalizes also
to the case of TBN .

Theorem 27. Suppose U is a consistent, sequential r.e. L-theory and N : S1
2 ⊳U . Then neither

DEFN (L) nor TBN (L) semantically defines USBN (L) modulo L.

Proof. We do the case of DEFN (L), the argument for TBN (L) being analogous. Fix U,N .
LetM |= U be any L-recursively saturated model.

By recursive saturation there is c ∈M such that for any φ(x) and any a ∈M

M |= 〈pφ(x)q, a〉 ∈M c ≡ ∃!xφ(x) ∧ φ(a).

In the above 〈·, ·〉 denotes the pairing function given by the direct interpretation of AS.
LetDM := {〈a, b〉 | M |= 〈a, b〉 ∈M c}. Then (M,DM) |= DEFN (L) andDM is definable
with a parameter in M. Hence there cannot be any definition of USBN (L) in (M,DM)
by Tarski’s undefinability of truth theorem (applied to ElDiag(M)).

Now, we shall separate DEFN from TBN . Unlike in the case of DEFN and USBN , we
cannot count for the undefinability result over all sequential theories, since some of them
trivialize the behaviour of DEFN .

Example 28. Define ASf to be the extension of ASwith a sentence "f is an automorphism
which moves every element". Then, by the remark following Proposition 26, ASf is con-
sistent. Clearly in every model M |= ASf , f

M is an automorphism of M which moves
every element. HenceDEFN is syntactically definable in ASf via any formula φ(x, y)with
provably empty extension.

As we already noted in Proposition 25, in the case when U admits a provably defin-
able element, TBN is contained in DEFN . We will shortly see, in Theorem 33, that under
relatively mild assumptions this containment is in fact strict. However, if U has provably
finitely many definable elements, then DEFN does not exceed TBN :

Proposition 29. If for finitely many formulae θ0, . . . , θn, U proves
∧

i≤n ∃!θi(x) and for an ar-
bitrary formula φ(x)

U ⊢ ∃!φ(x) → ∀x
(

φ(x) →
∨

i≤n

θi(x)
)

,

then TBN syntactically defines DEFN .

Proof. Fix {θi} as above and working in TBN , put

D(ψ(x), y) := FormU (ψ(x)) ∧
∨

i≤n

[

T (p∀x(ψ(x) ≡ θi(x))q) ∧ θi(y)
]

.

In the above, as in the proof of Proposition 25, p∀x(ψ(x) ≡ θi(x))q denotes the (S1
2 -

representation of the) function which, given a (Gödel code of a) formula ψ(x) with a
single free variable returns the (Gödel code of the) sentence ∀x(ψ(x) ≡ θi(x)).
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Also, it is fairly easy to convince oneself that for each n there is a sequential theory
which admits exactly n definable elements. We shall show that if U is a sequential, r.e.
theory in a finite language L which for some n has a model with infinitely many Σ∗

n(L)-
definable elements then TBN does not semantically define DEFN modulo L. Let us ob-
serve that each theoryU that admits a consistent extensionwhich directly interprets ASE
via a one-dimensional and parameter-free interpretation is of this form.

The idea of the proof is to construct a modelM |= U with c ∈M such that

1. c codes the theory ofM,

2. there is a partition {Mi}i∈ω ofM such that for every n there exists an element dn ∈
Def(M) which is not Σ∗

n(LMn
)-algebraic in M.

This will ensure that for any n, theLT model (M, cM) has anLT -elementarily equivalent,
Σ∗
n(LT )-elementary extension which differs from M on definable elements. Moreover,

ElDiag(M) does not syntactically define DEFN . In our constructionwe shall make use of
flexible formulae.

Definition 30. Let U be any theory in a language L. A formula θ(x) is (n, k)-flexible for
U iff for every M |= U and every Σ∗

k(L) formula δ(x) there exists M �n N such that
N |= θ(x) ≡ δ(x).

The following is a variation of [15, Theorem 11, Section 2.3].

Proposition 31. If U is a sequential, r.e. theory in a finite language, then for every n, k there
exists an (n, k)-flexible formula for U .

Proof. Fix U and n, k ∈ ω. Let Proofθ(y, x, z) be the provability predicate defined as in
Definition 21 for θ(x, z) := Satn+1(x, z) ∨ U(x) (where U(x) is any decidable predicate
which represents an axiom set of U and Satn+1 is a partial truth predicate for LU). Let
ρ′(y, φ, ψ) be the formula

ψ ∈ Σ∗
k(LU ) ∧ ∃zProofθ(y, p¬∀x

(

φ ≡ ψ
)

q, z),

In the above, p¬∀x
(

φ ≡ ψ
)

q denotes the (S1
2 -representation of the) function which, given

(Gödel codes of) formulae φ(x), ψ(x) (both having at most x-free) returns the (Gödel
code of the) sentence ¬∀x(φ ≡ ψ). Finally put

ρ(y, φ, ψ) := ρ′(y, φ, ψ) ∧ ∀y′∀ψ′
(

〈y′, ψ′〉 < 〈y, ψ〉 → ¬ρ′(y′, φ, ψ′)
)

.

Using the diagonal lemma in U define γ(x) to be the formula such that

U ⊢ γ(x) ≡ ∃y∃ψ
(

ρ(y, pγq, ψ) ∧ Satk(ψ, x)
)

.

Now fix any M |= U , any ψ ∈ Σ∗
k(LU ) and aiming at a contradiction assume that there

is no Σ∗
n(LU )-elementary extension of M making ∀x

(

γ(x) ≡ ψ(x)
)

true. It follows that
U + (n+ 1)-Diag(M) ⊢ ¬∀x

(

γ(x) ≡ ψ(x)
)

. Hence, for some χ ∈ (n + 1)-ElDiag(M)

U ⊢ χ→ ¬∀x
(

γ(x) ≡ ψ(x)
)

.

By existentially generalizing on the additional parameters fromMwe can assume that χ
is in the language ofU . Let us pickψ ∈M and the proof p ∈M such that 〈p, ψ〉 is minimal
such that M |= ρ′(ppq, pγq, pψq). Such a pair exists, by the least number principle in the
well-founded part of M. In particular, p witnesses that for some χ′ ∈ (n + 1)-Diag(M),
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U ⊢ χ′ → ¬∀x(γ ≡ ψ). As previously we can assume that χ′ contains no parameters.
Then obviously M |= ρ(ppq, pγq, pψq). Moreover, for any y and z, if M |= ρ(y, pγq, z),
then y is in the E-equivalence class corresponding to ppq and z is in the E-equivalence
class corresponding to pψq (See Convention 9).

It follows that M |= ∀x
(

γ(x) ≡ Sat∗k(pψq, x)
)

. Consequently,M |= ∀x
(

γ(x) ≡ ψ(x)
)

.

However, sinceM |= U + χ′,M |= ¬∀x
(

γ(x) ≡ ψ(x)
)

.

Lemma 32. For every r.e. sequential theory U in a finite language L, every n, k ∈ ω and every
model M |= U which contains infinitely many Σ∗

k(L)-definable elements there is an N �n M
and a decomposition N =

⋃

m∈ωMm such that for everym, l ∈ ω there is an element ofN which
is parameter-free definable in N but not Σ∗

l (LMm
)-algebraic.

Proof. FixU ,M and n, k as above. Without loss of generality assume that k < n. We shall
define

• a chain of models {Mi}i∈ω ;

• a sequence of formulae {θi(x)}i∈ω ;

• a sequence of numbers {ni}i∈ω .

such that

1. n0 = n + 1 and for each i, ni < Σ∗(θi+1) < ni+1, where Σ∗(θ) denotes the Σ∗
n

complexity of θ.

2. M0 = M and for each i, Mi �ni
Mi+1 andMi |= U .

3. for each i, Mi+1 contains an element which is definable in Mi+1 with θi+1(x) but
not Σ∗

ni
(LMi

)-algebraic (in Mi+1).

Assume that we have succeeded. LetN =
⋃

i∈ω Mi. Then it follows that for every i ∈ ω,
Mi �ni

N . Hence, the following follows

• N |= U and M �n N .

• if d is definable inMi+1 by the formula θi+1, then d is definable with θi+1 inN and,
in N , d is not Σ∗

ni
(LMi

)-algebraic.

Now we show how to construct the three sequences. For n = 0 we do what is necessary
with n0 andM0 and let θ0(x) be any formula. Assume that our sequences are constructed
up to k. We let θk+1 be an (nk + 1, nk + 1)-flexible formula. Let Th := A ∪ B ∪ C be a
theory in the language L(Mk)∪{d}, where d is a fresh constant and A,B,C are defined:

A. (nk + 1)-Diag(Mk)

B. {∃≤ixφ(x) → ¬φ(d) | φ(x) ∈ Σ∗
nk
(LMk

), i ∈ ω}

C. ∃!xθk+1(x) ∧ θk+1(d).

We claim that Th is consistent. Indeed, fix any finite fragmentK of Th, let φ0, . . . , φm be
all Σ∗

nk
(LMk

)-formulae that occur in B ∩ K and without loss of generality assume that
each of them is satisfied by finitelymany elements inMk. Pick any ψ(x) ∈ Σ∗

k(LU )which
defines inMk an element which is different from any element satisfying

∨

j≤m φj(x). I.e.
ψ(x) is such that

Mk |= ∃!xψ(x) ∧ ∀x
(

ψ(x) →
∧

j≤m

¬φj(x)
)

.
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Such a ψ exists because in M there are infinitely many Σ∗
k(LU ) definable elements and

M �k Mk. By flexibility of θk+1 there existsN �nk
M such thatN |= U + ∀x

(

θk+1(x) ≡
ψ(x)

)

. By the choice of ψ and nk,N |= ∀x
(

ψ(x) →
∧

j≤m ¬φj(x)
)

. HenceN |= K and Th
is indeed consistent.

We putMk+1 to be any model of Th. We set nk+1 := Σ∗(θk+1) + 1.

Theorem 33. Suppose that U is a sequential, r.e. theory in a finite language L,K : S1
2 ⊳ U and

n is such that there is a model M |= U with infinitely many Σ∗
n(L)-definable elements. Then

TBK(L) does not semantically define DEFK(L) modulo L and does not impose the equality of
definables.

Proof. Fix U , K , n ∈ ω and let M |= U have infinitely many Σ∗
n(L)-definable elements.

Without loss of generality assume that it is ω-saturated, that is, M realizes all the types
with finitely many parameters from M. Then, for every V , complete and consistent ex-
tension of U , there is c ∈M which codes V inM (according to the Definition 11). LetN
be theΣ∗

k(L)-elementary extension ofM constructed as in Lemma 32, wherem is greater
than the complexity of x ∈U y (see Definition 7). Since m is large enough, in N there is
an element which codes Th(N ). Hence we can fix c ∈ N such that

(N , c) |= TBK(L).

Claim For all sufficiently large k, for all b ∈ N there is an N ′ �k N such that

1. (N ′, c, b) |= Th((N , c, b))

2. there is a definable element inN which is not definable in N ′.

Before proving the claim we show that it implies that TBK neither imposes the equality
of (L-)definables nor semantically defines DEFK . Indeed, assuming the claim is true,
for every b ∈ N , Th((N , c, b)) is a complete and consistent theory which syntactically
defines TBK and does not impose the equality of definables. It directly follows that TBK

does not impose the equality of definables. Finally, if there were a definition of DEFK in
(N , c), then for some b ∈ N this definition would work provably in Th((N , c, b)), hence
DEFK would be syntactically definable in Th((N , c, b)). This would contradict the fact
that Th((N , c, b)) does not impose the equality of definables .

Fix any k which is larger than the complexity of x ∈ y and any b ∈ N . Now, aiming at
a proof of the claim, we define a model N ′ satisfying 1 and 2. Let l be such that b ∈ Ml,
where {Mi}i∈ω is the chain constructed for N in Lemma 32. Now, let d be any element
of N which is parameter-free definable, but not Σ∗

k+1(LMl
)-algebraic.

Consider the theory Thwhich is the union of the following sets (we say that a formula
φ(x) is syntactically a definition if for some φ′(x), φ(x) is of the form φ′(x) ∧ ∀y

(

φ′(y) →
y = x

)

):

• Th((N , c, b))

• (k + 1)-Diag(N )

• {¬ψ(d) | ψ(x) ∈ L ∧ ψ is syntactically a definition}

Clearly any model of Th will satisfy 1 and 2, so it is enough to show that Th is con-
sistent. Suppose not. Then for finitely many formulae ψ0, . . . , ψt and some formula
ν(x) ∈ Σ∗

k+1(L ∪ {c, b}) such that ν(d) ∈ (k + 1)-Diag(N ) and we have

Th((N , c, b)) ⊢ ν(x) →
∨

j≤t

ψj(x).

18



It follows that Th((N , c, b)) ⊢ ∃≤txν(x). However, this is impossible sinceN |= Th((N , c, b))
and d is not Σ∗

k+1(L ∪ {c, b})-algebraic in N .

Corollary 34. Let U be a sequential r.e. theory in a finite language with K : S1
2 ⊳ U . Suppose

that for some n ∈ ω there is a model M |= U with infinitely many Σ∗
n(L)-definable elements,

then DEFK does not have a restricted axiomatization modulo U .

Proof. Fix U as above and assume V is a Σ∗
k-restricted L ∪ {D}-theory such that

U + V ≡ DEFK(L).

Take any model M |= U and n ∈ ω such that in M there are infinitely many Σ∗
n(L)-

definable elements. Without loss of generality assume that M is recursively saturated.
Hence, there is an element c ∈M such that for all a ∈M , φ(x) ∈ L,

M |= 〈φ(x), a〉 ∈M c ≡ ∃!xφ(x) ∧ φ(a).

In the above both 〈·, ·〉, ∈M denote the set theoretical operations given by the direct inter-
pretation of AS. It follows that ElDiag(M) ⊢ DEFK [〈x, y〉 ∈ c/D(x, y)]. Suppose that l is
the complexity of 〈x, y〉 ∈M z. By our assumption, it follows that U+(k+ l)-Th((M, c)) ⊢
V [〈x, y〉 ∈M c/D(x, y)]. Hence

U + (k + l)-Th((M, c)) ⊢ DEFK [〈x, y〉 ∈M c/D(x, y)].

Let N �k+l M be the model constructed in Lemma 32. It follows that N |= U + (k +
l)-Th(M, c), hence, by our assumption

N |= DEFK [〈x, y〉 ∈M c/D(x, y)].

Hence for somem ∈ ω inN all L-definable elements are Σ∗
m(L)-definable with a param-

eter c. This contradicts the properties of N .

We finish this sectionwith some observations regarding the relations between seman-
tical and syntactical definability of TB, DEF and USB.

Proposition 35. For any sequential model M for a finite language L and an interpretation
N : S1

2 ⊳ ElDiag(M), if ElDiag(M) syntactically defines USBN (L), then Th(M) syntacti-
cally defines USBN (L).

Proof. FixM, N and supposeT ′
M(x, y, z) is such that for some b, T ′

M(x, y, b)definesUSBN (L)
in M. Let n be the ∆∗ complexity of T ′

M. Let Satn(x, y) be the partial satisfaction predi-
cate for∆n formulae (as in Fact 10 and the discussion following it). Let Sat′n(ψ, z, w0, w1)
be the formula

Formv0,v1,v2
L (ψ) ∧ Satn(ψ, [v0 7→ w0, v1 7→ w1, v2 7→ z]).

In the above, Formv0,v1,v2
L (ψ) expresses thatψ is a formulawhose free variables are exactly

v0, v1, v2 (v0, v1, v2 being fixed variables) and [v0 7→ x, v1 7→ y, v2 7→ z] denotes the unique
assignment sending v0 to x, v1 to y and v2 to z. Now put

Θ(φ,ψ, x, z) := SATw0,w1

n [Sat′n(ψ, z, w0, w1)] → Satn(ψ, [v0 7→ φ, v1 7→ x, v2 7→ z]).

Recall that SATw0,w1

n [ξ] is a formula expressing that ξ(w0, w1) is a ∆∗
n-satisfaction pred-

icate with w0 being the variable corresponding to formulae and w1 being the variable
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corresponding to assignments (as introduced in the remarks following Fact 10). There-
fore, the intuitive meaning of Θ(φ,ψ, x, z) is: if ψ(z, w0, w1) is a satisfaction predicate for
∆∗

n formulae (where z is treated as a parameter), then φ is satisfied by x according to
this satisfaction predicate." Finally put TM(φ, x) := ∀ψ(v0, v1, v2) ∈ ∆∗

n∀z
(

Jn(pdp(ψ)) →
Θ(φ,ψ, x, z)

)

.
The meaning of the definition is that φ is satisfied by x if and only if φ is satisfied by x

according to allΣ∗
n(L) truth definitions for formulae of complexity atmost the complexity

of φ. TM clearly does not involve any parameters. Such a definition does the job since
first of all there is ∆∗

n definable satisfaction predicate (i.e. T ′
M(x, y, b)) and secondly, all

satisfaction predicates have to agree on formulae of standard complexity. We omit the
elementary details.

Corollary 36. Let U be an r.e. sequential theory in a finite language and N : S1
2 ⊳ U . If there

is an n such that for every M |= U , ElDiag(M) syntactically defines USBN with a formula of
complexity n, then U syntactically defines USBN .

Proof. It is enough to observe that the formula TM from the proof of Proposition 35 de-
pends only on n, but not onM.

Remark 37. In Theorem 64 we shall construct a theory U ⊇ PA in an infinite language
such that for every M |= U ElDiag(M) syntactically defines UTBid(LPA) with an atomic
formula butU does not syntactically defineUTBid(LPA). Similarly, in Theorem73, wewill
construct a theory V in a finite language such that in every model M |= V , ElDiag(M)
syntactically defines UTBid(LPA)without a uniform bound on the complexity of the def-
initions, such that V does not syntactically define UTBid(LPA).

Corollary 36 fails dramatically in the context of TBN .

Proposition 38. IfU is any sequential theory andN : S1
2⊳U , then there is a theory Th ⊇ U such

that in every model of Th, TBN is definable with an atomic formula but Th does not syntactically
define TBN modulo LU .

Proof. FixU and an interpretationN : S1
2⊳U . Consider the extensionofU in the language

with two additional predicates T1(x), T2(x) with all sentences of the form

T1(pφq) ≡ φ ∨ T2(pψq) ≡ ψ,

for φ,ψ ∈ L. Call this theory 2TBN . Observe that if (M, T1, T2) |= 2TBN , then

(M, T1) |= TBN or (M, T2) |= TBN .

So it is sufficient to show that 2TBN does not define TBN . We shall show that 2TBN

does not impose elementary equivalence. Fix any n and let M1 |= U be an ω-saturated
model of U . In particular, M1 codes (in the sense of the defined membership predicate
∈U satisfying AS) every consistent and complete extension of U . Assume that k is the
complexity ofU -definition of x ∈U y. Let θ be a (k+n, 0)-flexible formula overU . Without
loss of generality assume that M1 |= ∃xθ(x). By Proposition 31 there is M2 �k+n M1

such that M2 |= ∀x¬θ(x). Let c1, c2 ∈ M be the codes of the theories of M1 and M2

respectively. Now put

TMi

1 := {a ∈Mi | Mi |= a ∈U c1}

TMi

2 := {a ∈Mi | Mi |= a ∈U c2}
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It follows that (Mi, T
Mi

1 , TMi

2 ) |= 2TBN and

(M1, T
M1

1 , TM1

2 ) �n (M2, T
M2

1 , TM2

2 ).

However Th(M1) 6= Th(M2), which ends the proof.

In fact, the above proof gives us a stronger statement:

Proposition 39. If U is any sequential theory and N : S1
2 ⊳ U , then there is a theory Th ⊇ U

such that every complete extension of Th syntactically defines TBN modulo LU with an atomic
formula but Th does not syntactically define TBN modulo LU .

Corollary below answers the question of Albert Visser from [21][Question 5.7]

Corollary 40. For every sequential theory U and interpretation N : S1
2 ⊳U , TBN does not have

a restricted axiomatization modulo U .

Proof. Suppose there is an n-restricted theory V such that U + V ≡ TBN . Let M1, M2,
TM1

1 , TM2

1 be constructed as in the proof of Proposition 38. Since (M1, T
M1

1 ) |= TBN it
follows that (M1, T

M1

1 ) |= V and since V is n-restricted, then (M2, T
M2

1 ) |= V . Hence
(M2, T

M2

1 ) |= TBN , which is impossible, because p∃xθ(x)q ∈ TM2

1 but M2 |= ∀x¬θ(x).

An observant readermight wonderwhether there is anything interesting to say about
the uniform version of a theory DEFK . One way to formulate this theory is via the fol-
lowing collection of sentences

∀x∀y
(

D(pφ(v,w)q, x, y) ≡ ∃!vφ(v, y) ∧ φ(x, y)
)

.

The intuitive meaning of D(pφ(v,w)q, a, b) is that a is definable via the formula φ(x, b),
where b is a parameter. Let us call this theory UDEFK

Actually, it is very easy to see that for every U , UDEFK and USBK are mutually defin-
able. Indeed, the definition of D(x, y, z) in USBK is analogous to the case of DEFK and
USBK , and the definition of S(φ(v), y) in UDEFK is given by the formula:

D(pv = w ∧ φ(v)q, y, y).

4.1 Skolem functions

We devote this section to the concept of Skolem functions. We treat it separately, since
we do not have a clear semantical property which characterizes it up to the definability.
However it is worth mentioning since it is classical and nicely fits into our hierarchy. As
previously we work over a fixed sequential theory U in a language L and K is a distin-
guished interpretation S1

2 ⊳ U .

Skolem functions SK(L) extends U with all sentences of the form

∃xφ(x) → φ(H(pφq)),

where φ(x) is an L-formula, with a single free variable andH(x) is a fresh function sym-
bol.
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Uniform Skolem functions USK(L) extends EA with all sentences of the form

∃xφ(x, y) → φ(H(pφq, y), y),

whereφ(x, y) is anL-formulawith atmostx, y-free andH(x, y) is a fresh function symbol.

Proposition 41. For every sequential theoryU and everyK : S1
2⊳U , TBK(LU ) andDEFK(LU )

are syntactically definable in SK(LU )moduloLU . Similarly,USBK(LU ) is syntactically definable
in USK(LU ) modulo LU .

Proof. We do the case of USBK(LU ), the rest of cases is very similar. Define

S(φ, x) := 1
(

H(θφ, x)
)

,

where θφ(z, x) :=
(

(1(z) ∧ φ(x)) ∨ (0(z) ∧ ¬φ(x))
)

(we recall that n(x) is the analogue of
x = n in the context of a general sequential theory).

Now,we turn to separations between theories of truth, definability, satisfaction on one
side and skolem functions on the other. We start with the comparison od truth and wit-
nessing functions. The following lemma is a variant of Lemma 32. We stress, that unlike
its predecessor it holds without the additional assumption on the existence of infinitely
many Σ∗

n(L) definable elements.

Lemma 42. For every r.e. sequential theory U in a finite language, every model M |= U and
every n ∈ ω, there is a model M �n N such that N =

⋃

i∈ωMi and for every l,m ∈ ω, there is
θ(x) ∈ L such that N |= ∃xθ(x) but for every Σ∗

l (LMm
)-definable element a ∈ N ,N |= ¬θ(a).

Proof. The strategy is the same as in the proof of Lemma 32. We build sequences {Mi},
{θi} and {ni} which satisfy conditions 1. and 2. from the proof and we switch condition
3. to the following one

3’. for each i, Mi+1 |= ∃xθi+1(x) but for every Σ∗
ni
(LMi

) definition φ(x), Mi+1 |=
¬(θi+1(x) ∧ φ(x)).

It is a routine exercise to verify that for so defined sequence {Mi}i∈ω , N :=
⋃

i∈ω Mi

satisfy the thesis of the lemma. Let us now showhow to construct the relevant sequences.
We defineM0 = M, n0 = n + 1 and choose θ0 to be any formula. Since U is sequential,
there is k ∈ ω and {φi(x)}i∈ω such that for each j, φj is of complexity Σ∗

k, M |= ∃xφj(x)
and for any i 6= j,M |= ¬

(

φi(x)∧φj(x)
)

(for example φi defines the E-equivalence class
corresponding to the natural number i). Assume that we are givenMi, ni. We let θi+1(x)
be the (ni + 1, k)-flexible formula. Consider the following theory

Th := U + (ni + 1)-Diag(Mi) + {θi+1(d)} + {¬θi+1(a) | a ∈Mi}.

We claim that Th is consistent. For this, fix a finite fragmentA ⊆ Th and assume a1, . . . , al
are all elements from Mi such that ¬θ(a) occurs in A. Let m be any natural number
such that for all i ≤ l, Mi |= ¬φm(ai). By the flexibility of θi+1 there is a model M′ |=
U + ∀x(θi+1(x) ≡ φm(x)) such thatMi+1 �ni+1 M

′. Clearly, M′ |= A. Nowwe setMi+1

to be any model of Th and put ni+1 := Σ∗(θi+1)+ 1. Observe that, by elementarity, every
Σ∗
ni
(LMi

) definable element in Mi+1 belongs to Mi. Hence, no witness for ∃xθi+1(x) is
Σ∗
ni
(LMi

)-definable in Mi+1.
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Theorem 43. For every r.e. sequential U in a finite language and every K : S1
2 ⊳ U , TBK(LU )

does not semantically define SK(LU ).

Proof. Fix anymodelM |= U which is ω-saturated. LetN be amodel satisfying the thesis
of Lemma 42 for n equal to the complexity of the definition of x ∈ y in U . In particularN
is an n−elementary extension of M. It follows that N codes Th(N ). Let c ∈ M be such
a code. Consequently (N , c) |= TBK [x ∈N c/T (x)]. We claim that ElDiag(N , c) does not
syntactically define SK modulo LU . Assume the contrary and let k be the complexity of
the definition of H(x, y) (in a relational form). Assume further that all the parameters
used in the definition belong toMm. Then H(x, y) is Σ∗

k+n(LMm
)-definable in N . It fol-

lows that each non-empty parameter-free definable set A ⊆ N contains a witness which
is Σ∗

k+n(LMm
)-definable in N . This contradicts the property ofN .

Proposition 44. If U ⊆ LPA extends PA, then DEFid(LPA) defines Sid(LPA) and USBid(LPA)
syntactically defines USid(LPA) modulo LPA.

Proof. Essentially this follows, since PA has definable Skolem functions. Let us do the
case of USid(LPA). Working in PA+USBid(LPA) we define

H(φ(x, v), y) = z := S(pφ(x, v) ∧ ∀w < x¬φ(w, v)q, 〈z, y〉).

As the next two theorems show, in the above result PA cannot be replaced by any of
its finite fragments. Unfortunately we do not know exactly over which sequential theo-
ries, DEFN (L) semantically/syntactically defines SN (L). Similarly, we do not know over
which sequential theories, USBNL semantically/syntactically defines USN (L). However
we can isolate a fairly natural class of theories over which the definability fails.

Theorem 45. For every n ∈ ω, and every U ⊆ LPA consistent with BΣn + ¬IΣn + exp,
USBid(LPA) does not parameter-free semantically define Sid(LPA) modulo LPA.

Proof. Fix U and n ∈ ω and letM |= U be countable and recursively saturated. We claim
that there is a (non-empty) parameter-free definable set A ⊆ M such that A contains no
parameter-free definable element. Assume the contrary. Then, by the Tarski-Vaught test,
K(M) � M. In particular K(M) |= BΣn + ¬IΣn + exp and every element of K(M)
is parameter-free definable inK(M). SinceK(M) has no proper elementary submodel,
this literally contradicts [13, Theorem 7.4.4].

So assume A ⊆ M is a parameter-free definable subset of M with no parameter-
free definable element. Since M is recursively saturated, by an easy back-and-forth ar-
gument, for each a ∈ A there is an automorphism of M which moves a. Let S :=
{〈pφ(x)q, a〉 ∈ ω ×M | M |= φ(a)} be the Tarskian satisfaction class for M. It follows
that (M, S) |= USBid. Moreover, the automorphism groups of M and (M, S) are the
same (because each isomorphism preserve definable sets and pointwise fixes ω). Sup-
pose Sid(LPA) is parameter-free definable in (M, S). It follows that there is an element
of A which is parameter-free definable in (M, S). However, by the choice of A, S and
M, every element ofA can be moved by an automorphism of (M, S). This concludes the
proof.

Theorem 46. For every n ∈ ω, and every U consistent with BΣn + ¬IΣn + exp, USBid(LPA)
does not semantically define USid modulo U .
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Proof. Wemodify the above proof of Proposition 45. We fix U, n,M exactly as above and
claim that for each a ∈ M there is an LPA ∪ {a} definable subset ofM with no LPA ∪ {a}
definable element. The idea of the argument is as previously, only instead of K(M) we
are using K(M, a) (the model consisting of (LPA ∪ {a})-definable elements of M) and
instead of [13, Theorem 7.4.4] we use [8, Corollary 3.5].

Now we let S be defined exactly in the same way as previously. We fix a ∈ M and
show that there is no definition of H which uses a as a parameter. Assume that there is
such a definition. LetA be the a-definable set with no a-definable element. It follows that
for every element b ∈ A there is an automorphism f ∈ Aut(M) which fixes a and moves
b. As previously it follows that no element in A is a-definable in (M, S), which ends the
proof.

Proposition 47. For every sequential theory U andK : S1
2 ⊳U , SK(LU ) does not semantically

define USBK(LU ) modulo LU .

Proof. This follows from the fact that each sequential theory has a model M such that
for some c ∈ M , (M, c) |= SN (LU )[〈x, y〉 ∈M c/H(x) = y]. Indeed, let M |= U be
any recursively saturated model of U . Consider the following recursive type p(x) (recall
(Convention 9) that we treat pφ(y)q as a predicate which isolates E-equivalence class of
elements corresponding to the numeral naming pφq, so pφ(y)q(z) means that z is equal
to the numeral naming pφ(y)q):

{∃yφ(y) → ∃!z∃!y(φ(y) ∧ pφ(y)q(z) ∧ 〈z, y〉 ∈M x) | φ(y) ∈ L}.

By the sequentiality ofU , p(x) is a type. Any elements realizing this type codes awitness-
ing function for L-formulae. However, a predicate satisfying USB can never be definable
with a parameter.

4.2 PA case

In this subsection and until the end of the paper (i.e. also in Section 5), we specialize to
languages which extend LPA with at most countably many new predicate symbols and
theories that extend PA and prove full scheme of induction for their respective languages.
In particular, we will omit the mention of the interpretation of S1

2 in our theory, as it will
be assumed to be identity. As it will be important to distinguish between the situation
in which we have full induction for the truth predicate and the one in which induction
is assumed only for arithmetical formulae, we shall employ the following notation: the
minus sign in the superscript will indicate that we do not extend induction axioms to the
whole language. In particular, USB−(L) denotes simply PA+USBid(L) (in the terminol-
ogy of Section 2.3) and USB(L) is its extension with induction axioms for the extended
language. The collection of all induction axioms for a language Lwill be denoted IndL.

We start with a proposition that is properly weaker than already proved Theorem 24,
but we give it here because in this context it has a particularly illustrative proof.

Proposition 48. If PA ⊆ U is an r.e. theory in a finite language which uniformly imposes L-
elementarity (elementary equivalence, preserves definability) and such that U ⊢ IndLU

, then
USB(L) (TB(L), DEF(L)) is syntactically definable in U .

Proof. We sketch the proof for USB(L) (the proof easily adapts to the other two cases).
We use the following convention: if φ(x) is an arbitrary formula, then Con(φ(x)) denotes
the assertion that the theory consisting of all those axioms that satisfy φ(x) is consistent.
Choose n witnessing that U uniformly imposes L-elementarity.
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Consider the following formalized theory (Truek(x) is a partial truth predicate forΣ∗
k

sentences, which is based on Satk(x.y)):

α(x) := Truen+1(x) ∨
(

U(x) ∧ Con(U↾x + Truen+2)
)

.

In the above U(x) is an elementary predicate which represents the axiom set of U and
U↾x denotes the theory consisting of all axioms of U of Gödel code ≤ x and Con(U↾x +
Truen+2) expresses that every Σ∗

n+2 sentence provable in U↾x is true. Since U contains
full PA,U proves cut-elimination theorem for first-order logic. In particular, for every k, n
separately, by considering cut-free proofs, insideU we can reprove the standard inductive
argument and show that U↾k + Truen+1 is consistent (i.e. axioms of U smaller than k are
consistent with all Σ∗

n+1 true sentences). Hence U ⊢ Con(α(x)) (i.e. the set of axioms
defined by α(x) is a consistent theory.) and, for every k separately,

U ⊢ U↾k ⊆ α. (1)

By the Arithmetized Completeness Theorem (see [9, Section 13.2]) there is a definable
model N = (N,+N , ·N , 0N , 1N ) which comes with a definable truth predicate |=N such
that U proves

∀φ
(

α(φ) → N |=N φ
)

(2)

Let ι denote the canonical initial embedding of the universe onto an initial segment ofN ,
defined recursively ι(0) = 0N , ι(x+1) = ι(x) +N 1N (i.e. x is mapped to the value if the
x-th numeral as computed inN ) and define

TU (φ, x) := N |=N φ[ι(x)].

Wecheck thatU ⊢ USB−(L)[TU/T ]. Pick anymodelM |= U . Then the definablemodelN
gives rise to a truemodel (which will be denotedwith the same letter) and |=N coincides
with the usual satisfaction class forN . Hence, by (1) and (2),N |= U . By the properties
of ι, ι[M] ⊆e N . Since M |= Truen+1 ⊆ α, ι[M] �n N . It follows that ι[M↾L] � N ↾L,
because U imposes L-elementarity. In particular, for an arbitrary a ∈ M and φ(x) ∈ L
the following are equivalent

1. M |= TU (φ, a)

2. M |= N |=N φ[ι(a)]

3. N |= φ[ι(a)]

4. ι[M] |= φ[ι(a)]

5. M |= φ(a)

The equivalence between 2. and 3. is the absoluteness of the satisfaction relation and the
equivalence between 3. and 4. follows, since ι[M↾L] � N ↾L.

In the separations below we shall use the following observation:

Proposition 49. Let L be at most countable language. Suppose (M,D) |= PA + DEF(L) is
nonstandard. Then the L-definable elements are bounded in M.
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Proof. We use overspill on the formula

ψ(x) := ∃c∀φ(z) < x∀y
(

D(φ(z), y) → y < c
)

.

Clearly (M,D) |= ψ(n) for every n ∈ ω. Hence ψ(d) holds for some d ∈ M \ ω and the
witness for ψ(d) bounds all the definable elements.

Proposition 50. If U ⊇ PA is an r.e. theory in at most countable language LU such that U ⊢
IndLU

, then U +USB(LU ) �s
LU

U +DEF(LU ) �s
LU

U + TB(LU ).

Proof. The second separation follows, since there is a model (M, T ) |= U + TB(LU ) in
which the LU -definable elements are cofinal. This model cannot be expanded to a model
of DEF(LU ), by Proposition 49. To get this model fix any (M, T ) |= TB(LU ), which is
not a model of true arithmetic. Let c ∈ SSy(M) be the code of the theory of M (this
element exists because we have induction for the truth predicate). ThenK(M) (the sub-
model consisting ofLU -definable elements) is nonstandard and elementary inM. By the
Gaifman splitting theorem for U (se [9, Corollary 7.10]) there is N such that

K(M) �cof N �e M.

(in fact,N is simply the supremumofK(M) inM). SinceN �e M, we may assume that
c ∈ N , (N , c) |= TB(LU )[x ∈ c/T (x)]. However in N the definable elements are cofinal,
because K(M) �cof N .

The first separation follows, since there is a model of DEF(LU ) whose LU -reduct is
not short recursively saturated, and USB(LU ) imposes LU -recursive saturation (see e.g.
[4]). To see that such a model exists, fix any nonstandard (M,D) |= DEF(LU ) and let d
be such that for every φ(x) and every a ∈M

(M,D) |= 〈pφ(x)q, a〉 ∈ d ≡ D(pφ(x)q, a).

The existence of d follows once again by overspill. TakeN := K(M, d) (i.e. the submodel
ofM consisting of elements (LU∪{d})-definable with parameter d). Then d ∈ N �LU

M
and N is not short recursively saturated, since it does not realise the type p(x, d)

{x < d ∧
(

∃!yφ(y, d) → ¬φ(x, d)
)

| φ(y) ∈ LU}.

However, N expands to a model of DEF(LU ), because in N the predicate satisfying
DEF(LU ) is definable with a parameter via the formula

D(x, y) := Form1(x) ∧ 〈x, y〉 ∈ d.

where Form1(x) says that x is a formula with one free variable.

Recall that ≤s
L and ≤m

L denote syntactical and semantical definability modulo L (re-
spectively).

Corollary 51. TB ≤s
LPA

DEF ≤s
LPA

USB but TB �m
LPA

DEF �m
LPA

USB.

Remark 52. As a corollary we also obtain the above separations and reductions also for
noninductive version of the above theories. For the separations: notice that if there were
reductions in the noninductive case, they would simply imply the respective reductions
in the fully inductive case. On the other, the reductions which we obtained for the in-
ductive versions of the theories, actually only used the axioms of DEF−,TB− and USB−,
respectively, not the induction scheme for the predicatesD, T , and S.
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4.2.1 Definability in no model

In this subsectionwe strengthen the non-definability results obtained above. Once again,
we switch to non-inductive variants of TB, DEF and USB, which will be denoted simply
TB−, DEF− and USB−, respectively.

In the proposition below we are going to use the following result due to Stuart Smith
([19, Theorem 3.11], and the remark immediately after the proof on p. 351)

Theorem 53. Suppose that M |= PA is nonstandard. Then for every N such that M � N and
every A ⊆ ω, (M, A) � (N , A).

In the above, (M, A) denotes the expansion of a structure M to a language with a
fresh predicate interpreted as set A.

Proposition 54. In every nonstandard model M |= PA there is a set T such that (M, T ) |=
TB−(LPA) but ElDiag(M, T ) does not syntactically define USB−(LPA).

Proof. Fix M |= PA and let T = {pφq ∈ ω | M |= φ}. We claim that ElDiag(M, T )
does not define syntactically define USB−(LPA) modulo LPA. Assume the contrary and
pick any formula S(x, y) ∈ LM . Let a be a parameter used in this definition and without
loss of generality assume that a is nonstandard. Let N be any proper elementary end
extension ofM (which exists by the Macdowell-Specker Theorem [9, Theorem 8.6]) and
letK(a) be the submodel ofM generated by the elements which are definable inM from
a. Moreover, let M′ be the submodel of M with the domain {d ∈ M | ∃x ∈ K(a)M |=
d < x}. By the result of Gaifman (see [9, Corollary 7.10]) M′ �e M (we do not assume
that this extension is proper.) We have

M′ �e M �e N ,

so by Theorem 53 for A = T ⊂ ω

(M′, T ) �e (M, T ) �e (N , T ).

Note that ω is definable in all the three models with a formula φ(x) := ∃y
(

x ≤ y ∧ T (y)
)

.
Moreover S(x, y) defines USB−(LPA) in both (M′, T ) and (N , T ) and hence

(M′, SM′

, ω) �e (N , SN , ω) (E)

(recall that for a formula φ and a model U , φU denotes the set of elements which satisfy
φ in U .) However, the LM ′ ∪ {T} formula

ζ(x, a) := ∃ψ(v0, v1) ∈ ω
[

S(pψ(v0, a/v1)q, x) ∧ ∀z
(

S(pψ(v0, a/v1)q, z) → x = z
)]

in both (M′, SM′

, ω) and (N , SN , ω) defines the set of L{a}-definable elements of M′

and N , respectively. Since (M′, SM′

, ω) |= ∀y∃x > yζ(x, a) and (N , SN , ω) |= ∃y∀x >
y¬ζ(x, a), this contradicts (E).

Proposition 55. For every model M |= PA the following are equivalent:

1. M |= Th(N)

2. For every T ⊆ M , if (M, T ) |= TB−(LPA), then ElDiag(M, T ) syntactically defines
DEF−(LPA).
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Proof. Fix any M |= PA. Assume first that M |= Th(N) and take any T ⊆ M such that
(M, T ) |= TB−(LPA). The following formula is then a definition of DEF−(LPA)

D(φ(x), y) := T (p∃!xφ(x)q) ∧ T (pφ(ẏ)q) ∧ ∀z < y¬T (pφ(ż)q).

We prove that it works. Assume first M |= ∃!xφ(x) ∧ φ(a). Since M |= Th(N), a ∈ ω. In
particular φ(a) is a standard sentence and by TB−(LPA) (M, T ) |= T (∃!xφ(x))∧T (pφ(a)q).
Since every b < a is also a standard number, then for any such b we have (M, T ) |=
¬T (pφ(b)q). Now assume (M, T ) |= D(φ, a). By TB−(LPA) it follows that M |= ∃!xφ(x).
We claim that M |= φ(a). Assume the contrary. Since (M, T ) |= T (pφ(a)q) ∧ ¬φ(a)
then a is nonstandard. However, since M |= Th(N) there is the unique n ∈ ω such that
M |= φ(n). It follows that (M, T ) |= ∃x < aT (pφ(ẋ)q), contradictingD(φ, a).

Now assume that M fails to satisfy Th(N) and let T := {φ ∈ ω | M |= φ}. Let K be
the submodel of M consisting of LPA (i.e. parameter-free) definable elements of M. Let
M′ satisfy K �cf M′ �e M. LetN be any proper elementary end-extension ofM. Now
mimic the proof of Theorem54 to conclude that if ElDiag(M, T ) definesDEF−(LPA), then
the extensions

(M′, T ) ⊆e (M, T ) (e (N , T )

cannot all be elementary, contradicting Theorem 53.

Now we comment on the relation between DEF−(LPA) ans USB−(LPA). Here, unlike
in the previous two cases, we lack the full characterisation of the class of models whose
every expansion to a model of DEF−(LPA) defines USB−(LPA).

Proposition 56. Assume M |= PA is such that every element in M is definable without pa-
rameters. Let D ⊆ M2 be such that (M,D) |= DEF−(LPA). Then USB−(LPA) is syntactically
definable in ElDiag(LPA).

Proof. LetM |= PA be prime and assume (M,D) |= DEF−(LPA). Let T (x) be a definition
of a truth predicate satisfying TB−(LPA) in (M,D) (as in Proposition 25). We define
S(φ, x) in the following way

∃ψ
(

D(ψ, x) ∧ ∀y < ψ¬D(y, x) ∧ T (p∀x(ψ(x) → φ)q)
)

.

The correctness of the definition is guaranteed by the fact that every element ofM has a
standard definition without parameters.

Finally we notice that Theorem 54 fails for fragments of PA of restricted quantifier
complexity. Let PA↾n denote the set of consequences of PA of complexity Σn.

Proposition 57. For every n there is a model M |= PA↾n such that for every T ⊆ M such that
(M, T ) |= TB−(LPA), USB−(LPA) is syntactically definable in ElDiag(M, T ).

Proof. Fix n and any model N |= PA. Let Kn be the submodel of M consisting of Σn-
definable elements. Then, by [9, Theorem 10.1] Kn �n M, hence Kn |= PA↾n. Moreover
there is a formula φ(x) such that φK

n

= ω. Fix any T , a subset of the universe of Kn such
that (Kn, T ) |= TB−(LPA). Then it is easy to check that the following formula defines
USB−(LPA) in (Kn, T )

θ(ψ(v), a) := ∃χ(v) ∈ Σn

(

φ(χ)∧ Satn(χ, a)∧∀x 6= a¬Satn(χ, x)∧T
(

p∀v
(

χ(v) → ψ(v)
)

q
)

.

28



5 Truth and recursive saturation

We recall that in this section all theories in considerations are extensions of PA (possibly
in an extended language) and − superscript signalizes that induction is assumed only for
arithmetical formulae. The following definition will be handy in the particular context
of PA as the base theory.

Definition 58. In what follows the variables s, t, u will range over Gödel codes of arith-
metical terms and variables v, vi, w - over codes of variables. For example the quantifica-
tion ∀tψ should be understood as ∀x

(

ClTerm(x) → ψ[x/t]
)

. Similarly φ,ψ will range over
codes of arithmetical sentences,w, v, over codes of variables and φ(v), ψ(v) over codes of
arithmetical formulae with at most one free variable shown. For an arbitrary closed term
t, t◦ denotes the value of t. The function t 7→ t◦ is provably total in PA, so we shall use the
symbol x◦ as if it were a function symbol in our language. φ ∈ dp(x) is an LPA formula
in variables φ and xwhich expresses that φ is a LPA formula of syntactical depth at most
x, i.e. each path in the syntactic tree of φ has length at most x (compare 2).

CT−(x) denotes the conjunction of the axiom of I∆0+exp and the following sentences
of LPA ∪ {T}:

CT1 ∀s, t
(

T (ps = tq) ≡ s◦ = t◦
)

CT2 ∀φ ∈ dp(x)∀ψ ∈ dp(x)
(

T (pφ ∨ ψq) ≡ T (φ) ∨ T (ψ)
)

.

CT3 ∀φ ∈ dp(x)
(

T (p¬φq) ≡ ¬T (φ)
)

.

CT4 ∀v∀φ(v) ∈ dp(x)
(

T (∃vφ) ≡ ∃yT (pφ(ẏ/v)q).

In the above, as introduced in Convention 9, p¬φq denotes a definable function in variable
φ that given a sentence φ returns the Gödel code of ¬φ. The use of p·q in axioms CT1, CT2
and CT4 should be understood analogously.

CT− extends PA with the sentence ∀xCT−(x) and CT(x) is the theory extending PA
with CT−(x) and full induction scheme for LPA ∪ {T}.

Remark 59. For theoriesU extending PA (in fact much less is needed), UTB−
id(LU ) is mu-

tually syntactically definable modulo LPA with the following term variant of UTB−
id(LU ),

consisting of the following biconditionals:

∀t
(

T (pφ(t)q) ≡ φ(t◦)
)

.

In the above, φ(x) is an arbitrary formula of LPA and pφ(t)q denotes the effect of formal
substitution of t for x in φ(x). The definability holds, because sufficiently strong arith-
metical theories prove that every object from the universe can be named by a closed term.
The above will be our official definition of UTBid(LU ) in this section. Arguably, it is the
best known version of the considered theories of satisfaction. Following the conventions
from the previous section, we will omit the subscript indicating the identity interpreta-
tion of S1

2 in our theories. Moreover, we will sometimes also omit the mention of the
arithmetical language LPA.

It is a well known fact that if a model (M,T ) satisfies UTB, then its arithmetical part
M is recursively saturated. Surprisingly, as shown by [14], the same holds if we assume
that (M,T ) satisfies CT−, a theory with compositional axioms for arithmetical sentences
and no induction.
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Roman Kossak, in [12], has shown that a partial reverse holds. The proof makes a
crucial use of the MacDowell-Specker Theorem (see [13]). Recall that a model N is a
conservative extension of M if M is a submodel of N and for every A ⊆ N , if A is
definable in N with parameters, then A ∩M is definable in M with parameters.

Theorem 60 (Macdowell-Specker). Let Th be a theory in at most countable language L such
that Th ⊢ PA and Th proves all the instantiations of the induction scheme with formulae of L.
Then every model of Th has a proper, conservative, elementary extension.

Theorem 61 (Kossak). LetU be a theory in a countable language, containing PA and the full in-
duction scheme (for the extended language). Then, ifU imposes (short) LPA-recursive saturation,
then U semantically defines UTB(LPA) modulo LPA.

Proof. Let M |= U and let M �e M′ be a proper, conservative and elementary end-
extension ofM. M′ exists since U is a theory in countable language satisfying full induc-
tion, so the Macdowell-Specker Theorem holds for U .

Fix an arbitrary a ∈M ′\M . Let s be an arbitrary elementwhich realizes the following
recursive type:

p(x) := {∀t < a
(

pφ(t)q ∈ x ≡ φ(t◦)
)

| φ ∈ LPA}.

In particular, s codes the set of true arithmetical sentences of standard complexity with
terms smaller than a. Let T = {x ∈ M | M′ |= x ∈ s}. Then T is a class in M, hence
it is definable in M by conservativeness of the extension. By definition, (M, T ) satisfies
UTB−(LPA). SinceM satisfies full induction, actually (M, T ) |= UTB(LPA).

In the above argument, induction is used as a crucial ingredient in order to obtain a
conservative end-extension. If amodel of a fragment of PAdoes not satisfy full induction,
it can never have an elementary end-extension at all, so the argument as-is breaks down
completely. This motivates the following question: Does Theorem 61 hold if we drop
the assumption that U proves the induction scheme for its own language? Let us start
with a simple example showing that the strict analogue cannot be true for rather general
reasons.

Remark 62. Consider the following theory RSAT(LPA) in the language extending LPA

with a fresh ternary predicate R(p, x, y). RSAT(LPA) extends PA with the following ax-
ioms of optimality (OP) and nonemptiness (NE):

OP ∃x
∧n

i=1 φ
p
i (y1, . . . , yk, x) → ∀x

(

R(p, x, 〈y1, . . . , yk〉) →
∧n

i=1 φ
p
i (y1, . . . , yk, x)

)

,

NE ∃xR(p, x, 〈y1, . . . , yk〉),

where p is the Gödel code of a total p.r. function i 7→ φpi and 〈y1, . . . , yk〉 is an arithmetical
code for a sequence y1, . . . , yk. To improve readability we shall write Rp(x, y) instead of
R(p, x, y).

We think of Rp as “type-realisers.” Each x such that Rp(x, ȳ) holds satisfies as large a
portion of the type p as possible (with parametres ȳ).

Clearly, any model of RSAT(LPA) is recursively saturated and, conversely, any recur-
sively saturated model of PA expands to a model of RSAT(LPA). In particular, if M is a
recursively saturated rather classless model of PA (see [13]), then it expands to a model
of RSAT, but not to a model of UTB. (Notice that in the definition of RSAT(LPA) we do
not assume induction for the extended language).
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The obstruction discussed in the above remark is rather general in nature and shows
that a direct strengthening of Theorem 61 is not possible. However, we might still hope
that Kossak’s result essentially holds in greater generality, in that the only way to impose
recursive saturation in a theory is “essentially” to use a truth predicate. This intuition
turns out to be correct, at least for theories extending a sufficiently strong arithmetic. The
following strengthening of Kossak’s theorem is true:

Theorem 63. Every theory in a countable language which extends PA and imposesLPA-recursive
saturation semantically defines UTB−(LPA) modulo LPA.

Notice that if U contains full induction and semantically defines UTB−(LPA)modulo
LPA, then in each model the definable truth predicate automatically satisfies full induc-
tion scheme, hence the above theorem is indeed a strengthening of the result by Kossak.

Before we present the proof of the result, let us note a counterexample to a stronger
thesis, since it actually precedes Theorem 63 and partly serves as an inspiration for its
proof. We could ask whether we could strengthen the conclusion of the theorem to syn-
tactical definability. It turns out that such a strengthening does not hold.

Theorem 64. There exists a theory U ⊇ PA + IndLU
which imposes LPA-recursive saturation

but does not syntactically define UTB−(LPA) modulo LPA.

Proof. Let (φj)j∈ω be a primitive recursive enumeration of all arithmetical formulae. Con-
sider the following theory U in the arithmetical language with additional predicates
Ti, Tω, i ∈ ω. U contains PA, full induction for the extended language, and the follow-
ing axioms:

¬∀t
(

Tj(pφi(t)q) ≡ φi(t
◦)
)

→ ∀t
(

Tω(pφj(t)q) ≡ φj(t
◦)
)

,

where i, j ∈ ω.
We claim that for everymodelM |= U , the arithmetical reduct ofM is recursively sat-

urated. Indeed, in every such model, there exists a predicate S satisfying full UTB(LPA),
since if a predicate Tj does not satisfy all the axioms of UTB(LPA), then Tω satisfies the
instance of the uniform biconditional scheme for the formula φj . Hence either one of Tj ,
j < ω, satisfies the axioms of UTB(LPA), or none of them does, in which case Tω satisfies
it.

We further claim that U does not syntactically define UTB(LPA)modulo LPA. Indeed,
suppose that there exists such a definition φ. Then φ uses only finitely many predicates
Ti. Fix any N ∈ ω large enough so that all such predicates have index i < N or i = ω.

Consider a model of U such that the arithmetical part is standard (i.e., isomorphic to
(N,+,×, 0)) and the predicates Ti are interpreted as follows: all predicates Ti for i ≤ N
are interpreted as empty sets, Tω is defined as the partial truth predicate for formulae
φi, i ≤ N :

Tω := {pφi(t)q ∈ SentLPA(N) | i ≤ N ∧ N |= φi(t
◦)},

and all Tj for j > N are defined as the standard arithmetical truth predicate, i.e.:

Tj := {pφ(t)q ∈ SentLPA(N) | N |= φ(t◦)}.

One can check that the model (N, Ti, Tω)i<ω satisfies the axioms of the theory U . On the
other hand, in that model the predicates Ti, i ≤ N and Tω are arithmetically definable,
so the set defined by the formula φ is also arithmetically definable and hence it cannot
satisfy the disquotational axioms of UTB−(LPA).
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In the proof of Theorem 64, we introduced an infinite family of predicates. The “fur-
ther” predicates Ti are from satisfying UTB−(LPA), the "closer" Tω gets to satisfying it. In
particular, any completion of U will actually have a predicate which satisfies UTB−(LPA)
provably in the theory. In fact, this pattern essentially turns out to hold in the full gener-
ality which is the key idea of Theorem 64. Let us note that the proof is largely inspired
by a related work of [2].

Proof of Theorem 63. Let U be a theory in a countable language L extending PA. Suppose
that for every modelM |= U , the arithmetical part ofM is recursively saturated. Let us
introduce some notation. By τ(x, y) we mean the type consisting of all formulae of the
form:

∀t < x
(

φ(t◦) ≡ pφ(t)q ∈ y
)

,

where φ is an arithmetical formula. In other words, τ(x, y) expresses "y is a code of the
truth predicate for standard formulae and terms not greater than x." Observe that for
every M |= PA and every a ∈ M , τ(a, y) is a type over M. Moreover, if M is any model
of the elementary arithmetic EA and for every a ∈ M , τ(a, y) is realized in M, then
M |= PA.

Let L∗ extend L with one fresh constant a. We will inductively build L∗-theories Uα

extending U and sets of L∗-formulae Aα. We let U = U0. For any α, let

Aα = {∃yφ(x, y) ∈ FormL | Uα ⊢ ∀y (φ(a, y) → τ(a, y))}.

The occurrence of τ should be understood schematically: Uα proves every sentence re-
sulting from the above template, where we substitute some formula π ∈ τ for τ . For any
α, we let:

Uα+1 = Uα ∪ {¬ψ(a) | ψ(x) ∈ Aα}.

Finally, we define Uγ as the union of Uβ for β < γ for limit ordinals γ.
Observe that if Uα is consistent, then Uα+1 strictly extends Uα. Indeed, since Uα ex-

tends U and therefore in each model of U , τ(a, y) is realised, this follows immediately by
the Omitting Types Theorem (see [3, Theorem 2.2.9]).

Now, since Uα’s form an increasing chain of sets, it has to stabilise. Let α be the least
ordinal such that Uα = Uα+1. This means that Uα is inconsistent. In particular, α has to
be a successor ordinal, say α = β + 1. Since Uβ+1 is inconsistent, by compactness there
has to be a finite collection ψ1(a), . . . , ψn(a) ∈ Aβ such that

Uβ ⊢
∨

i≤n

ψi(a).

We now turn to the main part of the proof. Fix any modelM |= U . LetM∗ � M be a
countably saturated elementary extension ofM. We claim that for some γ and some ψ ∈
Aγ , ψ(x) holds cofinally in M∗. Indeed, suppose for contradiction that for any ordinal
δ, for any ψ ∈ Aδ, there exists b such that ¬ψ(a) holds for all a > b. By saturation, this
means that for any δ, there exists bδ such that for all a > bδ, ¬ψ(a) holds for all ψ ∈ Aδ. By
transfinite induction, this means that for all δ, and all a > bδ, (M

∗, a) |= Uδ+1. However,
as we already noticed, there exists β such that Uβ ⊢

∨

i≤n ψi(a) for a finite family of
formulae in Aβ . Since there are finitely many of them, one of these formulae has to hold
cofinally in M∗. This is a contradiction.

So fix the minimal γ such that one of the formulae in Aγ holds cofinally in M∗. By
minimality, for every δ < γ and every formula ξ ∈ Aδ, the elements satisfying ξ are
bounded inM∗. Again by saturation, there exists bγ such that no element a > bγ satisfies
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any formula ξ ∈ Aδ, δ < γ. In other words, for every element a greater than bδ, (M, a) |=
Uγ . Fix any such bγ .

Let ψ = ∃yφ(x, y) ∈ Aγ be an arbitrary formula which is satisfied for cofinally many
elements inM∗. Then the following formulaT ∗(ξ)defines a predicate satisfyingUTB−(LPA)
in M∗:

T ∗(ξ) := ∀x∃y > x∃z
(

φ(y, z) ∧ ξ ∈ z
)

.

I.e., T ∗ says that there are arbitrarily large elements y such that for some z, φ(y, z) holds
and ξ ∈ z. We check that T ∗ satisfies UTB−(LPA) in M∗. We work in M∗. Assume first
T ∗(pη(t)q)) holds. Let a ∈ M∗ be greater than max{t, bγ}. Then there are b, c > a such
that φ(b, c) and ξ ∈ c. Since ∃yφ(x, y) ∈ Aγ and (M∗, b) |= Uγ , c realizes the type τ(b, c). It
follows by the definition of τ(x, y) that η(t◦) holds in M∗. Assume conversely that η(t◦)
holds. We show that T ∗(η(t)) holds as well. Fix any a and let b be any element greater
than max{bγ , a, t} such that for some c, φ(b, c) holds. Since (M∗, b) |= Uγ , it follows that
c realizes τ(b, y) and in particular, pη(t)q ∈ c. Since the initially chosen awas arbitrary, it
follows that T ∗(pη(t)q).

Since T ∗ is in fact an L-formula, by elementarity, T ∗ witnesses that ElDiag(M) syn-
tactically defines UTB−(LPA) modulo LPA.

Using UTB− as a bootstrap we can in fact give an example of the least theory, in
the sense of semantic definability, which imposes recursive saturation. Recall the the-
ory RSAT(LPA) from Remark 62.

In the proof of Theorem 66 we shall make use of the following result([4, Theorem
4.1])

Theorem 65. Suppose thatM |= PA+CT−(a), where a is nonstandard. Then there is a formula
θ(x) ∈ LM and a nonstandard b such that M |= CT(b)[θ(x)/T (x)].

Theorem 66. For an arbitrary theory U ⊇ PA in a countable language L extending PA the
following conditions are equivalent:

1. U imposes LPA-recursive saturation.

2. U semantically defines RSAT(LPA) modulo LPA.

Proof. The implication 2. ⇒ 1. is straightforward, so we prove the reverse direction. As-
sume U imposes recursive saturation and take any M |= U . Let T (x) be a definable
UTB−(LPA)-predicate and let LT denote the language LPA ∪ {T}. For an arbitrary primi-
tive recursive type p(x, y), let {φi(x, y)}i∈ω be its p.r. enumeration. To enhance readability
wewill treat the function i 7→ φi as a new primitive symbol (that should be eliminated by
substituting the proper absolute Σ1 representation of this function). Let Progz[P (z, x̄)]
be the following formula (P (z, x̄) is a placeholder for an arbitrary formula):

∀z
(

∀i < zP (i, x̄) → P (z, x̄)
)

.

We distinguish two cases:

Case 1: The standard cut is definable inM. Let ω(x) be a L(M) definition of the stan-
dard cut of M. Our definition of Rp(x, y) formalizes the following definition by cases:

{

∀z
(

ω(z) → T (φz(ẋ, ẏ)
)

, if Progv[∃x∀z < vT (φz(ẋ, ẏ))]

∀z < vT (φz(ẋ, ẏ)), if v is the greatest such that
⋂

z<v{x | T (φz(ẋ, ẏ))} 6= ∅
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We now prove that this definition works. That the optimality axioms hold is clear: fix
any parameter y and any n ∈ ω and suppose that

⋂

z<n{x | T (φz(x̄, ȳ))} 6= ∅. Then re-
gardless of which case of our definition holds, any x satisfyingRp(x, y) belongs to the set
⋂

z<n{x | T (φz(ẋ, ẏ)}, which, by the axioms ofUTB−(LPA), is the same as {x |
∧

z<n φz(x, y)}.
Let us deal with the non-emptiness axioms. Fix any y. If ¬Progv[∃x∀z < vT (φz(ẋ, ẏ))],
then by definition we have ∃xRp(x, y). Suppose now Progv[∃x∀z < vT (φz(ẋ, ẏ))] holds.
Then p(x, y) is realised, since M is recursively saturated. In particular ∃x∀z

(

ω(z) →
T (φz(ẋ, ẏ)

)

, which concludes the (current case of the) proof.

Case 2: The standard cut is not definable inM. By the compositional axioms of UTB−

we have that for every n ∈ ω (M, TM) |= CT−(n). So, by our assumption there is a
nonstandard number a such that (M, TM) |= CT−(a), i.e. T is a compositional truth
predicate for all sentencesof depth atmost a. Then, by Theorem65, there is aLM - formula
T ′(x) which defines a partial inductive satisfaction class, i.e. for some nonstandard b

(M, (T ′)M) |= CT−(b) + IndLT
.

Let us fix T ′ and b such that the above holds. Let c be any nonstandard number such that
M |= ∀i < c φi ∈ dp(b). Now we can simply define Rp(x, y) to be the following formula:

∃v
[

∀i < vT ′(φi(ẋ, ẏ)) ∧ ∀v′ > v
(

v′ > c ∨ ¬∃z∀i < v′T ′(φi(ż, ẏ))
)]

.

Thus Rp(x, y) defines the set
⋂

z<v{x | T ′(φz(ẋ, ẏ))}, where v is the greatest number
≤ c such that the above intersection is not empty (by convention the intersection of the
empty family is the whole universe of the model). Such a v always exists by the fact that
(M, (T ′)M) |= IndLT

. It is now a routine exercise to check that for this definition both
the nonemptiness and optimality axioms hold.

Remark 67. It is easy to observe that Theorems 63 and 66 still hold if PA and LPA are
substituted by a pair V , L such that PA ⊆ V , L has at most countably many additional
predicates and V ⊢ IndL.

By modifying the proof of Pakhomov and Visser ([18, Theorem 4.1]) we can show
that actually no finite theory can replace RSAT in Theorem 66:

Proposition 68. If U is a finite theory such that PA+U imposes LPA-recursive saturation, then
there is a finite theory V such that PA+V does not semantically define U moduloLPA and PA+V
imposes LPA-recursive saturation.

Proof. In the proof all definability between theories is modulo LPA. First observe that for
a finite theory U and an arbitrary theory V , V semantically defines U if and only if V
syntactically defines U . Fix U and assume that U imposes LPA-recursive saturation. For
an arithmetical formula φ(x) let CT−↾φ(x) denote the following LT sentence:

∀x
(

∀y < x φ(y) → CT−(LPA)(x)
)

.

Now apply the diagonal lemma to get a Σ1 formula ψ = ∃xφ(x) such that

EA ⊢ ψ ≡ ”PA+ CT−↾¬φ(x) syntactically defines U”.

We shall show that CT−↾¬φ(x) satisfies the requirements put on a theory V in the thesis of
our proposition. First, we claim that ψ is false. Assume the opposite and take n ∈ ω such
that EA ⊢ φ(n). By the existence of partial truth predicates, it follows that EA defines
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EA + CT−↾¬φ(x). However, by the fixpoint property of ψ, it follows that PA defines U .
Since U + PA imposes LPA-recursive saturation, it follows that PA imposes LPA-recursive
saturation, which is obviously false. Hence ψ is false and it follows that PA + CT−↾¬φ(x)
does not define U . We claim that PA + CT−↾¬φ(x) imposes LPA recursive saturation. In-
deed, fix any M |= PA + CT−↾¬φ(x). Since ψ is false, then for every n ∈ ω, M |= ¬φ(n),
hence by the overspill principle, for some nonstandard c, M |= ∀x < c¬φ(x). As a con-
sequence, M |= CT−(c). It follows by Lachlan’s theorem (see [9, Theorem 15.5]) that
M↾LPA is LPA-recursively saturated, which ends the proof.

Finally, we would like to return to Theorem 64. We will show that the infinite lan-
guage we used in the proof of that theorem was not an indispensable ingredient of our
argument. In the refined proof, instead of saying that an alleged definition of a truth
predicate cannot use all the symbols, we will only say that it cannot have a bounded
complexity. Thus, this shall fullfil our promise made in the introduction of delivering a
theory in a finite language which defines UTB−(LPA) semantically but not syntactically.

In the proof, we will use properties of generic sets in computability theory. Our ar-
gument consists of two parts. We will first show in Lemma 72 that for an arbitrary n,
we can find a set A ⊆ N (in the standard model) such that it defines the standard truth
predicate for the arithmetical sentences, but not with a formula of complexity≤ n. To ac-
complish this, we amalgamate two constructions: (iterated) jump-inversion theorem and
the construction of an n-generic (as presented in [16, Chapter V] and [17, Chapter XII]).
Then we will show that this argument formalises in arithmetic and we will use Lemma
72 to construct a theory in a finite language which defines a UTB−(LPA) predicate in ev-
ery model but does not do so uniformly. Below ≤T , ≡T denote Turing-reducibility and
Turing-equivalence, respectively.

Let us recall the definition and the basic properties of an n-generic set.

Definition 69. Let s be a finite binary sequence. We define the forcing relation s  φ for φ
first order formulaewith a single second-ordervariableX by induction on the complexity
of φ:

• If φ is a first-order atomic formula, then s  φ iff N |= φ.

• If φ = n ∈ X, then s  φ iff s(n) = 1 (in particular |s| > n).

• If φ = ¬ψ, then s  φ iff for all t ⊇ s, t 1 ψ.

• If φ = ψ ∨ η, then s  φ iff s  ψ or s  η.

• If φ = ∃xψ(x), then s  φ iff for some n ∈ N, s  ψ(n).

Definition 70. Let A ⊆ N.

• We say that A forces φ, A  φ iff for some finite s ⊆ A, s  φ.

• A is n-generic iff for every Σ0
n sentence φ A  φ or A  ¬φ.

Theorem 71. A set A ⊆ N is n-generic iff for every φ ∈ Σ0
n ∪Π0

n, (N, A) |= φ iff A  φ.

Lemma 72. For any n ∈ ω, there exists a set A ⊆ N such that Th(N) ⊆ N is definable in (N, A),
but Th(N) is not definable in (N, A) with a formula of complexity < Σn.

Proof. For a given n, we will find a set A such that:

a. A⊕ 0(n) computes 0(ω).
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b. A⊕ 0(n) computes A(n).

We claim that if A satisfies a. and b., then Th(N) is not definable in (N, A)with a formula
of complexity k < n. If it is, then 0(ω) ≤T A

(k). This yields a contradiction as follows:

A(n) ≤T 0(n) ⊕A ≤T 0(ω) ⊕A ≤T A
(k).

Condition a. will be guaranteed by the construction from the Jump Inversion The-
orem (see [16, Theorem V.2.24]) while b. will be guaranteed by the construction of an
n-generic (see [17, XII.1.11]). As stated in [17, Proposition XII.1.6], the restriction of the
forcing relation to Σn sentences is computable in 0(n). We fix an enumeration φi(X) of
Σ0
n formulae with one second-order variable and an enumeration ξi of all LPA sentences.
We construct A in stages. At each stage n, we have a finite binary sequence sn. We

proceed as follows:

• If n+ 1 is even, say 2k, then we look at the formula φk. If there exists an extension
s ) sn such that s  φk holds, then we let sn+1 be the lexicographically least such
s. If not, we let sn+1 := sn.

• If n+1 is odd, say 2k+1, thenwe set sn+1 equal to sn ⌢ 〈1〉 if ξk is true and sn ⌢ 〈0〉
if it is false.

Finally, we let s =
⋃

sn and we let A be the only set whose characteristic function is s.
Clearly, A is n-generic.

Indeed, assume that A 1 φ and φ = φk. By definition, for every s ⊆ A, s 1 φk. In
particular s2k 1 φk, hence s2k = s2k−1. Moreover no τ ⊃ s2k forces φk, so in particular
we get that s2k  ¬φk. This concludes the proof of n-genericity of A. We want to check
that A satisfies both conditions a. and b.

Claim I: A ⊕ 0(n) computes 0(ω). The set 0(ω), the simple join of 0(k) for k < ω is the
Turing degree of the standard arithmetical truth predicate Th(N). We will show how to
compute the latter set from A ⊕ 0(n). Fix any k. We want to decide whether ξk ∈ Th(N).
We inductively compute the sequence of finite sequences

s0 ⊆ s1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ s2k+1.

Suppose that we know s2m. Then we compute s2m+1 as the only one-step extension of
s2m agreeing with A. On the other hand, if we know s2m−1, we can define s2m as the
lexicographically smallest sequence extending s2m−1 and forcing φm.

Finally, we set ξk ∈ Th(N) iff s2k+1 extends s2k with a single digit 1.

Claim II: A(n) ≡T A ⊕ 0(n). It is enough to show that A(n) ≤T A ⊕ 0(n). We want to
check, for any Σ0

n(A) formula φ whether φ(A) holds. As noted before, we can compute
the sequence s0, s1, s2, . . . from A⊕ 0(n). Assume that φ = φk. We claim that φk(A) holds
iff s2k nontrivially extends s2k−1. Since A is n-generic, we can reason as follows:

(N, A) |= φk(A) ≡ A  φk

≡ ∃s ⊂ A s  φk

≡ s2k  φk

≡ s2k−1 ( s2k
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The first equivalence is by [17, Proposition XII.1.10], the second is a definition, the third
and fourth follow by the construction. Now, notice that the sequences si can be computed
using A⊕ 0(n) as an oracle. Indeed, in order to compute s2k from s2k−1, we only need to
know whether there exists s ) s2k−1 such that s  φk which, as we already mentioned,
is a Σn fact. In order to compute s2k+1 from s2k, we only have to check whether the cor-
responding single digit of the setA is 0 or 1. This concludes the argument and completes
the proof of the lemma.

In Lemma 72, we produced some subsets of N which define Th(N) but only with a
formula no simpler than a fixed complexity k. We will check that the construction can
actually be captured by a theory, which allows us to improve Theorem 64 to theories in
finite languages.

Theorem 73. There exists a theory U in a finite language extending PA which imposes LPA-
recursive saturation but does not syntactically define UTB−(LPA) modulo LPA.

Proof. As previously, in the proof all definability between theories is modulo LPA. Let us
fix a primitive recursive enumerations (φi) of arithmetical formulae and, for each k, (ψk

j )
of arithmetical Σk sentences with a single second order variable X. We shall construct a
theoryU in the arithmetical language expandedwith two predicatesA, Tω, and a constant
c. The axioms of U will comprise the axioms of PA, full scheme of induction for the
extended language and an infinite list of axioms described below.

We first define an auxiliary sequence of theories. For each k, the theory αk says that
A arises from a construction of the k-generic code of Th(N). More precisely, αk consists

of sentences α
φ(x)
k , for φ(x) ∈ LPA, where α

φ(x)
k says:

„For each x, there exists anm and a sequence of finite sequences ∅ = s0 ⊆ s1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ sm
satisfying the conditions specified below, such that for all y ≤ x, A(y) iff sm(y) = 1,

where the conditions on the sequences si+1 are as follows:

• Case I: if j = 2l for some l, then

– If there exists a sequence s ) sj such that s  ψk
j , then sj+1 is the lexicograph-

ically minimal such s strictly extending sj .

– sj+1 = sj , otherwise.

• Case II: if j = 2l + 1, then sj = s2l ⌢ 〈i〉 for i ∈ {0, 1}; moreover, if there exists a
closed term t such that φj = φ(t), then:

– If φ(t◦), then sj+1 = sj ⌢ 〈1〉.

– If ¬φ(t◦), then sj+1 = sj ⌢ 〈0〉.

Note that, while in Case I there is no bound on the number of bits sj+1 adds to sj , in Case
II sj+1 is always an extension of sj by a single bit.

Finally, U is the union of the following sentences:

• PA.

• The full induction scheme for the extended language.

• c = k → α
φ(x̄)
k , for φ formulae of LPA.

• c > 3m→ ∀t
(

Tω(pφm(t)q) ≡ φm(t◦)
)

.
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It is enough to check that U defines UTB semantically but not syntactically.
Claim I: U defines UTB(LPA) semantically

Let M |= U . Then, in M , c is either a standard or a nonstandard number. If c is
nonstandard, then Tω satisfies UTB. If c = k ∈ ω, then fix any standard arithmetical
formula φ and a closed term t ∈M (perhaps nonstandard). We desrcibe anM-definable
procedure for checking whether φ(t◦) holds in M.

Fix d such that φ(t) = φd in our enumeration. We perform the construction of A.

Notice that initial segments of the sequence s0 ⊆ s1 ⊂ . . . defined in the axiom α
φ(x)
k are

actually definable from A: the even steps are computable in the sense of M using as the
oracle the definable set of all true Σk sentences (with parametres). The odd steps are
directly definable in the oracleA (we simply check whetherA has 0 or 1 in the respective
places). In particular, we set T (φ(t)) iff the last bit of s2d+1 is 1.

Claim II: U does not syntactically define UTB(LPA)
Suppose that U syntactically defines UTB(LPA) with a formula φ. Suppose that φ ∈

Σk. Consider the modelN whose arithmetical part is the standardmodelN, the constant
c is interpreted as 3k, Tω is interpreted as the partial arithmetical truth predicate for the
arithmetical Σk formulae (which can be assumed to include φ0, . . . , φk−1) and A is the
set constructed in the proof of Lemma 72 for n = 3k. Then obviously N |= U .

In the Σk formula φ, we can substitute the partial arithmetical predicate TrΣk
for Tω

and 3k for c, obtaining a Σ2k+1 formula φ∗ which defines Th(N) in (N, A). However, by
Lemma 72, for any l < 3k, Th(N) cannot be defined with a Σl formula from the predicate
A.

6 Summary and open problems

As we mentioned in the introduction, the questions which we tackle in this article have
several different “dimensions”. In order to facilitate navigating between them, we sum-
marise our findings below.

The table below concerns the problem which theories impose truth-like semantic
properties.

Sequential theories, finite languages PA, ctble languages

ImpElemEq PreservDef ImpElem
ImpRecSat

non-Uni Uni non-Uni Uni non-Uni Uni

Sem. defi. TB TB DEF DEF USB USB RSAT
Synt. defi. none TB none DEF none USB none

The first row contains information for which theories our classification works. The sec-
ond row contains (the abbreviations of) the main model-theoretic properties considered
in this paper. The first three come in two variants: uniform and non-uniform. The row
"Sem. (Synt.) defi." contains theories that are characterized by the respective property
up to semantic (syntactic) definability. When we write "none," this means that none of
the main theories is characterized by the respective property. In all the cases the theory
defined in the proof of Theorem 73 serves as a counterexample. Moreover, in the seman-
tic sense and for extensions of PA, the non-uniform versions of the properties get prop-
erly more restrictive from left to right (light grey properties and theories). For instance,
every theory which imposes LPA-recursive saturation (for extensions of PA) preserves
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LPA-definability, but there is a theory (DEF) which preserves LPA-definability but does
not imposeLPA-recursive saturation. The same holds over all natural sequential theories,
except for some degenerate cases, for uniform versions of model-theoretical properties
and their respective theories (dark grey properties and theories).

In this article, we have also analysed and investigated relations between the axiomatic
theories corresponding to the semantic properties which truth-like predicates can im-
pose. We would now like to lay down a diagram depicting the interdependencies be-
tween those theories.

Below, by writing a filled-arrow from U to V , we mean that V definesU syntactically

(think of that as a statement that U embeds into V ). Whenever we do notwrite an arrow
fromV toU thismeans that V does not defineU semantically, over any sequential theory.
The only exception is when there is a path consisting of other arrows. If we do not know
whether V semantically defines U or this happens sometimes but not in typical cases,
we write a dashed arrowwith a questionmark (which always means that we do not even
know whether semantic definability obtains) and, possibly, some comments as to what
is known.

RSAT

S

PA

in general ?

✤

✤

✤

��✤
✤
✤

PA

in general ?✤

✤

OO✤

✤

##

PA

in general ?

zz

❢
✐

❦
♠

♣
s

TB
def. elem.,,

DEF

44

few def. elem.

in general no

jj ❴❲

;;

++

US

PA

in general no

jj

✥

✧

✪

✭

✳

✽

❉

▼
P

❙

PA

in general no
ss

✇
s

q
♥

❦
✐

USB

``
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Most of the entries in the diagram, both positive and negative are directly stated in this
article, mostly in Section 4. The fact that there is no arrow from US to S follows from
the fact that US naturally defines USB and by Proposition 47, we know that over no se-
quential theory can S define USB semantically, so any arrow from US to S would yield a
nonexistent arrow between USB and S.

The theory RSAT is a bit of an outlier.4 First, notice that over an arbitrary sequen-
tial theory RSAT imposes recursive saturation which in general none of the other listed
theories does, so it is not semantically definable over any of them.

On the other hand, it can be easily checked that RSATK syntactically defines USBK

(hence also DEFK). Namely S(pφ(x)q, y) holds iff ∀x
(

R(pφ(y), x, y) → 1(x)
)

, where pφ(y)
is the (easily definable from pφ(y)q)) one-element type

(φ(y) ∧ 1(x)) ∨ (¬φ(y) ∧ 0(x)).

It follows that, over theories containing PA, RSATid defines USid. Moreover, the proof
of Theorem 46 can be adapted to show that over theories in LPA consistent with BΣn +
¬IΣn + exp, RSATid does not semantically define USid: given a recursively saturated
model M |= BΣn + ¬IΣn + exp one finds a A set which is definable with a parameter
a ∈ M but which does not contain any element definable from a. Then one canonically

4In this article, we have definedRSATonly in the context of PA. However, one could formulate a definition
suitable for arbitrary sequential theories, following the cases of other theories, like USB.
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expands M to a model of RSATid by interpreting R(p, x, b) to be the set of all elements
which realize the maximal fragment of {φpi (x, b)}. The automorphism group of the ex-
panded model is the same as that ofM and one can simply rewrite the rest of the proof.
In the case of general theories, essentially nothing else is known.

Below we list some open questions and perspectives for further research.

Q1 In this article, we considered the notion of definability preservation (so arithmeti-
cally definable elements satisfy the same definitions between submodels of a given
theory). We also considered theories which impose equality of definables, but we
were unable to provide a good characterisation of such theories. One possible can-
didate is the theory DEF of definability.

Let U be any sequential theory in a language L andK : S1
2 ⊳U . Is there an r.e. sequential

theory in a finite language which imposes equality of L definables but does not semantically
define DEFK(L) modulo L? If the answer is negative, how about syntactic definability of
DEFK(L) (modulo L)?

Q2 Most questions about relationships between semantic properties and defining re-
spective theories investigated in this paper found a definite answer. However, this is
not quite so in the case of the recursive saturation. There are three reasons for that:
first of all, we assume that our theory contains full PA, and consequentlywe loose a
lot o generality. Secondly we are only able to obtain semantic, rather than syntactic
definability of RSATwhichmakes our characterisation deficient in a sense, because
it is not a nice “completeness-style” result of the kind which holds for other seman-
tic notions of interest. However, our counterexamples seem to make the essential
use of the fact that the theory in question is infinite. Thirdly, our characterisation
works only for theories in countable languages (because of the use of the Omitting
Types Theorem). These three issues lead to the following questions:

Assume that U is a finite theory with PA ⊂ U which imposes LU -recursive saturation.
Does U define RSATid(LPA) syntactically?

Assume that U is a sequential theory in a countable language LU ⊃ L with K : S1
2 ⊳ U

which imposes L-recursive saturation. Does U define RSATK(L) semantically? Assume
that U is finite. Does it define RSATK(L) syntactically?

Assume that U is an arbitrary theory with PA ⊂ U (not necessarily in a countable lan-
guage) which imposes LPA-recursive saturation. Does U define RSATid(LPA) semanti-
cally?

Q3 We know that for theories U extending PA with the identity embedding of S1
2 ,

USBid(LU ) defines Sid(LU ). However, the use of PA seems essential for this de-
finability and we can expect that the methods used to separate USB fromUS can be
modified to get this stronger separation. We note that by Theorem45 over any finite
fragment of PA, USBid does not parameter-free semantically define Sid. However, at
this point we cannot exclude the existence of a definition with parameters.

Let U be an r.e. sequential theory and let K : S1
2 ⊳ U . Does USBK(LU ) semantically

define SK(LU ) modulo L (possibly with parametres)? Does it hold if we take U to be a
finite fragment of PA andK to be the identity embedding?

Q4 One arrow from our diagram of the interdependencies between theories is missing
and it is really not clear what kind of separation should hold between them.

Let U be an r.e. sequential theory and letK : S1
2⊳U . DoesDEFK(LU ) semantically define

SK(LU ) modulo LU?
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Q5 As we have already mentioned, the status of RSAT in the diagram of definability
between theories is completely open, besides rather trivial observations.

Let U be an r.e. sequential theory and let K : S1
2 ⊳ U . Does RSATK(LU ) semantically

define SK(LU ) modulo LU? Does it define USBK(LU )?

Q6 In this article, we have investigated relations between semantic properties of the-
ories and defining truth-like predicates as well as definability relations between
those predicates. Those results combined allow us to obtain some implication be-
tween various semantic properties themselves. For instance, if U contains PA and
imposes LPA-recursive saturation, then it also imposes LPA-elementarity between
the models. While we have not systematically investigated this kind of relations,
we observed that at least some of them lead to nontrivial questions, especially if we
impose additional conditions, such as finiteness of theories. Possibly more ques-
tions in this spirit can be formulated.

Let L be a language. Is there a finite sequential theory which (uniformly) imposes L-
elementary equivalence but does not (uniformly) preserve L-definability? Same question
for the pair preserving definability/imposing elementarity.

Q7 Above, we have already asked whether RSAT can be defined semantically in gen-
eral sequential theories imposing recursive saturation. The following question ap-
proaches this problem from a somewhat different angle.

LetL be a language. Is there a finite sequential theory which imposes L-recursive saturation
but does not uniformly impose L-elementarity?

Q8 In Subsection 4.2.1, we analysed definability between the predicates satisfying the-
ories of truth-like notions in specific models. We established that in every nonstan-
dardmodel of PA, there exists a predicate satisfying TB− which does not allow us to
define a predicate satisfying USB− and, similarly, that predicates satisfying DEF−

are definable from predicates satisfying TB− only in the models of Th(N). This sort
of questions about interdefinability of truth-like theories can be extended to other
theorieswe introduced in this paper. For instance,we can ask about the relationship
between DEF− and USB−.

ForwhichmodelsM |= PA it holds that for everyD ⊆M2 such that (M,D) |= DEF−(LPA),
ElDiag(M,D) definesUTB−(LPA)? We conjecture that these are precisely the prime mod-
els of PA.
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