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AXIOMATIZABILITY OF HEREDITARY CLASSES OF

STRUCTURES OF FINITE AND INFINITE LANGUAGES AND

DECIDABILITY OF THEIR UNIVERSAL THEORIES

A. V. ILEV

Abstract. In the paper hereditary classes of L-structures are studied with
language of the form L = Lfin ∪ L∞, where Lfin = 〈R1, R2, . . . , Rm,=〉 and
L∞ = 〈Rm+1, Rm+2, . . .〉, and also in L∞ the number of predicates of each ar-
ity is finite, all predicates are ordered in ascending of their arities and satisfying
the property of non-repetition of elements. A class of L-structures is called hered-

itary if it is closed under substructures. It is proved that class of L-structures
is hereditary if and only if it can be defined in terms of forbidden substructures.
A class of L-structures is called universal axiomatizable if there is a set Z of uni-
versal L-sentences such that the class consists of all structures that satisfy Z.
The problems of universal axiomatizability of hereditary classes of L-structures
are considered in the paper. It is shown that hereditary class of L-structures is
universal axiomatizable if and only if it can be defined in terms of finite forbidden
substructures. It is proved that the universal theory of any axiomatizable heredi-
tary class of L-structures with recursive set of minimal forbidden substructures is
decidable.

Keywords and phrases: structure, hereditary class, universal theory, universal ax-
iomatizability, decidability.

1. Preliminary information

Let’s remember basic definitions of model theory. All necessary notions and results
can be also found in [1, 2].

Language (or signature) L = R ∪ F ∪ C is a sequence of the following sets:
(1) set of predicate symbols R;
(2) set of functional symbols F;
(3) set of constant symbols C;

where each predicate symbol R ∈ R and each function symbol F ∈ F are associated
with a natural numbers nR and nF correspondently, which are called arities.

An L-structure (or algebraic system of language L) is a sequence of the form

A = 〈A; RA, FA, cA〉,

where A — is a non-empty set called the basic set of the structure A; each predi-
cate symbol R ∈ R corresponds to a nR-ary relation RA ⊆ AnR; each function sym-
bol F ∈ F corresponds to a nF -ary function FA : AnF → A; each constant symbol
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c ∈ C corresponds to some element cA ∈ A. Further we will use the short notation
A = 〈A,L〉 for describing L-structures. An L-structure A is called a model if it
doesn’t contain functions.

Two L-structures A = 〈A,L〉 and B = 〈B,L〉 are called isomorphic if there is an
isomorphism f : A→ B preserving their predicates and functions.

An L-structure A = 〈A,L〉 is called a substructure of L-structure B = 〈B,L〉 if
(1) A ⊆ B;
(2) functions and predicates in A are the restrictions on A of corresponding func-

tions and predicates in B;
(3) the set A is closed under functions.
A formula of the language L is a formula for the first-order predicate calculus with

equality, the non-logical constants of which are contained in L. A formula without
free variables is called a sentence. The truth of a sentence ϕ in the L-structure A
is denoted by A |= ϕ. A sentence ϕ is called a universal sentence or a ∀-sentence
if ϕ = ∀x1 . . .∀xn ψ, where ψ — quantifier-free formula containing no variables ex-
cept x1, . . . , xn. A sentence ϕ is called an existential sentence or an ∃-sentence if
ϕ = ∃x1 . . .∃xn ψ, where ψ — quantifier-free formula containing no variables except
x1, . . . , xn.

An abstract class of L-structures is a family of L-structures which is closed under
isomorphism. We will consider only abstract classes. A class of L-structures is called
hereditary if it is closed under substructures.

A class K of L-structures is called axiomatizable if there is a set Z of L-sentences
such that K consists of all L-structures that satisfy Z. The set Z is said to be
a set of axioms for the class K. If the set Z is finite, then K is called finitely
axiomatizable. If the set Z consists only of universal sentences, then K is called
universal axiomatizable. A class K is called recursive axiomatizable if it can be
defined by a recursive set of axioms, i. e., there is an algorithm which correctly
decides whether any L-sentence belongs to the set Z.

The L-sentences ϕ1 and ϕ2 are called equivalent in the class K of L-strucrures, if
for any structure A of the class K

A |= ϕ1 ⇔ A |= ϕ2.

Let K be a class of L-structures. The (elementary) theory of a class K is the set
Th(K) of all L-sentences, which are true in all structures from K. A theory is called
decidable if there is an algorithm that for any L-sentence determines whether or not
this sentence belongs to the theory. A set of all ∀-sentences of Th(K) is called the
universal theory or ∀-theory of the class K. A set of all ∃-sentences of Th(K) is
called the existential theory or ∃-theory of the class K.

Let H be a set of L-structures. Then the class Forb(H), which consists of all
L-structures that don’t contain substrucrures from H, is an abstract class, i. e. it is
closed under isomorphism. This class can be defined by using L-structures A ∈ H as
forbidden substructures. We will say that the class K of L-structures can be defined
in terms of forbidden substructures if K = Forb(H) for some set H.
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A set of L-structures H is called a set of minimal forbidden substructures for the
class K, if K = Forb(H) and also for any L-structure A ∈ H every its substructure
A1 6∈ H.

Statement 1.1. Let K = Forb(H). A set H is a set of minimal forbidden sub-
structures for the class K if and only if H is an inclusion-minimal set of forbidden
substructures for the class K, i. e. K 6= Forb(H1) for all H1 ⊂ H.

Proof. Necessity. Let’s assume the opposite, that there is a set H1 ⊂ H such that
K = Forb(H1). Then there is L-structure A ∈ H \H1 and also A 6∈ Forb(H1), i. e.
there is L-structure A1 ∈ H1 such that A1 is a substructure of A. But since A1 ∈ H,
then there is a contradiction with the definition of the set of minimal forbidden
substructures for the class K.

Sufficiency. Let’s assume the opposite, that there is a L-structure A ∈ H and
its substructure A1 ∈ H. Consider the set H1 = H \ {A}. It’s obvious that
K = Forb(H1), because all L-structures which don’t contain A as a substructure
mustn’t contain A1 ∈ H1 as a substructure. I. e. there is a contradiction with the
condition of the statement. �

A set of forbidden substructures of a language L is called recursive if there exists
a Godel numbering g of these substructures such that the set of their numbers is
recursive, i. e. there is an algorithm that for any natural number will output «YES»
if it is belongs to the set of these numbers and will output «NO» otherwise.

Statement 1.2 (Criterion for universal axiomatizability). [1] Let K be an axioma-
tizable class of L-structures. A class K is universal axiomatizable if and only if it is
closed under substructures.

In this paper we consider only two types of structures. Firstly, models A = 〈A,Lfin〉
of finite languages with equality, in which Lfin = 〈R1, R2, . . . , Rm,=〉. Secondly,
models A = 〈A,L〉 of infinite languages with equality, in which L = Lfin ∪ L∞, where
L∞ = 〈Rm+1, Rm+2, . . .〉, and in L∞ the number of predicates of each arity is finite,
all predicates are ordered in ascending of their arities and satisfying the property of
non-repetition of elements, i. e. for all Rk ∈ L∞:

• ∀x1 . . .∀xl [Rk(x1, . . . , xl) →
∧

i 6=j

(xi 6= xj)].

We denote by nk the arity of the corresponding predicate Rk.

Since Lfin ⊂ L for all m ∈ N, then the finite case will not be mentioned specially
in statements and their proofs, which are true for any considered language L.

2. Axiomatizable hereditary classes

We consider some theorems, which is necessary to indicate the connection between
hereditary classes of L-structures and their forbidden substructures.

Theorem 2.1. An abstract class K of L-structures is hereditary if and only if it
can be defined in terms of forbidden substructures.
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Proof. Necessity. Let K be a hereditary class of L-structures, i. e. for any L-struc-
tures A1 and A2 if A1 ∈ K and A2 is an arbitrary substructure of A1, then A2 ∈ K.
We consider the class H — the addition to the class K in the class of all L-structures.
Since A2 6∈ H, then A1 ∈ Forb(H) and therefore K ⊆ Forb(H).

Now we consider an arbitrary L-structure A3 ∈ Forb(H), i. e. every substructure
of which, including itself A3, isn’t contained in H. But then A3 ∈ K and, therefore,
Forb(H) ⊆ K.

Thus, K = Forb(H), i. e. the class K of L-structures can be defined in terms of
forbidden substructures.

Sufficiency. Let K = Forb(H) be a class of L-structures, which can be de-
fined in terms of forbidden substructures. Let’s assume the opposite, that there is
L-structure A1 ∈ K and its substructure A2 such that A2 6∈ K. Then L-structure A2

contains substructure A3 such that A3 ∈ H. But since A3 is also a substructure
of A1, therefore, A1 6∈ Forb(H). It is a contradiction.

Thus, for any L-structure A1 ∈ K every its substructure contains in K. Therefore,
K is hereditary class of L-structures. �

Theorem 2.2. Let K = Forb(H), and all L-structures of the set H are finite; A
is an infinite L-structure, in which every finite substructure belongs to the class K.
Then A is also belongs to the class K.

Proof. Let’s assume the opposite, that A 6∈ K. Then there is its substructure B
such that B ∈ H. But due to the condition of the theorem B must be finite — it
is a contradiction with that all finite substructures of A belong to the class K and,
therefore, not belong to the set H.

Thus, A ∈ K. �

Theorem 2.3. A hereditary class of L-structures is (universal) axiomatizable if and
only if it can be defined in terms of finite forbidden substructures.

Proof. Necessity. By definition, the hereditary class of L-structures is closed under
substructures, therefore, due to the criterion of universal axiomatizability 1.2 [1,
p. 165, Theorem 5] any axiomatizable hereditary class of L-structures is ∀-axioma-
tizable, therefore, every its axiom can be considered as a ∀-sentence.

Then the set of forbidden substructures of the hereditary class K, which exists by
Theorem 2.1, can be defined in the following way.

For every axiom ϕ we define a finite set Hϕ of forbidden substructures with num-
ber of elements from 1 to p, where p is a number of variables in this axiom. Its
negation ¬ϕ is equivalent to the sentence ∃x1 . . .∃xp ψ, where ψ is a quantifier-free
formula in prenex disjunctive form (PDF), i. e. ψ = ψ1 ∨ . . . ∨ ψr, where ψ1, . . . , ψr

are conjuncts. If any of that conjuncts doesn’t contains the factors (xi = xj) and
(xi 6= xj), then it is supplemented by the condition (xi = xj) ∨ (xi 6= xj). Similarly
for all Rk ∈ Lfin and finite number of predicates Rk ∈ L∞, arity of which doesn’t ex-
eed p, if any conjunct doesn’t contains the factors Rk(t1, . . . , tl) and ¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl),
then it is supplemented by the condition Rk(t1, . . . , tl) ∨ ¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl) for all
{t1, . . . , tl} ⊆ {x1, . . . , xp}, where l = nk. As a result, we can go to a sentence in
PDF, that equivalent to ¬ϕ, each conjunct of which will either define a substructure
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of the language L with a fixed number of elements from 1 to p and all possible fixed
sets of elements that satisfy or not satisfy the predicates Rk of the language L, or
will contradict the restrictions imposed on the L-structures and must be excluded
from consideration.

Then, we unify the sets Hϕ for all axioms {ϕ} and obtain a family H of finite
forbidden substructures of the language L for a given hereditary class K.

Sufficiency. Any finite L-structure can be associated with a condition for the exis-
tence of a substructure, which isomorphic to this structure. It looks like
ϕ = ∃x1 . . .∃xp ψ, where p is the number of elements of this L-structure, and ψ

is a conjunct that contains conditions for the pairwise difference of all variables
x1, . . . , xp, while for all predicates Rk ∈ Lfin and a finite number of predicates
Rk ∈ L∞, the arity of which does not exceed p, as well as all possible sets
{t1, . . . , tl} ⊆ {x1, . . . , xp}, where l = nk, the conjunct contains a factorRk(t1, . . . , tl)
or ¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl).

We consider an arbitrary hereditary class K = Forb(H) of L-structures, where
H is a set of finite forbidden substructures. Then the axiomatics of the class K

must consist of the set of axioms, each of which corresponds to one of the forbidden
substructures from the set H, i. e. every axiom is the negations of the corresponding
sentence ϕ = ∃x1 . . .∃xp ψ.

And due to the theorem 2.2 such axioms will be sufficient to identify not only
finite L-structures, which belong to the class K, but also infinite ones. Thus, any
L-structure that satisfies the set of axioms {¬ϕ}H is contained in the hereditary
class K, and all of these axioms are ∀-sentences, i. e. the class K is universally
axiomatizable. �

3. Decidability of universal theories of hereditary classes

Establishing decidability of a theory of any class K of L-structures makes it pos-
sible in principle to get an exhaustive list of properties of structures from this class.
Since decidable theories in complete form are quite rare, then obtaining a proof of
the decidability of universal theories and constructing a corresponding algorithms is
very actual problem.

Theorem 3.1. The universal theory of any axiomatizable hereditary class of L-struc-
tures with recursive set of minimal forbidden substructures is decidable.

Proof. Due to the theorem 2.3 we deal the case, where Th∀(K) is universal theory
of arbitrary hereditary class K of L-structures, which defined in terms of finite
forbidden substructures. The following algorithm decides whether any universal
L-sentence belongs to Th∀(K).

Algorithm for L-structures.

The input to the algorithm is an arbitrary universal sentence ϕ. Its negation ¬ϕ
is transformed into a sentence in a prenex disjunctive form (PDF) that is equivalent
to ¬ϕ in the class of all L-structures. The algorithm tries to construct an L-structure
of the class K in which the sentence ¬ϕ will be true. If it succeeds, then the
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sentence ϕ doesn’t belong to the universal theory Th∀(K), and the algorithm outputs
«NO». Otherwise, ϕ belongs to this universal theory, and the algorithm outputs
«YES».

It is assumed that at each step the algorithm removes from the conjuncts of the
current sentence all repeating factors when they occur. This procedure has no effect
on the equivalence of the sentense in L-structures and further we will not focus on
it due to its naturalness.

Step 1. The algorithm formulates the sentence ¬ϕ = ∃x1 . . .∃xp ψ, where ψ is
a quantifier free formula. Then ¬ϕ is transformed to the equivalent sentence
¬ϕ1 = ∃x1 . . .∃xp

∨

r

ψr in PDF, where each ψr is a conjunct.

Step 2. The algorithm looks sequentially all conjuncts of the sentence ¬ϕ1. If
any conjunct ψr contains the variables xi and xj but doesn’t contain the factor
(xi = xj) or (xi 6= xj), then the algorithm replaces the conjunct ψr by the disjunc-
tion [ψr ∧ (xi = xj)] ∨ [ψr ∧ (xi 6= xj)]. This procedure continues as long as possible.
Thus, we obtain an equivalent sentence ¬ϕ2, in each conjunct of which all its vari-
ables will be connected by equalities or inequalities.

Step 3. The algorithm looks sequentially all conjuncts of the sentence ¬ϕ2. If any
conjunct ψr contains the factor (xi = xj), then the algorithm replaces the variable
xj by xi in the conjunct. If any conjunct contains factors of the form (t = t) where
t ∈ {x1, . . . , xp}, then these factors are removed as redundant. If any conjunct con-
tains factor of the form (t 6= t), then such conjunct is removed from the sentence as
identically false. This procedure continues until all equalities are eliminated from
all conjuncts. Thus, we obtain an equivalent sentence ¬ϕ3 in PDF, in which each
conjunct contains conditions for the pairwise difference of all its variables.

Step 4. The algorithm looks sequentially all conjuncts of the sentence ¬ϕ3. For
all predicates Rk ∈ Lfin if any conjunct ψr contains the variables t1, . . . , tl, where
ti ∈ {x1, . . . , xp}, but doesn’t contain the factor Rk(t1, . . . , tl) or ¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl),
then the algorithm replaces the conjunct ψr by the disjunction
[ψr ∧Rk(t1, . . . , tl)] ∨ [ψr ∧ ¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl)]. This procedure continues as long as pos-
sible for all sets of repeatable variables {t1, . . . , tl} ⊆ {x1, . . . , xp} of the conjunct,
where l = nk. Moreover, if any conjunct contains the factors Rk(t1, . . . , tl) and
¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl) at the same time, then such conjunct is removed from the sentence
as identically false. Thus, we obtain an equivalent sentence ¬ϕ4 in PDF, in which
each conjunct contains conditions for satisfaction or dissatisfaction of all sets of its
variables to all predicates Rk ∈ Lfin.

Step 5. The algorithm looks sequentially all conjuncts of the sentence ¬ϕ4. For
all predicates Rk ∈ L∞, arity of which doesn’t exeed p, if any conjunct ψr con-
tains the variables t1, . . . , tl, where ti ∈ {x1, . . . , xp}, but doesn’t contain the factor
Rk(t1, . . . , tl) or ¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl), then the algorithm replaces the conjunct ψr by the
disjunction [ψr ∧ Rk(t1, . . . , tl)] ∨ [ψr ∧ ¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl)]. This procedure continues as
long as possible for all non-repeating sets of variables {t1, . . . , tl} ⊆ {x1, . . . , xp} of
the conjunct, where l = nk. Moreover, for all predicates Rk ∈ L∞ if any conjunct
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contains the factor of the form Rk(t1, ..., t, ..., t, ..., tl) or the factors Rk(t1, . . . , tl) and
¬Rk(t1, . . . , tl) at the same time, then such conjunct is removed from the sentence
as false in every L-structure. Thus, we obtain an equivalent sentence ¬ϕ5 in PDF,
in which each conjunct contains conditions for satisfaction or dissatisfaction of all
possible sets of its variables to all necessary predicates Rk ∈ L∞.

— If all conjuncts of the current sentence are deleted after performing steps 3–5,
then the original sentence ϕ is true for all L-structures and, therefore, belongs to
Th∀(K). In this case, the algorithm outputs «YES» and finishes.

— Otherwise, we get the sentence ¬ϕ5 in PDF, which equivalent to the sen-
tence ¬ϕ, and each conjunct of the sentence ¬ϕ5 defines the condition for the exis-
tence of some substructure of the language L. The algorithm moves to step 6.

Step 6. The algorithm looks sequentially all conjuncts of the sentence ¬ϕ5. For
the current conjunct ψr the algorithm constructs the L-structure, which is defined
by its condition, then checks this L-structure for membership in the class K.

— If the constructed L-structure belongs to the class K, then the algorithm out-
puts «NO» and finishes.

— If the constructed L-structure doesn’t belong to the class K, then the algorithm
goes to the next conjunct.

— If all conjuncts of the sentence ¬ϕ5 are examined and there are no models from
the class K for all of them, then the algorithm outputs «YES» and finishes.

For the current conjunct ψr of the sentence ¬ϕ5 the algorithm constructs
a q-element L-structure Ar = 〈A,L〉, the elements of which correspond one-to-one
to the variables of the conjunct.

Since the set of minimal forbidden substructures of the class K consists of finite
L-structures and is recursive, there is a procedure that allows to find out whether
an arbitrary finite L-structure belongs to this set. Using this procedure, one can
determine a set of all axioms {θ} whose negations correspond one-to-one to minimal
forbidden substructures of the class K having at most q elements.

To make sure that the L-structure Ar belongs to the class K, one need to check
whether it doesn’t have forbidden substructures corresponding to the set of sen-
tences {θ}, i. e. whether there is any existential sentence ¬θ that is true in the
L-structure Ar.

To do this, for each axiom θ containing n variables (n 6 q) all possible corre-
spondences between the variables {x1, x2, ..., xn} of the axiom θ and the elements
{1, 2, ..., q} of the L-structure Ar are considered (see table 1 for n = 3, q = 4). For
each such correspondence, the truth of ¬θ is checked in the L-structure Ar.

— If at least one of the sentences {¬θ} is true in the L-structure Ar, then it doesn’t
belong to the class K. In this case, the algorithm goes to the next conjunct of the
sentence ¬ϕ5.

— If all sentences {¬θ} are false on the L-structure Ar, then it doesn’t contain
forbidden substructures for the class K and, therefore, belongs to the class K. Thus,
for the sentence ¬ϕ a model from the class K is constructed.
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Table 1. Correspondences between the variables of the axiom θ and
the elements of the L-structure.

№ x1 x2 x3
1 1 2 3
2 1 2 4
3 1 3 2
4 1 3 4
5 1 4 2
6 1 4 3
... ... ... ...

23 4 3 1
24 4 3 2

As a result, the algorithm answers the question whether the universal sentence ϕ
belongs to the theory Th∀(K). �
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