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We investigate the decidability of the monadic second-order (MSO) theory of the structure (N; <, Py, ..., Pg), for various unary
predicates Py,...,Pg € N. We focus in particular on ‘arithmetic’ predicates arising in the study of linear recurrence sequences,
such as fixed-base powers kN = {k” : n € N}, kth powers N* = {n* : n € N}, and the set of terms of the Fibonacci sequence
Fib ={0,1,2,3,5,8,13,...} (and similarly for other linear recurrence sequences having a single, non-repeated, dominant characteristic
root). We obtain several new unconditional and conditional decidability results, a select sample of which are the following:

e The MSO theory of (N; <, 2N Fib) is decidable;

o The MSO theory of (N; <, 2N, 3N, 6N} is decidable;

e The MSO theory of (N; <, 2N 3N 5N s decidable assuming Schanuel’s conjecture;

e The MSO theory of (N; <, 4N N?) is decidable;

e The MSO theory of (N; <, 2N, N?) is Turing-equivalent to the MSO theory of (N; <, y), where y: N — {0, 1} is the binary

expansion of V2 — 1. The widely believed conjecture that V2 is normal implies decidability of both MSO theories.

These results are obtained by exploiting and combining techniques from dynamical systems, number theory, and automata theory.

This paper is the journal version of [9].
Additional Key Words and Phrases: Monadic second-order logic, linear recurrence sequences, toric words, cutting sequences, decidability

ACM Reference Format:
Valérie Berthé, Toghrul Karimov, Joris Nieuwveld, Joél Ouaknine, Mihir Vahanwala, and James Worrell. 2025. On the Decidability of
Monadic Theories of Arithmetic Predicates. 1, 1 (December 2025), 32 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/nnnnnnn.nnnnnnn

1 Introduction

Biichi’s seminal 1962 paper [12] established the decidability of the monadic second-order (MSO) theory of the structure
(N; <), and in so doing brought to light the profound connections between mathematical logic and automata theory.
Over the ensuing decades, considerable work has been devoted to the question of which expansions of (N; <) retain MSO
decidability. In other words, for which unary predicates Py, ..., P; is the MSO theory of (N; <, Py,..., Py) decidable?!

Here by unary predicate we mean a fixed set of non-negative integers P C N. Taking, for example, P to be the set of

IThe restricted focus on unary (or monadic) predicates is justified by the fact that most natural non-unary predicates immediately lead to undecidability;
see, e.g., [46, Thm. 3].
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2 Berthé et al.

prime numbers, Biichi and Landweber [13] observed in 1969 that a proof of decidability of the MSO theory of (N; <, P)
would “seem very difficult”, as it would inter alia enable one (at least in principle) to settle the twin prime conjecture.
(Decidability was subsequently established assuming the linear case of Schinzel’s hypothesis H [7], also known as
Dickson’s conjecture.)

The set of prime numbers is, of course, highly intricate. In 1966, Elgot and Rabin [21] considered a large class of
simpler predicates of ‘arithmetic’ origin, such as, for any fixed k, the set kN = {k" : n € N} of powers of k, and the set
N¥ = {n* : n € N} of kth powers. For any such predicate P, they systematically established decidability of the MSO
theory of (N; <, P) by using the so-called contraction method. Many years later, their automata-theoretic results were
substantially developed and extended by, among others, Carton and Thomas [17], Rabinovich [39], and Rabinovich and
Thomas [40], using the framework of effectively profinite ultimate periodicity. A related concept that plays a crucial role
in this paper? is that of effective almost-periodicity, introduced in the 1980s by Seménov [44, 45], and recently brought
to bear in the MSO model checking of linear dynamical systems [28].

It is notable that whilst Elgot and Rabin established separately the decidability of the MSO theories, for example, of
(N; <, ZN) and (N; <, 3N), they remained resolutely silent on the obvious joint expansion (N; <, 2N 3N). This in hindsight
is wholly unsurprising: there are various statements that one can express in the above theory whose truth values are
highly non-trivial to determine. An example is, for given fixed a, b, the assertion that there exist infinitely many powers
of 3 whose distance to the next power of 2 is congruent to a modulo b. An immediate corollary of our first main result
(Thm. 4.4) is that the MSO theory of (N; <, 2N, 3N} is indeed decidable. Although this is new, we should mention that
decidability of the first-order theory of (N; <, 2N, 3N} was proven (using quantifier elimination) over forty years ago by
Seménov [44].

Looking over the last several decades’ worth of research work on monadic second-order expansions of the structure
(N; <), it is fair to say that the bulk of the attention has focused on the addition of a single predicate P. The obvious
reason is that whilst, in general, the decidability of single-predicate expansions of (N; <) can usually be handled with
automata-theoretic techniques alone, by reasoning about individual patterns in isolation, this is not the case when
multiple predicates are at play simultaneously. Such collections of predicates can exhibit highly complex interaction
patterns, which existing approaches are ill-equipped to handle. In this paper, we overcome these difficulties by showing
that key aspects of such interactions can be modelled in the theory of dynamical systems.

Our approach to analysing decidability of the MSO theory of a structure S = (N; <, Py, ..., Py) with d > 1 predicates
is as follows. Firstly, using Biichi’s original construction [12], given an MSO formula ¢ we construct an automaton A
over infinite words such that ¢ holds in S if and only if A accepts the characteristic word a of S, which records, for
each predicate P;, the positions n € N such that n € P;. That is, the decision problem of the MSO theory of S is
Turing-equivalent to the automaton acceptance problem for a, denoted Acc,. Next, we use arithmetic properties of
specific Py, ..., Pq to argue that Acc, is Turing-equivalent to Accg, which is the automaton acceptance problem for the
so-called order word 8 of S. The order word is a compressed version of the characteristic word that keeps track of only
the order in which the elements of Py, ..., Py occur. In the final step, we give dynamical systems that generate the order
word f, and use their various properties to show decidability of Accg and hence the MSO theory of S.

In this paper, we study two kinds of structures (N; <, Py, ..., P;). Firstly, we study the case of P; = {u,(li) > 0},
where (u,(li) oo is an integer linear recurrence sequence (LRS) with a single, non-repeated dominant root. These include

geometric progressions (ap™);> for integers a, p > 1, as well as the Fibonacci numbers. In this setting, the relevant

2More precisely, we make an extensive use of uniform recurrence (see Sec. 3.1), which is a special case of almost periodicity.
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On the Decidability of Monadic Theories of Arithmetic Predicates 3

dynamical systems are translations on the d-dimensional torus T¢ := [0,1)?, given by x > x + t for some t € T¢ where
addition operates coordinatewise and modulo 1. These are fundamental compact dynamical systems that have been
extensively studied from the perspectives of symbolic dynamics, ergodic theory, and number theory [14, 23]. Below we
state specialised versions of our main results for MSO theories of value sets of LRS with a single, non-repeated dominant

root.

Theorem (Weakened version of Thm. 4.4). Suppose we are given an MSO formula ¢ and positive integers a1, py, . . ., a4, Pd

such that m, .. are linearly independent over Q. Then it is decidable whether ¢ holds in (N; <, Py, ..., Py),

where P; = {a;p]': n € N},
The linear independence condition holds, for example, when d < 2, or the set {p1,..., pg} contains at most two
multiplicatively independent elements; see Lem. 2.11 for the precise formulation. The latter captures, for example, the
case of p; = 2, p; =3, p3 = 6. The role of the linear independence condition is to ensure that a certain hypercubic billiard
dynamical system, which captures the order in which the elements of P, ..., Py occur, is non-degenerate; see Sec. 4.3.
Now suppose we havea; = a; = asz =1, p; =2, p; = 3,and p3 = 5.Itis widely believed that 1/log(2), 1/1og(3), 1/log(5)
are linearly independent over Q. However, no proof is known, and hence the theorem above does not apply. Neverthe-
less, we can conditionally deduce the required linear independence by invoking, for example, Schanuel’s conjecture
in transcendental number theory [48, Chap. 1.4]. Schanuel’s conjecture is a unifying conjecture that, among others,
completely describes all polynomial relations between logarithms of algebraic numbers, which in turn captures all
linear relations between the inverses thereof. As another example, Schanuel’s conjecture implies that for any non-zero
polynomial p(x, y) with rational coefficients, p(e, ) # 0, i.e., the constants e and r are algebraically independent. It
turns out that, for power predicates, assuming Schanuel’s conjecture we can in fact prove the most general decidability

result possible, handling in particular the cases where 1/log(p1), ..., 1/log(pg) are linearly dependent.

Theorem (See Thm. 4.6). Suppose we are given an MSO formula ¢ and integers ay, p1, . . ., aq, pg = 1. Assuming Schanuel’s
conjecture, it is decidable whether ¢ holds in (N; <, P\, ..., Pq), where P; = {a;p}: n € N}.

We mention that throughout this paper, all conditional decision procedures that we give rely on Schanuel’s conjecture
only for termination and not correctness: whenever they terminate, the output assertion as to whether ¢ holds is
unconditionally guaranteed to correct.

Having stated the theorems above, it is natural to ask: what if we fix the structure and allow only the formula ¢ to be
given as the input? That is, for which Py, ..., P4 is the corresponding MSO theory decidable? We obtain the following,

somewhat surprising result..

Theorem (See Thm. 4.9). For any integers ay, p1, - .., a4, pa = 1, there exists an algorithm that, given an MSO formula ¢,
decides whether ¢ holds in (N; <, Py, ..., P;), where P; = {aip?: n € N}.

The caveat is that the attendant decision procedure is non-uniformin ay, p, . . ., ag, pg, in that it “knows” the ideal of
all polynomial relations between log(a;),log(p1),...,log(aq),log(pa).

When studying the ordering in which powers of integers occur (i.e., the order word corresponding to the predicates
Py, ..., P; above), we discover interesting connections to word combinatorics and the problem of determining the factor
complexity (i.e., the number of distinct subwords of a given length n) for certain classes of infinite words. In Sec. 4.3, we
discuss how it is possible to replace roughly half of the number theory we make use of with arguments from word

combinatorics and automata theory, to establish weakened versions of our main theorems.
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4 Berthé et al.

The second setting we consider is that of (N; <, Py, P;), where P; = {gn®: n € N} and P, = {pb": n € N} for integers
@b, d, b. In this case, the underlying dynamical systems are given by maps T: [0,1) — [0,1), T (x) = {b - x} where
b > 2is an integer and {y} denotes the fractional part of y € R. Iteratively applying T, starting from x € [0, 1) generates
the expansion of x in base b. These are also fundamental dynamical systems that go as far back as the work of Rényi
on f-expansions [41]. For the predicates Py, P, above, we give a complete result that links their MSO theory to that of

base-b expansions of certain algebraic numbers.?

Theorem (See Thm. 5.1). Let b,d > 2 and p,q > 1 be integers, P, = {qn®: n € N}, and P, = {pb": n € N}. Write

n=4Up/q. 0 = {1/b, and letyy, ..., ya_1 € {0,...,b—1}* be the base-b expansions of {n}, {nl},..., {n{4"1}, respectively.
Then the MSO theories of (N; <, Py, P;) and (N; <, yo, ..., Yq—1) are Turing-equivalent.

Various interesting MSO decidability results follow readily from the theorem above; see Sec. 5 for a detailed discussion.

(A) Taking p = ¢ = 1 and b = d = 2, we obtain that the MSO theory of (N; <, N?, 2N} is Turing-equivalent to that of
(N; <, y), where y is the binary expansion of V2 — 1 viewed as function of type N — {0, 1}.

(B) The MSO theory of {IN; <, bN, N¢) is decidable for any d > 2 and b = k¥ for some k > 2. (For example, the MSO
theory of (IN; <,N%, 2V) is decidable.) In this case, = 1, { = 1/k, and hence {5}, {nZ},..., {n{% '} € Q. Recall
that expansions of rational numbers in any integer base are ultimately periodic, and hence their representations
as functions of type N — {0,...,b — 1} are MSO-definable in (IN; <), which itself has a decidable MSO theory.

But what do we know about the expansion of an irrational algebraic number in an integer base b? For such an
expansion a, it is known, for example, that lim inf,,_, m.zT(n) = +oo where 7, (n) denotes the number of distinct finite
words of length w that appear in « (Thm. 2.17). On the other hand, many simple results that would be subsumed by
decidability of the MSO theory of an expansion in base b remain elusive: for example, at the time of writing no algorithm
is known that decides whether a given finite word occurs in a given expansion. Nevertheless, expansions of irrational
algebraic numbers in integer bases are widely conjectured to be normal, and a fortiori disjunctive: every finite pattern of
digits should occur infinitely often. As the MSO theory of any disjunctive word is decidable (Thm. 3.5), the MSO theory

of (N; <, N?, ZN) is decidable assuming the binary expansion of {\/5} =v2-1is disjunctive.

Structure of the paper. We recall necessary preliminaries from logic, automata theory, number theory, and word
combinatorics in Sec. 2. In Sec. 3, we develop a range of automata-theoretic tools that allow us to reduce between
the (decision problems of) MSO theories of various structures. In Sec. 4, we apply our toolbox to show how to decide
MSO theories of multiple linear recurrence sequences with a single, non-repeated dominant root. Sec. 5 is dedicated to
studying the MSO theories of structures (N; <, {qgn?: n € N}, {qn?: n € N}) through the lens of base-b expansions and
normal numbers. Finally, Sec. 6 contains a brief discussion of our results and open problems concerning decidability of
MSO theories.

2 Preliminaries

We denote by 0 the tuple (0,...,0) whose dimensions will be clear from the context. We write T for [0, 1), viewed as an

additive group where addition operates modulo 1. For x € R, we write {x} for the fractional part x — [ x] of x.

3We view the base-b expansion of x € [0, 1) as an infinite word over {0, ..., b — 1}, or equivalently, as a function of type N — {0, ..., b—-1}.
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On the Decidability of Monadic Theories of Arithmetic Predicates 5

2.1 Words and automata

By an alphabet ¥ we mean a finite non-empty set of letters. The sets of finite, finite non-empty, and infinite words over
are denoted X%, 3%, and 3¢, respectively. For a finite or infinite word a and n € N, we write «(n) for the nth letter of a.
Thus a = a(0)a(1) - - -. We define a[n, m) == a(n) - - - a(m — 1), and assuming « is infinite, a[n, c0) = a(n)a(n+1)---.
We denote the length of a finite word w by |w/|. A finite word w € X* occurs at a position n in a if a[n,n + |w|) = w.
Such w is called a factor of a. We denote by 7, (n) the number of distinct factors of length n of . The function s, is
called the factor complexity of a.

A deterministic finite Muller automaton (simply called an automaton throughout the paper) A over an alphabet ¥ is
given by a tuple (Q, ginit, , ¥ ), where Q is the (finite) set of states, qinit € Q is the initial state, §: Q X ¥ — Q is the
transition function, and & C 29 is the acceptance condition. For ¢ € Q and u € X*, we denote by (g, u) the state
obtained when the automaton reads u starting at the state g. We denote by A(«) the sequence of states visited when A
reads a. A word a € 2 is accepted by A if the set S of states appearing infinitely often in A(«) is present in . We
write @ € L(A) to mean that A accepts a.

A deterministic finite transducer (simply called a transducer throughout the paper) 8 over an input alphabet X
and an output alphabet I' is given by (R, rinit, 0), where R is the (finite) set of states, ripit € R is the initial state, and
0: RXX — RXT" is the transition function. At every step, 8 reads a letter from the input alphabet X, transitions to the
next state, and outputs a finite word over the output alphabet I'. We denote by B(«a) the (possibly finite) word over T
output by B upon reading a € X¢.

Let A be an automaton as above. By a journey on A we mean an element of | := QxQx22. A path qoq1qz - - - gn € Q™*!
makes the journey (qo, gn, V') where V is the set of states occurring in the proper suffix q1qz - - - g». If n > 1, then g, € V
necessarily, but ¢y may not belong to V. The unique journey a word w € ¥* makes starting in qo € Q, denoted by
jour(w, qo), is the journey made by the path qq - - - q|»,|, Where ;41 = 8(q;, w(i)) for 1 < i < |w|. The empty word makes
journeys of the form (g, ¢, 0). If v makes the journey (g1, g3, V1) and w makes the journey (gs, g2, V2), then vw makes
the journey (q1, g2, V1 U V3).

Next, we define the equivalence relation ~ # as follows. Two words v, w € X* are equivalent, denoted v ~# w if
the sets of journeys they can undertake (starting from various states) are identical. The equivalence is moreover a
congruence: if v ~4# w and x ~# y, then vx ~# wy. Observe that ~ 4 is not the classical congruence (see, e.g., [17,
Sec. 2]) associated with the automaton A. Our choice, however, will be more convenient for technical reasons.

Since there are only finitely many equivalence classes of ~ 4, the quotient of X* by ~ 4 is a finite monoid M, called
the journey monoid. We use h to denote the natural morphism from ¥* into M. The morphism h maps each letter to its
equivalence class modulo ~ . We also extend the function jour to take inputs from M X Q: for an equivalence class
m = [w] and state g, we define jour(m,q) = jour(w, q). Finally, we will need the following lemma, whose proof is

immediate.

LEMMA 2.1. Let A be an automaton as above and o = upuy - - - € X, where u, € 3* for all n. Then run of A on a can

be decomposed as the concatenation of journeys

(g0, q1- Vo) (q1, 92, V1) (g2, 3, V2) - - -

where qo = Ginit and jour(up, qn) = (qn, qn+1, Vu) for all n. Moreover, every q € Q appears infinitely often in A(«a) if and
only if q € V,, for infinitely manyn € N.

Manuscript submitted to ACM



6 Berthé et al.

2.2 Monadic second-order logic

Monadic second-order logic (MSO) is an extension of first-order logic that allows quantification over subsets of the
universe. Such subsets can be viewed as unary (that is, monadic) predicates. We will only be interpreting MSO formulas
over expansions of the structure (N; <). For a general perspective on MSO, see [11].

Let S = (N; <, Py,...,P;) be a structure where each P; C N is a unary predicate. We associate a language Ls of
terms and formulas with S as follows. The terms of Lg are the countably many constant symbols {0, 1,2, ...}, lowercase
variables that stand for elements of N, uppercase variables that denote subsets of N, and the predicate symbols Py, . .., Py
which stand for the predicates Py, .. ., Py, respectively. The formulas of Lg are the well-formed statements constructed
from the terms, the built-in equality (=) and membership (€) symbols, logical connectives, quantification over elements
of N (written Qx for a quantifier Q), and quantification over subsets (written QX for a quantifier Q). The MSO theory of
the structure S is the set of all sentences belonging to Lg that are true in S. We write S |= ¢ to mean that the formula ¢
holds in the structure S. The MSO theory of S is decidable if there exists an algorithm that, given a sentence ¢ € L,
decides whether S |= ¢.

As an example, consider S = (N; <, P) where P is the set of all primes. Let s(-) be the successor function defined by
s(x) =y if and only if

x<y A Vz:(x<z=>y<2).
That is, s(x) = x + 1. Further let
P(X)=1eX A 0,2¢X A Vx: (x € X © s(s(s(x))) € X)
Y =3X: (p(X) A Vy3Jz: (z>y A z€X A P(2))).
The formula ¢ defines the subset {n: n = 1 (mod 3)} of N, and ¢ is the sentence “there are infinitely many primes
congruent to 1 modulo 37, which is true. At the time of writing, it is not known whether the MSO theory of the
structure S above is decidable.

The automaton acceptance problem for an infinite word a, denoted Acc,, is to determine, given an automaton A,
whether @ € L(A). Let Py, ..., Py C N be predicates and X = {0, 1}d.

Definition 2.2. The characteristic word of P, ..., Py, written « = Char(Py,...,P;) € X%, is defined by a(n) =
(bn1s ..., bng) where b,; = 1if n € P; and by,; = 0 otherwise.

The following is a reformulation of the seminal result of Biichi through which he showed decidability of the MSO
theory of (N; <). It will also be used to prove all of our MSO decidability results. We state it for deterministic Muller

automata, which are equivalent to non-deterministic Biichi automata [47] used in the original proof of Biichi.
THEOREM 2.3 ([47, THMS. 5.4 AND 5.9]). Given an MSO formula ¢ over predicates® Py, ..., P4, we can construct an
automaton A over . = {0, l}d such that for any structure S = (N; <, Py, ..., P;) with the characteristic word a,
SEe e aecL(A).

In particular, the decision problem of the MSO theory of S is Turing-equivalent to the decision problem Acc,.

4Here we identify the predicate symbols Py, . . ., P, with the predicates Py, ... ., Py.
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On the Decidability of Monadic Theories of Arithmetic Predicates 7

2.3 Algebraic numbers

A complex number A is algebraic if there exists a non-zero polynomial p € Q[x] such that p(A) = 0. The set of algebraic
numbers is denoted by Q. The unique irreducible monic polynomial p € Q[x] that has A as a root is called the minimal
polynomial of A. A representation of an algebraic number A consists of its minimal polynomial p and sufficiently accurate
rational approximations of the real and imaginary parts of A to distinguish it from the other roots of p. All arithmetic
operations can be performed effectively on representations of algebraic numbers; see, for example, [18, Sec. 4.2] and
[26, Sec. 1.5.4].

Let zy,...,2z4 € C be non-zero. The free abelian group
k
Gm(zi, ... zq) = {(ki,....kq): z’fl ez =1y

is called the group of multiplicative relations of zy, . ..,z;. We say that zy,...,z; are multiplicatively independent if
G =Gpm(z1,...,24) is the trivial group. A basis of G is a set B = {vy,...,V;;,} C G that is linearly independent over Z
with the property that every z € G can be uniquely written as an integer linear combination of vy, ..., v,,. The rank
of G is the size of any of its bases. For non-zero zi,...,z4 € @ we can compute a basis of G using a deep result of

Masser [33], or the more recent polynomial-time algorithm of Combot [19].

2.4 Linear recurrence sequences

A sequence (u,),-, over a ring R is a linear recurrence sequence (LRS) over R if there existd > 0 and ¢y, ...,cq € R such
that

Untd = Cllinsd—1 +** + Cqlin (1)
for all n € N. The smallest such d is called the order of (u,),,. We will mostly work with LRS over Z, which we also
call integer LRS. For example, the Fibonacci sequence satisfies u,4+2 = tp41 + u, for all n € N, and is an integer LRS of
order two. We refer the reader to the book [22] for a detailed account of LRS.

Let R C Q and (un),—, be an LRS over R of order d. Then there exist unique cy,...,cq € R such that (u,),2,
satisfies the recurrence relation (1). The minimal polynomial of (u,);_, is p(x) = x4 - Zf-l:l ¢ix?1. Suppose p has the
(distinct) roots Ay, . .., A, € Q, called the characteristic roots of (tn),—o- Then there exist unique non-zero polynomials
1 - - -»qm € Q[x] such that

Uy = q1(MA} + - + gm(n)A7, 2)
for all n € N. Equation (2) is known as the exponential-polynomial form of (u,),>. A characteristic root 4; is called
non-repeated (alternatively, simple) if g; is constant. The sequence (u, ), is called diagonalisable (alternatively, simple)
if every A; is non-repeated. A characteristic root 4; is called dominant if |A;| > |A;| for all 1 < j < m. The sequence
(On)ye, given by v, = 31 qi(n)A, where I = {i: A; is dominant}, is called the dominant part of (uy),,. Similarly,
(U = n),y is called the non-dominant part of (uy), . Both the dominant and the non-dominant parts are LRS over Q.

Decision problems of linear recurrence sequences, despite being of central interest in algebraic number theory,
largely remain open. The most famous example is the Skolem Problem, which asks to decide whether a given integer LRS
(un) ey contains zero. It is known to be decidable for sequences of order d < 4, and is open at order 5 and above [34].
Similarly, the Positivity Problem asks to decide whether a given integer LRS (u, ), satisfies u, > 0 for all n. Decidability
(or, for that matter, undecidability) of the Positivity Problem would imply substantial new results in Diophantine
approximation that are currently believed to be out of reach [36]. For this reason, any decision problem to which the
Positivity Problem can be reduced is referred to as Positivity-hard. Finally, the Ultimate Positivity Problem asks to decide
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8 Berthé et al.

whether a given integer LRS (u, ), satisfies u, > 0 for all sufficiently large n. This problem is known to be decidable
for LRS of order at most 5 as well as LRS (of any order) whose characteristic roots are all non-repeated [36, 37]. At
order 6, decidability is again linked to certain open problems in Diophantine approximation [36].

We conclude this section two straightforward lemmas about linear recurrence sequences. First, the exponential-

polynomial form (2) immediately implies an exponential upper bound on |uy,|, formalised below.

LEMMA 2.4. Let (up),~, be an LRS over Q and r,L > 0 be algebraic. Suppose L > |;| for any characteristic root A; of

(ttn)pey- Then we can compute N € N such that |u,| < rL" foralln > N.

From (1) it readily follows that an integer LRS is ultimately periodic modulo any m € Ny . This is known as being

procyclic.

LEMMA 2.5. Let (un),_, be an integer LRS, m be a positive integer, and define the sequence (v,),—, as v, = u, mod m.

We can compute N > 0 and p > 0 such that vpy, =0, foralln > N.

2.5 Schanuel’s conjecture

A set X = {ay,...,aq} of complex numbers is said to be algebraically independent over Q if p(ay,...,aq) # 0 for
any non-zero polynomial p € Q[xy,...,x4]. The transcendence degree of X is the size of a largest subset of X that is
algebraically independent over Q. Below we state Schanuel’s conjecture, a classical conjecture in transcendental number

theory with far-reaching implications [30].

CONJECTURE 2.6 (SCHANUEL’S CONJECTURE). Ifay,...,aq € C are linearly independent over Q, then the transcendence

degree of {a1, ..., aq,e™,...,e%} is at least d.

In particular, Schanuel’s conjecture implies that log(4,), .. .,log(A4) are algebraically independent over Q for multi-
plicatively independent Ay, ..., Aq € Q. We will use Schanuel’s conjecture in the following way. Consider the structure
Rexp = (R; <, +,—, -, exp(+), 0, 1) of real numbers equipped with arithmetic and (real) exponentiation. By the first-order
theory of Rex, we mean the set of all well-formed first-order sentences that are true in Reyp,. In [32], Macintyre and

Wilkie show that the first-order theory of the structure Rey, is decidable assuming Schanuel’s conjecture.

THEOREM 2.7. Assuming Schanuel’s conjecture, given a sentence ¢, we can decide whether Rexp |= @. Moreover,

Schanuel’s conjecture is only required for termination and not correctness.

The second statement in the theorem above means that the algorithm of Macintyre and Wilkie always terminates
assuming Schanuel’s conjecture, and whenever it does, it is unconditionally guaranteed to correctly decide whether

Rexp |: Q.
2.6 Baker’s theorem
By an R-affine form, where R is a ring, we mean h(xy,...,xg) = ag + Zil aix;, where a; € Rforall 0 < i < d. The

following is a (rather weak) version of Baker’s celebrated theorem on Z-affine forms of logarithms [5].

THEOREM 2.8. Let pi, ..., pa € Rao N Q. There exists a computable constant C such that for all by, ... by € Z with
B i=max{|b;| +2,...,|bg| + 2} and A == by log(p;1) + - - - + bglog(pa),

A#0=|A]>BC.
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From Baker’s theorem we derive the following.

THEOREM 2.9. Let py, p; € Roy NQ and ¢y, ¢; € RNQ. There exists a computable constant C with the following property.
Write E(ny,nz) = c1p)" + copy? forny,ny € N. Then
Py Py’

E(nqy,ny) #0 = |E(ny, ny)| > >
(l 2) |(1 2)| (n1+2)c (n2+2)c

forallny,n, € N.

PrROOF. We can assume that c¢ic; < 0; otherwise the result is trivial. Suppose E(ny, nz) # 0. Then, for (i, j) = (1,2) as
well as (i, j) = (2,1),

Ci
log (—) +n;log(p;i) — njlog(p;)

En,n :c4.rfj. >c..{1j.
B, n)| = lej - ] les1 - ] .

Ci n; —nj
PP -1
where we have used the fact that e¥ — 1 > x for all x > 0. Therefore,

|E(n1, nz)| > |Cj| 'P;lj - |A(ny, ng)],
where A(ni, nz) = |log(ci/c2) + nilog(p1) — nzlog(pz)| = [log(cz/c1) + nzlog(pz) — nilog(pi)|. Therefore, we need

to construct C such that
1

ler](n1 +2)C 7 ezl (nz +2)C°

|A(ny, ng)| >
Compute k > 1 such that for all ny,n; € Ny,

o ny > kny; = log(cy/c2) + nylog(ps) < %nl log(p1), which, in turn, implies that |A(ny, nz)| > %nl log(p1) as well
as |A(ng, ny)| > %nz log(p2), and
e ny; > kn; = log(cy/cz) + nylog(pr) < %nz log(p2), which implies that |A(ny, ny)| > %nz log(p2), %nl log(p1)-
It remains to handle the values ny, n, € N such that "—KZ < ny < kny or nyny = 0. In the former case, by Baker’s theorem,
there exists a computable constant D such that
|A(ny, np)| > (max{2 + ny, 2 + ny}) P > (2 + xn;) P

for i = 1, 2. For the latter case, compute M; := min,en{|A(0,n)|: A(0,n) # 0} and M, := min,en{|A(n,0)|: A(n,0) # 0}.
It remains to choose C sufficiently large such that

L log(pi), My, My > ——
-, -nlo i) s — =
(2+xn)D° 2" OB ML M = e

forallneNandi=1,2. O

Baker also proved the following theorem, which is a very special case of Schanuel’s conjecture. We use it to prove

the two lemmas given below.

THEOREM 2.10 (THM. 1.6 IN [48]). Suppose py, ..., pa € RoNQ are multiplicatively independent, i.e., log(p,), . . .,log(pq)
are linearly independent over Q. Then 1,log(Ay), . . .,log(Ay) are linearly independent over Q.

LEmMMA 2.11. Letd > 2, Ay,...,Aq € Roy N Q be pairwise multiplicatively independent, and suppose
rank(Gy(Ay,...,Aq)) >d — 2.

Then 1/log(A1), ..., 1/log(Aq) are linearly independent over Q.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Note that the condition rank(Gum(p1, ..., pa)) = d — 2 is exactly the same as “each triple of distinct p;, p;, px is
multiplicatively dependent”, as well as “each triple of distinct log(p;),log(p;),log(pi) is linearly dependent over Q”.
This holds trivially when d = 2.

Proor oF LEM. 2.11. By the two assumptions, for any distinct i, j, k there exist b;, b}, by € Z such that Al.bi/lfjlzk =1.
Equivalently, b; log(4;) + b; log(A;) + bx log(Ax) =0.For 1 < j < d,let by j, by ; € Qbe such thatlog(4;) = by jlog(A;) +
by jlog(Az). Then by; = by, = 0 and all other b; ; are non-zero.

Letcy,...,cq € Q be such that 2?21 logc(—ﬁj) = 0. We will argue that ¢; = 0 for all j. Define f(x,y) = Z;l:l bl,jxi—jbn,jy'
Then f(log(4;),log(Az)) =0.Let g(x,y) = ]_[j?zl(bl,jx + by jy) and

d
h(xy) =fxy) gy =D ¢ [ (bux+bay)

Jj=1 1<i#j<d

which simplifies to
d-1

h(x,y) = Z exiy?d!

i=0
for some e; € Q. We have that h(log(1;),log(42)) = 0.

Suppose, for the sake of a contradiction, that h is not identically zero. Then dividing by y¢~! gives that log(1;)/log(/z)
is the root of the non-zero polynomial Z?;OI eix' € Q[x]. That is, log(4;)/log(A;) is an algebraic number, say «, and
hence log(1;) — alog(A;) = 0, contradicting Thm. 2.10 since 4; and A, are multiplicatively independent. Therefore, all
e; have to be zero. It follows that A is zero and f is zero everywhere it is defined.

Now suppose, for the sake of a contradiction, that ¢; # 0 for some i. By the multiplicative independence assumption,
the following holds. For every y € Q and j # i, it is not the case that for all x,y € R, by;x + by;y = (b jx + by jy).
Therefore, we can find x,y € Q such that by ;x + by ;yy = 0 and by ;X + by jy # 0 for all j # i. Now consider what happens
as (x,y) — (X, 7). We have that for all j # i, by ;X + by jy — z; for some non-zero z; € Q, but by ;X + b ;j — 0, which
implies that | (x, y)| must diverge. This contradicts the zeroness of f(x, y) wherever it is defined. O

LEMMA 2.12. Given Ay,...,Aq € Q and ay, ..., aq € Q, we can effectively determine the sign of ag + Zfl:l a; log(A;).

Proor. By computing a basis of Gp(4s, . .., Ag) (see Sec. 2.3), we can rewrite this expression as ag + Y5, b; log(1;),
where forall 1 <i <e, b; # 0, yi; = Aj for some j, and p, .. ., yte are multiplicatively independent. By Thm. 2.10, this
expression is zero if and only if ap = by = - -+ = b, = 0. In case it is non-zero, we can compute its sign by approximating

its value from above and below to arbitrary precision. O

2.7 Kronecker’s theorem and translations on a torus

Recall that T denotes [0, 1), viewed as a group with addition modulo 1. In our analysis of MSO theories of powers
of integers, we will frequently encounter compact dynamical systems with state space T and the update function
gs: T¢ = T¢ where

9s((x1,.. .. xq)) = ({x1 + 61}, ... {xa + 8a})
for some 8 = (8,...,8;) € T? These dynamical systems are well-understood thanks to Kronecker’s theorem on
Diophantine approximation. Let § = (Jy,...,84) € T, and define the groups of affine relations and linear relations of 8,
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respectively, as

Ga(81,...,84) ={(ko,.... kg) € Z%" : k181 + -+ - + kgSaq = ko,
GL(81,....80) ={(ki,....kg) € Z% k181 + - - - + kgS4 = 0}.
Further, let
Xs ={(x1,...,xq) € T%: Galx1,...,xq) 2 Ga(b1,...,84)}.

The set X5 is closed by construction. Because G4 (i, . . ., d4) has a finite basis, X5 can be defined by a conjunction
of affine equalities with integer coefficients. The following is a rephrasing of Kronecker’s theorem in Diophantine

approximation [24].
THEOREM 2.13. The orbit of 0 € T¢ under gs is dense in Xs.

That is, every open subset of X; is visited infinitely often by the sequence (0, g5(0), g5(g5(0)), . ..). For s € T¢, define

Xss = {s +x: x € Xs}. The following is an immediate consequence of Kronecker’s theorem.
THEOREM 2.14. The orbit of s € T4 under gs is dense in Xs 5.

COROLLARY 2.15. Let Z C T be open. For anys € T¢, the set T := {n € N: g((s”)(s) € Z} is either empty, or infinite and
with uniformly bounded gaps.

PrOOF. Let Z = Z N X5,.If Z = @, then T is empty. Now suppose Z # @. For k > 1, let Z = g((;k) (Z), which is
open and non-empty. By Thm. 2.14, these sets form an open cover of Z. Because Xs.s is compact (since it is closed and
bounded), there exists K such that Z), .. .,Z_K covers X;,s. It follows that for any x € X, there exists 1 < k < K such
that g((sk) (x) € Z. Therefore, for any n > K there exist n;,n; € T suchthatn — K <n; <n<n; <n+K. O

2.8 Normal numbers

Call a number a € R is disjunctive in base b if its base-b expansion « is a disjunctive word, i.e.  contains infinitely
many occurrences of every w € {0,...,b — 1}*. Disjunctivity is a weaker property than the more well-known property
of being a normal number: in the latter case, the frequency of occurrences of every finite word w € {0,...,b — 1}
has to be equal to b~!"!. For a detailed discussion of disjunctivity, see the book [15] and for normal numbers, see the

surveys [25, 38] and the book [14]. In particular, [25] states the following conjecture.

CONJECTURE 2.16. A real irrational algebraic number o is normal in any integer base b > 2.

Thus, in particular, this conjecture implies that every real irrational algebraic number is disjunctive in any integer
base. The strongest result towards this conjecture is due to Adamczewski and Bugeaud [1]. Recall that 7, denotes the

factor complexity of an infinite word a.

THEOREM 2.17. Ifb > 2 and a is the base-b expansion of a real irrational algebraic number, then

7o (n
lim inf «(n) = 400
n—oo n
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2.9 Fourier-Motzkin elimination

Fourier-Motzkin elimination is a method for solving systems of affine equalities and inequalities over the reals. Suppose
we are given the system
(D(Xl, .. .,xm) = /\ ai1X1 + -+ AimXm ~i bi A /\ aj1x1 + -+ ajmXm ~j b]
iel jeJ

where a;, ajk, bi, bj € R are constants, a;1,aj; > 0, ~; € {>,>},and ~; € {<,<} foralli€l,j € J,1 <k <m. Then

®(x1,...,%m) can be written as
b; ai2 aim bj ajo Aj,m
x1~i___x2_...__xm/\ x1~j___x2___xm
el aii aii aii el aji aji aji
and hence the formula Jx;: ®(xy, ..., xp,) is equivalent to
b; a2 Aim bj aj2 aj,m
- —XZ _— = _x l,] _ _xz — _xm
icLjeJ a1 aii aii aji aji aji

where ~; ; is < if both ~; and ~; are non-strict, and ~; ; is < otherwise. Hence we can eliminate the variable x;.

Now suppose we are given a Boolean combination ¥ of affine inequalities in real variables x, ..., xp,. Let A be the
set of all constants that appear as the coefficient of some x; in ¥ (in ® above, this is the set of all a;, a; k), and B be the
set of all other constants (in ® above, this is the set of all b;, b;). By iteratively applying the process described above, we
can construct a Boolean combination T of linear inequalities (without any free variables) in the elements of B with

coefficients that are polynomial in the elements of A such that T is true if and only if Jx1, ..., x,: ¥(x1,...,xy) is true.

3 A toolbox for proving MSO decidability

We recall classical results in Sec. 3.1 and 3.2. Thereafter we give our main new results concerning MSO decidability.

3.1 Uniformly recurrent words
Aword a € ¢ is
o recurrent if every factor u € X* of a occurs infinitely often in «, and
o uniformly recurrent if it is recurrent and for every factor u, the gaps between consecutive occurrences of u in
are bounded. In this case, we define R, (n) to be the smallest integer R such that every factor u of @ with |u| =n

appears in a[k, k + R) for all k. The function R, is called the recurrence function of a.

Prominent examples of uniformly recurrent words include the Thue-Morse word [2, Chap. 1] and all Sturmian words

[31, Chap. 2]. The following is due to Seménov [45], and a modernized version of this proof is given in [26, Section 3.1].5

THEOREM 3.1. Suppose we are given an automaton A and a uniformly recurrent word a, represented by (i) an oracle to

compute a(n) given n, and (ii) an oracle to compute R, (n) given n. Then we can decide whether A accepts a.

COROLLARY 3.2. Suppose we are given an automaton ‘A and a uniformly recurrent word o represented by the oracle (i)
above and either

(iii) an oracle to decide whether a given finite word u occurs in «, or

(iv) an oracle to compute the factor complexity 7, (n) given n.

5In fact, Seménov’s result works for the more general class of effectively almost-periodic words, in which every factor occurs either finitely many times, or
with bounded gaps.
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Then we can decide whether A accepts .

ProoOF. Suppose we can decide whether a given u occurs in @. Then for any k, we can compute the set L(k) of all
factors of « of length k. Thus we can compute R, (n) by computing L(k) for increasing values of k > n until we arrive
at a set of finite words all of which contain all of L(n) as factors.

Now suppose we can compute 7, (n) given n. Then we can decide whether u occurs in « by first computing 7, (|ul),
and then computing increasingly larger prefixes of o until we have seen 7, (|u|) different factors of length |u|. At that

point we can decide whether u occurs in a. O

3.2 Profinitely ultimately periodic words

Carton and Thomas [17] introduced the class of profinitely ultimately periodic words as a framework to generalise the

contraction method of Elgot and Rabin [21]. Let ¥ be an alphabet.

(a) A sequence of finite words (up)nen is effectively profinitely ultimately periodic [17] if for any morphism h: £* — M
into a finite monoid M, we can compute integers N, p with p > 1 such that for all n > N, h(uy) = h(un+p).

(b) An infinite word « is effectively profinitely ultimately periodic [39] if it can be effectively factorised (by, e.g., a
Turing machine that is given « as input) as an infinite concatenation uyu; - - - of finite non-empty words forming
an effectively profinitely ultimately periodic sequence.

(c) We say that a strictly increasing function f: N — N is effectively contractive if for any morphism h: N — M
into a finite monoid, the sequence (h(f(n +1) — f(n) — 1)), is ultimately periodic with computable period and

pre-period.

We have the following results about MSO decidability.

THEOREM 3.3. Let @ € X, and suppose we can compute ct(n) given n. The problem Acc, is decidable if and only if a is

effectively profinitely ultimately periodic.

The “if” direction of Thm. 3.3 is due to Carton and Thomas [17], and the converse is due to Rabinovich [39]. Every
infinite word is profinitely ultimately periodic, as a close inspection of the use of Ramsey’s theorem in Rabinovich’s proof
reveals. The effectiveness distinguishes words whose automaton acceptance problem is decidable. A comprehensive
class of predicates whose characteristic words (« € {0, 1}*) are effectively profinitely ultimately periodic is identified
by [17, Thm. 5.2]. This class includes predicates {p(n)k™ > 0: n € N} for any integer k > 1 and polynomial p € Z[x].

Characteristic words of predicates obtained from effectively contractive and computable f are more restrictive than
effectively profinitely ultimately periodic words: in the latter case, we are free to choose the factorisation, whereas
in the former case, the factorisation is the unique one into words of the form 0%1 for some k. It turns out, however,
that effectively contractible words have better compositional properties (Sec. 3.6). For now, we record the following

corollary of Thm. 3.3.

COROLLARY 3.4. The MSO theory of (N; <, P), where P = {f(n): n € N} for a computable and effectively contractive
function f, is decidable.

Proor. The characteristic word « of P is effectively profinitely ultimately periodic, with the required factorisation
of a being (0/ (V) 1,0/ (V=F(O) =11 of D)=f(D)=11 3 a]
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3.3 Disjunctive words

Recall that a word o € 2 is disjunctive if every u € X* appears infinitely often in a. Disjunctivity is usually considered
when ¥ = {0,...,b — 1} is the alphabet of digits and « is the base-b expansion of a real number x € [0, 1). Thus, when
x=v2-1=0.41421356--- and b = 10, @ = 41421356 - - - . We have the following result about such words.

THEOREM 3.5. If a is disjunctive and a(n) can be effectively computed given n, then Acc, is decidable.

Intuitively, the proof uses the abundance of all factors in @ to deduce that the set of states visited infinitely often is

an entire bottom strongly connected component in the graph induced by the automaton.

Proor. Consider an automaton A as a directed graph allowing multiple edges. We partition the graph into its
strongly connected components (SCCs) and call an SCC without outgoing edges a bottom SCC. We will show that
the set of states visited infinitely often by the run of A on « is precisely a bottom SCC. Hence we can decide Acc, by
simulating the run of given A on « until a bottom SCC is reached. Then « is accepted if and only if this bottom SCC is
in the (Muller) acceptance condition of A.

We need to show that (a) if an SCC is not a bottom SCC, then the run eventually exits it; and (b) if the run enters
a bottom SCC, all of its states are visited infinitely often. To prove (a), let S be a non-bottom SCC. Enumerate the
states of S as qy, . . ., ¢ Inductively construct a sequence of words uy, ..., u, € X*, starting with k = 1, such that for all
1<k<n 6(qr,us---ug) ¢ S. Here, ug,q can be chosen to be any word such that takes the automaton from the state
(qg+15 U1 - - - ug) to state outside S. Then the word u = u; - - - u, is such that for any q € S, §(q, u) ¢ S. By disjunctivity,
u occurs in a. It follows that when reading & from any q € S the run will exit S.

We prove (b) similarly. Let S be a bottom SCC consisting of the states g, . .., gy, and g € S. Inductively construct
Uy, ..., up € F such that §(qx, u; - - - ux) = q for all k. Here, uy4; can be chosen to be any word that takes the automaton
from the state 8(qx+1, ug - - - ug) to the state q. It follows that whenever the word u = u; - - - u, is read, regardless of from

which state in S, the state q will be visited. By disjunctivity we have that every g € S is visited infinitely often. O

3.4 Closure under transductions

In this section, when we say a word a € X is given, we mean that an oracle is given that computes «(n) on input n.
Our first result is that automaton acceptance for an infinite word a = 7 (), where 7 is a transducer, can be reduced to

automaton acceptance for f.

LEMMA 3.6. Suppose we are given a2 € X, f € £, an automaton A over X1, and a transducer T~ such that a = T ().

We can compute an automaton B such thata € L(A) © f € L(B).

Proor. Write A = (Q, ¢init, 6, F) and T~ = (R, Finit, 0). The automaton B simulates what 7~ would do upon reading a,
and furthermore, what A would do upon reading each output block of 7 («).

The set of states of B is Q’ = J X R, where ] is the set of journeys in A. Each state keeps track of the last journey
made in A and the current state in 7. We further define g} ;, = ((qinit, Ginit @), 7init) and

8" (((pq. V). 1), b) = (jour(q, u), ")
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where o(r,b) = (r’,u). By Lem. 2.1, a state s appears infinitely often in A(«) if and only if a state ((p, g, V), r) with
s € V appears infinitely often in B(f). We therefore define ¥ by

FecfF ( V) eF
((p.q.V).r)eF’

and B = (Q/,qi’nit, 8, F). O
CoROLLARY 3.7. Leta € 27, f € 3, and suppose that a = T () for a transducer T . Then Acc,, reduces to Accg.

We next give a generalisation of Lem. 3.6 that we will be crucial throughout the paper. Here we transduce from f not
into « but rather to “compressed” versions thereof, where the compression is performed by a morphism into a finite

monoid.

THEOREM 3.8. Suppose we are given a € ¢, f € 3, an automaton A over X1, and an oracle that, given a morphism
h: 3] — M into a finite monoid M, computes a transducer 7~ (with input alphabet %, and output alphabet M) with the
following property: there exists a factorisation a = [],—, wn such that T () = h(wo)h(w1)h(wz) - - -. Then we can compute
an automaton B such that a € L(A) & f € L(B).

ProoOF. Let J be the set of all journeys in A, M be the journey monoid of A, h: ] — M be the morphism mapping
each finite word to the equivalence class of its set of journeys in A, 7 be the corresponding transducer (given in
the statement of Thm. 3.8), and @ = [], -, w, be the corresponding factorisation. Write A = (Q, Ginit, 5, F) and
7 = (R, Finit, 0). We construct an automaton M = (J, (qinit, ¢init- @), 6’, F') over the alphabet M as follows. The states
simply record the last journey taken. For (p,q,V) € J and x € M, we define §'((p,q, V), x) = jour(q, x). Finally, we

define the acceptance condition by

FefF = ( V) eF.
(q.r,V)eF’
Then M(7 ()) is factorisation of the run of A on « into journeys as in Lem. 2.1, and a € L(A) & T (f) € L(M).
Applying Lem. 3.6 with 5, 7 (f) and M, we construct an automaton 8 such that 7(f) € L(M) & p € L(B). ]

3.5 Sparse procyclic predicates

We now discuss the main automata-theoretic tool that will be used Sec. 4. The idea is that, when considering the
automaton acceptance problem, we reduce from the characteristic word to its compressed version, called the order word.
Let P, ..., P, be infinite predicates with the characteristic word € ({0,1}¢)®. Order the elements of P; as (p,gi))fzo.

Definition 3.9 (Order Word). The order word of Py, ..., Py, written Ord(Py, ..., P;), is the infinite word obtained by

deleting all occurrences of 0 from a.

In compressing the characteristic word & to the order word f, one only retains partial information, i.e. a particular
aspect of the interaction between predicates. Not surprisingly, by an immediate application of Lem. 3.6, given an
automaton B we can construct an automaton A such that ¢ € L(A) & f € L(B) for any characteristic word a. In
particular, Accg reduces to Acc,. Remarkably however, under certain circumstances, the order word captures all the

information we need to decide automaton acceptance, and we can perform the reverse reduction. To see this, write

a= okﬂﬂ(o)-~-0k"ﬂ(n)~-~
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and suppose we want to decide whether o € L(A). The automaton A is finite, and consequently one can compute
L, p > 0 such thatfor all n > L, it cannot distinguish 0" from 0"*”. Provided that k,, is persistently larger than L, it suffices
to only keep track of k,, modulo p. That is, we can construct an automaton A’ such that « € L(A) & o’ € L(A’) where
a’ =0™p(0)---0™f(n)--- and each m, is small but indistinguishable from k, by A. We can then hope to insert
the sequence (0™) into § using a transducer C, i.e., @’ = C(f). Then by Lem. 3.6, deciding whether o’ € L(A")
reduces to deciding whether § € L(8) for an automaton B computed from A’ and C. We next formalise this argument.
We say that a sequence (u,),., of integers is effectively procyclic if, given m > 1, we can compute N, p such that

Unyp = Up (mod m) foralln > N.

=)

Definition 3.10 (Effectively Procyclic Predicates). The predicates Py, ..., P; are effectively procyclic if each <Pr(li)>n:0 is

effectively procyclic.

We briefly argue that for a single predicate P, the notions of being effectively procyclic and having an effectively
profinitely ultimately periodic characteristic word are incomparable. Firstly, let a € {0, 1}* be such that a(n) can be

computed given n, but Acc, is undecidable. For example,® writing t,, for the mth prime number, we can take
a(n)=1en= t,’; for some m, k and the mth Turing Machine halts (on empty input) in at most k steps.

Then the mth Turing machine does not halt on empty input if and only if there exist infinitely many n = 0 (mod ¢,,)
such that a(n) = 1. Note that by undecidability of Acc,, both 0 and 1 must occur infinitely often in a. Construct § by
replacing in @ each 0 by 10 and the kth occurrence of 1 by 101, Let P = {n: fi(n) = 1}, which is effectively procyclic
by construction. However, since a = B(f) for a transducer, by Lem. 3.6, Accg and hence the MSO theory of (N; <, P)
must be undecidable. Hence § cannot be effectively profinitely ultimately periodic by Thm. 3.3.

Now suppose a € {0,1}* is a non-periodic word such that Acc, is decidable, e.g., the Thue-Morse word. Let
B =04010210%@)1... P ={neN: f(n) =1}, and {Pn) e, be the ordering of P. Observe that p,4; — p, € {1,2}
for all n. By construction, for all m > 2, (p, mod m),? is not ultimately periodic, which implies that P is not procyclic.
However, by a transduction argument, Acc,, is Turing-equivalent to Accg. Therefore, Accy is decidable and hence f is

effectively profinitely ultimately periodic.

Definition 3.11 (Effectively Sparse Predicates). The predicates Py, ..., P, are effectively sparse if for every i, j and K,
0<| p,(f) - p,(,{ )| < K has only finitely many solutions that can be effectively determined.

This is equivalent to effective divergence of k;, to +oo: for every K, we can compute N such that foralln > N, k, > K.
We are now ready to state our reduction from characteristic words to order words. We assume that effectively procyclic
and effectively sparse predicates Py, .. ., Py are given by oracles to check whether n € P; foralln e Nand 1 <i < d, as

well as the oracles described in the definitions above.

THEOREM 3.12. There exists an algorithm that takes an automaton A and effectively procyclic and effectively sparse
predicates Py, . .., Py, and outputs an automaton B such that & € L(A) & f € L(B), where a is the characteristic word of

Py, ..., P4 and f is the corresponding order word.

Proor. We factorise @ = [, wn, where w,, = 0% B(n). By Thm. 3.8 it suffices to show how to construct, given a
morphism h: ({0, l}d)* — M, a transducer 7~ such that 7 (f) = h(wo)h(w1)h(wy) - - - . By the classical lasso argument,

This example is due to Edon Kelmendi.
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k = xlL+(k=L) modm grom effective sparsity,

from M we can construct L, m > 1 such that forany x €e Mand k > L + m, x
we can compute N such that for alln > N, k,, > L.
Define, foralln > 0and 1 <i < d,
o t, =) (ki + 1), which is equal to |wg| + - - - + |wp|,
. l,(f) =max{ty <t,: (k) = (by,...,bg),bi =1} — 1, i.e. the largest j < t, such that j € P;, and
o st =min{ty > t,: B(k) = (by,...,bg),b; = 1} — 1, i.e. the smallest j > ¢, such that j € P;.
Since Py, . .., P4 are effectively procyclic, (s,(li) —l,(zi)) is periodic modulo every m with a computable period and pre-period.
The transducer 7~ has the values of A(wy), . .., h(wy) hard-coded into it. Before reading f(n + 1) for n > N, it has in
memory ¢, mod m for each 1 < i < d, as well as the values of l,(,i) mod m and (s,(,i) - l,(ii)) mod m, the latter via effective
procyclicity. Upon reading f(n+1) = (by, ..., bg), it first determines some i such that b; = 1. At this point we have that
s,(,i) = ty+1 — 1 and hence t,41 = l,(li) + (s,(li) - l,(li)) + 1. Therefore, the transducer can compute t,.; mod m using the
values it has in memory. Next, it computes k,+; mod m using the relation k41 = tp+1 — t, — 1. Since kp11 = L + m, we
have that
h(wy) = (h(0))1+ ket =bymedm . p(g(n))
(i)

which can now be computed and output by 7. Finally, the transducer computes the values of [., mod m as well as

n+1
sr(,l+)1 - lr(lﬂr)l mod m for all i, by checking whether b; = 1 or b; = 0 and using the value of k,+1 mod m. O
COROLLARY 3.13. Let P, ..., Py be effectively procyclic and effectively sparse predicates with the characteristic word o

and the order word . The problems Acc, and Accg are Turing-equivalent.

Proor. That Acc, reduces to Accg follows from Thm. 3.12, and that Accg reduces to Accy, is true for any predicates

Py, ..., Py as discussed earlier. O

3.6 Closure under compositions

We now study predicates linked by function composition.

THEOREM 3.14. Letgy,...,gq4: N — N be effectively contractive functions and f; = g o --- o g; for1 <i < d. The MSO
theory of (N; <, Py, ..., Pg), where P; = {fi(n): n € N}, is decidable.

Proor. Observe that fi(n) = g1(n), f2(n) = g1(g2(n)), fs(n) = g1(g2(gs(n))), and so on. Hence P; C --- C P;.

We proceed by induction. If d = 1, then decidability follows from Cor. 3.4. Next, consider gy, .. ., g4 for some d > 1.
Let = = ({0,1})4, a € =® be the characteristic word of (N; <, P, ..., P;), and B € 3¢ be the order word. Further let
hi =gpo---o0g;for2 <i <d, Q; = {hj(n): n € N}, and o be the characteristic word of (N; <, Q,, ..., Q4). By the
induction hypothesis, Acc, is decidable. We will show how to transduce from ¢ into (any compressed version, as
appropriate, of) a. The decidability then follows from Thm. 3.8.

Let h: X* — M be a morphism into a finite monoid M. For n € N, write f(n) = (bp1,...,bnq) and op, = (Sp2, ..., Snq)-
Observe that b,y = spx for all 2 < k < d. We factorise ¢ = [], -, wn, where w, = 0%2B(n), ko = ¢1(0), and

kn =g(n) —g(n—1) —1for all n > 1. By the assumption on g; = fi, (ka),~, is effectively profinitely ultimately periodic.

o
n=0

upon reading o (n), outputs h(05*)A((1, 852, . . ., Sna)). Then 7(o) = h(wo)h(w;) - --. O

In particular, a transducer can compute (h(07))®  at the nth step. Therefore, we can construct a transducer 7~ that,

We will not use Thm. 3.14 to prove any of our main theorems. However, we believe that it is of independent interest,

as it gives us other new decidability results: for example, if we take g;(n) = nz, g2(n) = 2", and gs(n) = 3", we obtain
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that the MSO theory of (N; <, N2, 4N, {2“” : n € N}) is decidable. By a similar argument, we obtain that the MSO
theory of (N; <, {(k%)": n € N},N?) is decidable for any integers k, d > 2, which also follows from our second main
result (see Cor. 5.4).

4 Linear recurrence sequences with a single non-repeated dominant root
4.1 Overview

By thevalue set of an integer sequence (u,),., we mean the set {u, > 0: n € N}. In this section, we consider integer

LRS (u,(f));"zo with respective value sets P; C N for 1 < i < d that satisfy the following condition.

(A) Each (u,(,i))f;o has the exponential polynomial representation

ki
u) = cipf + Zpi,j(n),l){'j
j=1

and the dominant part (c;p}');2,, where ¢; > 0 and p; > 1. That is, (uf,w);": , is non-constant, has the single
non-repeated dominant root p;, and P; is infinite.
Note that if p; = 1, because (uf,i));‘;o takes integer values, P; must be finite. The same conclusion holds if ¢; < 0. Such P;

can be defined in the structure (N; <), and are not of interest to us. Our main decision problem is the following.

=5}

ProBLEM 1. Given <u,§”>n:0, e (u,(,d))ff:o as above and an MSO formula ¢, decide whether (N; <, Py, ..., Pg) |= ¢.

When d = 1, decidability of Problem 1 can be shown using the contraction method of Elgot and Rabin. (The
decidability also follows from the main results in this section.) On the other hand, it is easily shown that Problem 1,

even in case of d = 2, subsumes many major open decision problems about integer LRS.

LEMMA 4.1. Let A be an automaton over Y. := {—, 0, +} and (v,),~, an integer LRS with sign pattern o € %, where o(n)

is defined by the sign of v,. We can construct an automaton B and integer LRS <u,(11) Yooy (Un )>n:0 satisfying condition (A)
with respective value sets Py, P, such that 0 € L(A) & © € L(B), where t is the characteristic word of Py, P,.

ProorF. Let p € N4 be such that |v,| = 0(p") (see Lem. 2.4). Construct ¢ € (0, 1) such that %(1 +e)<(1-¢) <
(1+¢) < p,and C € N5 ¢ such that |v0,| < £-Cp" for all n. Define u,(l1> =Cp™and ui,z) = Cp™ +vy,. We give a transducer I'
such that I'(7) = o, and then invoke Lem. 3.6.

(2)

By construction of C, p and ¢, for all n > 0, u,,”’ is the unique term in the sequence (ur(,z) oo

», belonging to the interval
((1-¢)- u,(f), (1+¢)- ufll) ). Moreover, by construction of ¢ these intervals are disjoint and ordered according to n.
Hence the order word f§ of P, P, can be uniquely factorised as = wow;w, - - - where each w,, is either (1, 1) (when
vp =0), or (0,1)(1,0) (when v, > 0), or (1,0)(0, 1) (when v, < 0). The transducer I simply discards all occurrences of 0

from 7, performs the factorisation above, and outputs the corresponding sign —, 0 or + for each factor w;,. O

By the MSO theory of the sign pattern of an LRS (v,,),, we mean the MSO theory of the structure (N; <, P_, Py, Py)
where P_, Py, P, partition N and the unique predicate P € {P_, Py, P, } containing n is determined by the sign of v, (i.e.,
n € P_ if and only if v, < 0). By querying this structure using MSO formulas, we can ask whether v, = 0 for some n,
whether v, > 0 for all (sufficiently large) n, etc. The two corollaries of Lem. 4.1 below follow immediately from Biichi’s
theorem (Thm. 2.3) and the definitions of Skolem and other problems of LRS (Sec. 2.4).

COROLLARY 4.2. Given an integer LRS (v,),~, and an MSO formula ¢, we can construct integer LRS (u,(ll));’fzo, u,(iz))ffzo
and an MSO formula { such that (N; <,P_,Py,Py) = ¢ © (N; <, P1, P;) = 4.
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COROLLARY 4.3. The Skolem Problem, the Positivity Problem, and the Ultimate Positivity Problem reduce to Problem 1.

These results establish that Problem 1 is hard because is subsumes the problem of model checking sign patterns of
arbitrary integer LRS. It is natural to ask: in the context of sign patterns, how hard is full model checking in comparison
to just, for example, the Skolem Problem? Surprisingly, the problem of deciding, given an MSO formula ¢ and a

diagonalisable integer LRS (v,,),”,
diagonalisable integer LRS; see [27, Thm. 12] and [26, Lem. 7.0.2]. For non-diagonalisable LRS, no such result is known.

whether (N; <, P_, Py, P;) |= ¢ is Turing-equivalent to the Positivity Problem for

Examining the construction of Lem. 4.1, it is not difficult to see that all three problems, in fact, reduce to the restriction
of Problem 1 to first-order formulas ¢. By a similar argument, the problem of deciding, given two integer LRS (v,),2,
and (wy),>, whether v, = w,, for some n, m also reduces to Problem 1 with first-order ¢ and d = 2. The latter is another
problem about LRS that is wide-open at the moment.

Given the hardness of Problem 1, we will further restrict the linear recurrence sequences that we consider. We will

be interested in the following conditions in addition to (A).
(B) For any i # j, cipi' = c;p}" holds for finitely many (n,m) € N2, Equivalently, for every i # j, the equation
cip; = c;jp;" has at most one solution (n,m) in NZ,
(C) The numbers 1/log(p;),...,1/log(ps) are linearly independent over Q.
Observe that (C) implies that p;, p; are multiplicatively independent for every i # j, which implies (B). Our main result
is the following.

THEOREM 4.4. Problem 1 is decidable for (uf,l))fl":o, e (uf,d) Yoy that satisfy the conditions (A) and (C).

To see how (C) can be applied in practice, recall from Lem. 2.11 that if rank(Ga(ps, - - -, pa)) = d — 2 (in particular, if
d < 2)and py, ..., pg are pairwise multiplicatively independent, then (C) is satisfied. Our next main result is that if we

assume Schanuel’s conjecture, then we can replace the condition (C) with the weaker condition (B).

THEOREM 4.5. Assuming Schanuel’s conjecture, Problem 1 is decidable for integer LRS satisfying conditions (A) and (B).

Moreover, the decision procedure relies on Schanuel’s conjecture only for termination.

The second part of the statement of Thm. 4.5 means that termination of the decision procedure is guaranteed by
Schanuel’s conjecture, and whenever the procedure terminates, its output is unconditionally guaranteed to be correct.

As a corollary of Thm. 4.5, we obtain the following theorem from the Introduction.

THEOREM 4.6. Suppose we are given an MSO formula ¢ and integers ay, p1,...,aq4, pa = 1. Assuming Schanuel’s
conjecture, it is decidable whether ¢ holds in (N; <, Py, ..., Pq), where P; = {a;p}: n € N}.

Proor. The idea is that, for a collection of LRS of the form u, = ap”, we get the condition (B) for free by taking
subsequences. Observe that if a;p] = ajp;" has more that one solution in n, m, then pf’ = p; for some integers b, ¢ > 0.

Therefore, from py, ..., pg we can compute k > 1 such that, writing b; = a;p}, p; = plk, and
Qir = faipi™" : n € N} = {biys]': n € N}

for1 <i <dand0 < r < k, we have the following. For all i, i, r,r’, either Q;, = Qi or Q;» N Qy, is finite. Let
@1, e @m be all the distinct predicates from {Q;,: 1 <i <d, 0 < r < k}. Then @i N Qj is finite for all i # j. Since
P;i =Qio U+ UQ;k_1, we can construct an MSO formula ¢ that holds in (N; <, @1, . ém) if and only if ¢ holds in
(N; <, Py,...,Py). It remains to invoke Thm. 4.5. |
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What about decidability of the individual MSO theories (N; <, Py, ..., P;)? That is, what happens if we fix the
sequences (u,(f) Vogs -+ s (u,(.,d) Yoo and allow only the MSO formula ¢ to be given as input? What information about

the specific LRS do we need to decide the MSO theory? The answer is given in Cor. 4.8, which is based on the following

theorem. In short, in this setting too we can replace (C) with the weaker condition (B).

THEOREM 4.7. Given integer LRS (u,(,l));":o, cees (u,gd)>;:‘;0 satisfying conditions (A) and (B), the ideal of all polynomial

relations between log(cy),log(p1), .. .,log(cq),log(pa), a basis of Gr.(1/log(p1),...,1/log(pa)), and an MSO formula ¢,
we can decide whether (N; <, Py,...,Pg) [E 0.

We note that a basis for G (1/log(p1), ..., 1/log(paq)) can be extracted from the aforementioned ideal by using, for
example, Grébner bases and modifying the algorithm for deciding whether a given polynomial occurs in an ideal [20]:
observe that for all ky,..., kg € Z, Z;j:l logkﬁ = 0 if and only if Zflzl ki [l zj = 0. In our formulation, we chose
emphasise that there are two distinct sources of non-uniformity.

COROLLARY 4.8. Let (14,(11))oo ce (u,(,d)):fzo be integer LRS satisfying conditions (A) and (B). Then the MSO theory of

n=0’

(N; <, Py, ...,Py) is decidable.

Proor. The Turing machine for deciding the MSO theory of (N; <, Py,. .., P;) simply has the ideal of all polynomial
relations between log(cy), log(p1), - - ., log(cq), log(pa), which has a finite representation thanks to Hilbert basis theorem,

hard-coded into it. This representation can be effectively operated on using, for example, Grobner bases [20]. O
From Thm. 4.7 we also obtain the following result stated in the Introduction.

THEOREM 4.9. For any integers ay, p1, ..., a4, pa = 1, there exists an algorithm that, given an MSO formula ¢, decides
whether ¢ holds in (N; <, Pi,...,Pg), where P; = {a;p}': n € N}.

ProOF. Constructk > 1and Oy, ..., Qp, as in the proof of Thm. 4.6. By Cor. 4.8, the MSO theory of (N; <, O1, . .., Om)
is decidable. Given ¢, construct ¢ as in the proof of Thm. 4.6. We have that ¢ holds in (N; <, Py, ..., Py) if and only if ¢
holds in (N; <, él, e ém). It remains to check whether the latter is the case. [m]

We mention that the first part of the statement of Thm. 4.5 immediately follows from Thm. 4.7: Schanuel’s conjecture
tells us that all polynomial relations between log(c), log(p1), .. .,log(cq),log(pg) come from multiplicative relations
between cy, py, . . ., ¢4, pd, thus explicitly giving us the required polynomial ideal. Making sure that Schanuel’s conjecture
is only needed for termination and not for correctness is non-trivial. (This issue is explored in some detail in [29].)
However, no unconditional method is known for computing all polynomial relations between logarithms of algebraic
numbers. Hence, for example, the MSO theory of (N; <, aN, .., adN) is decidable for any positive integers aj, ..., aq,
but with a caveat: we know that a decision procedure exists, but to write it down we need to solve a difficult problem
about polynomial relations between logarithms of algebraic numbers.

Can we drop the condition (B) in the statement of Cor. 4.8? If we could, then applying Lem. 4.1 we would obtain that
the MSO theory of the sign pattern of any LRS (v,,),~, is decidable. For diagonalisable LRS, this is indeed the case, but
with a caveat similar to the above: the sign pattern of a diagonalisable LRS has a toric suffix [3, Sec. 3], and hence a
decidable MSO theory [10]. However, no method is known for determining this suffix efficiently. For non-diagonalisable
LRS, essentially nothing is known about the decidability of the MSO theory of the sign pattern.

We will next prove our main theorems (Thm. 4.4, Thm. 4.5, Thm. 4.7) together. In the remainder of Sec. 4, we
denote by Py, ..., P; the respective value sets of integer linear recurrence sequences (uﬁ,l) Mg -+ s (uf,d) Yoo Satisfying

=0 =
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the conditions (A-B), by ¢ an MSO formula and by A the corresponding automaton, by « the characteristic word of
Py, ..., P4, and by f the order word of Py, ..., Py. Recall from Thm. 2.3 that deciding whether (N; <, P;,...,Py) = ¢ is
equivalent to deciding whether a € L(A).

4.2 From characteristic words to order words

In this section, we fix LRS (uf,l))fl"zo, A (uf,d) Yy Ssatisfying the conditions (A-B) and use the notation above. Our
approach to deciding whether an automaton A accepts « is to first reduce this to the problem of checking whether
an automaton B accepts the order word . We will do this by showing that the predicates Pj, ..., Py are effectively
procyclic and effectively sparse, and then invoking Thm. 3.12. Thereafter, we will reduce from the order word to a
uniformly recurrent word obtained by ordering the dominant parts of our recurrence sequences. For this we will need

order words obtained from sequences that do not necessarily take integer values.

Definition 4.10. Let fi(n), ..., fz(n): N — R be strictly increasing functions such that f;(n) — +co as n — oo for
all i. Write T = Ufl:l{fl(n) : n € N}, and order the terms of T as (t,),- . The nth letter (by,...,by) of the order word

v =0rd(fi(n),.... fa(m) € ({0,1}9)°

is defined by b; =1 & t, = f;(m) for some m.
The following two lemmas contain the main number-theoretic arguments that we will need.

LEMMA 4.11. We can compute N > 0 with the following properties. For 1 < i < d, let m; be the smallest integer with the
property that u,(flf > N.

(a) Foralli, (uf,il).m)ff’:o is strictly increasing.

(b) Foralli # j andn;, n; such that n; > m;, we have that c;p;’ # c]-p;lj, ui,? * u,(li)

nj n;
<cip;’ <pj-cip;

. ni i i
sandeip)’ > cip;’ & uf;f > ui,ﬁ)

i

(c) Foralli # j and n; > m;, there exists n; > m; such that c;p;
Proor. Denote by (v,(f) )eo the non-dominant part of (u,(,i) )eo» and recall that |u,(,i)| =o((p}~*)") for all sufficiently
small ¢ > 0 (where the implied constant is effective due to Lem. 2.4). For all i, we have that

i)y —u = ci(pi = D} + o)) — o). 3)

(i)

m+n

Hence we can compute N; such that for all m with u,(,? > Nj, the sequence (u
take 1\71 = max; Nj.

We move on to (b) and (c). Compute for every pair i # j, an integer N ; such that c;p}’ # c;p}" for all n, m satisfying
u,(f) > Nj ;. To do this, we first compute a basis X of Ga(p;, pj, ci/c;) (see Sec. 2.3). If X = {(0,0,0)}, then ¢;p] = cjp;"

has no non-trivial solution in n,m € Z, and we can take N;; = 1. Otherwise, by assumption (B), we will have

Yo 18 strictly increasing. We then

X = {(ky, kz, k3)} with k3 # 0.If |k3| = 1, then ¢;p! = cjp;" has a unique solution in n, m € Z, and we can compute N; ;
accordingly. Otherwise, there are no solutions and we can take N; ; = 1. We then define N, = max {Nj, max; ; Njj}.

Next, applying Thm. 2.9, we have that for all i # j and n,m € N with p; > p; and ul) > Ny,

_ pi
leip’ = c;pj’l = lejpf" — cipi| > +2c (4)
for a computable constant C. Since
WD —ul) =i - i+ o~ o) ®
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we can compute M; ; > 1\72 such that, assuming u,(f) > M; j, ufli) (])
Let ﬁ3 = maxij Mij

Finally, we choose N > Nj such that for all 1 < i < d, there exists n satisfying N5 < un < N. Then (a-b) are

is non-zero and has the same sign as ¢;p}' — ¢ipy

satisfied since N > N, Nj. To see that (c) is satlsﬁed, consider i # j and n; > m;. Let n; be the unique integer with

the property that c;p™ € [cip}*, p; - cip;’). We have to argue that n; € N. By construction of N, there exists k; such

that N3 < u(]i) < N. Because u](cji) > N3, we have that u,(c]:) (1) has the same sign as cjpj cjp;lj, and the latter is
J J

(})

non-zero. Since u,; u’ ), it follows that n; > k; and hence n; € N. ]

We can now proceed with the proof of procyclicity and sparsity of Py,.. ., Py.
LEMMA 4.12. Given1 <1, j <d and K > 0, we can compute L such that for all uﬁ,i),ui,{) >L,
1 50D S ) s K

Proor. If i = j, we use (3) and the fact that |U,,l)| = o((p;~©)") for all sufficiently small ¢ > 0 with an effective
implied constant. Suppose i # j and, without loss of generality, that p, > p;. Let N,my, ..., mq be as in the previous
lemma. We first enumerate all solutions of |u(’) (J)| < K with u < N using Lem. 4.11 (a). For u,(li) > N, by (4)
and (5) we have that

(i) _ (1) n(1-¢)
Up =———+0
| = g ol
for all sufficiently small ¢ > 0 (where the implied constant is effective). It remains to compute v such that the right-hand
side is greater than K for all n > v, and then L > N such that ufli) >L=>n>v. [}

COROLLARY 4.13. The predicates Py, ..., Py are effectively procyclic and effectively sparse.

Proor. Enumerate the elements of P; as (p ) and let N, my, ..., my be as in the statement of Lem. 4.11. By

n=0’

Lem. 4.11 (a-b), we have that a suffix of (pfli) Yo (Which can be effectively determined) is equal to <“r(r2+n>f10:os which is
effectively procyclic (Lem. 2.5). Hence P; is effectively procyclic, which implies that P;, . .., Py are effectively procyclic.

That Py, .. ., P; are effectively sparse follows immediately from the preceding lemma. O
Recall that & and f denote the characteristic and order words of Py, ..., Py, respectively.

COROLLARY 4.14. Given an automaton A, we can compute

e an automaton B such that
ae€Ll(A) e fel(B),

e and an automaton C such that
a € L(A) © Ord(r1pf,....rapy) € L(C)
wherer; = ¢ip;"

Proor. The first claim follows from Cor. 3.13. To prove the second claim, let y be the word obtained by deleting all
occurrences of 0 from «[N, o). Then y = ,B[Z\~I, o0) for some N. Moreover, by Lem. 4.11 (a-b),

y =O0rd(r1pf,....rap}).

Therefore, C can be constructed from 8 by changing the initial state to the one obtained after B reads [0, N). O
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7/
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Fig. 1. Generating the order word f (left) and its suffix (up to a renaming) y, which is a cutting sequence (right).

Henceforth, when the context is clear, we denote by N the smallest integer satisfying the statement of Lem. 4.11,

o -+ s {TdP o)
and denote by C the automaton given in Cor. 4.14. Note that by Lem. 4.11, each letter in y is of the form (b4, ..., by),

and define my, ..., my as in the statement of Lem. 4.11. We further write r; = cip;"", y = Ord({rip}

where exactly one b; = 1 and b; = 0 for all i # j. We replace every such letter with i in both y and C to construct
vy €{1,...,d}* and an automaton C such that yeL(C)eoye L(C).

4.3 Interlude: applying the theory of cutting sequences

So far we have thata e L(A) & feL(B) o yeL(C) 7€ L(é), where y is a suffix of f and ¥ is obtained from y
through a renaming of letters. It turns out that ¥ belongs to the class of cutting sequences (also known as billiard words),

which have been studied in word combinatorics [4, 6, 8]. We illustrate this connection through an example.

Example 4.15. Consider ¢; =3,p; =2,¢; =10,p; =3, u,(zl) =3-2"and u,(f) =10-3". We have that 3-2° <3-2! <

10-3" < 3-2% < -.. and hence the order word is
= (1,0)(1,0) (0,1) (1,0) (1,0) (0,1) (1,0) (0,1) (1,0) - -- .

The smallest N satisfying Lem. 4.11 (particularly note the property (c)) yields m; = 1, my = 0, and y = S[1, o).
Performing the renaming (1,0) — 1, (0,1) — 2, we obtain y = 12112121 - - -. Let a, = log(c1p}) = log(3) + nlog(2)
and b, = log(copy) = log(7) + nlog(3). Figure 1 (left) illustrates a way to generate f§ (up to the renaming of letters
above). We start at the point (0,0) and follow the line y = x. Every time a vertical line x = a, for some n is hit, we
write (1,0). When we hit a horizontal line y = b, for some n, we write (0, 1). If we discard the first letter of f, we
obtain a cutting sequence, illustrated in Fig. 1 (right). The figure on the right is obtained from the one on the left by a
translation and a scaling. In the former, we start at a point (0, y), where 0 < y < 1, and follow the dashed line, which

has the slope log(2) /log(3). When we hit a line x = n for n € N, we write 1; When we hit y = n, we write 2.

Formally, the cutting sequence over ¥ = {1,...,d} with slopes A1, ..., A4 and intercepts sy, . . ., s4 is the infinite word
obtained by considering intersections of the line {(&; + Ait, ..., &5 + Agt): t > 0} with the grid lines x; = ¢ (where c € N
and xi, . .., xq denote the d standard coordinates in R?) as t — co starting from ¢ = 0, assuming no two grid lines are

Manuscript submitted to ACM



24 Berthé et al.

intersected simultaneously. Cutting sequences are uniformly recurrent, and under some mild assumptions on the slope,

there is an explicit formula for the factor complexity, which allows us to apply Cor. 3.2.

(i) If d = 2 and log(p1)/log(p;) is irrational (which is the case in Fig. 1), then y is a Sturmian word and therefore
7y(n) = n+1.See, e.g. [2, Sec. 10.5] and [31, Chap. 2].
(i) By [4],if d = 3, and 1/log(p1), 1/log(p2), 1/log(ps) as well as log(p;), log(p2),log(ps) are linearly independent
over Q, then m, (n) = n?+n+1.
(iii) For arbitrary d > 0, Bédaride [8] gives an exact formula for 7, (n) assuming 1/log(p1), ..., 1/log(paq) as well as
every triple log(p;),log(p;),log(pi) for pairwise distinct i, j, k are linearly independent over Q. This generalises
the well-known result [6] of Baryshnikov, which gives an exact formula for the factor complexity assuming both

the logarithms and their inverses are linearly independent over Q.

Note that the exact value of the intercept does not matter in (i-iii) above: the only requirement is that no two grid
hyperplanes be simultaneously reachable We will not be using cutting sequences to prove our main results. However,
we could prove weaker results using the theory of cutting sequences: it is not difficult to prove that ¥ is the cutting
sequence generated by the line {(y; + t/log(p1), ..., xa + t/log(pa)): t > 0}, where y; € [0, 1) for all i. The following

is an immediate consequence of Cor. 3.2 and the aforementioned result of Bédaride.

PROPOSITION 4.16. Problem 1 is decidable for integer LRS <u£,1))°° . (u,(ld))“’ satisfying the conditions (A), (C), and

n=0> n=0

that every triple log(p;),log(p;),log(pk) for pairwise distinct i, j, k are linearly independent over Q.

Note that, however, this is strictly weaker than Thm. 4.4. Consider, for example, p; = 2, p, = 3 and p; = 6. By
Lem. 2.11, 1/log(p1), 1/log(p2), 1/log(ps) are linearly independent over Q, but log(p1), log(p2),log(ps) are not.

4.4 Deciding whether 7 € L(C)

So far, we have only used the assumptions (A-B) to reduce the problem of deciding whether « € L(A) to whether
Y€ L(C). We will show that (i) Y is uniformly recurrent and (ii) apply Cor. 3.2 to decide whether C accepts y. Let
% ={L...,d},and recall that y € 2 and y = Ord({r1p{); 2, - - -, {rap}}) ) up to the renaming of letters that maps the
letter (by,...,bg) with b; =1 and b; = 0 for j # i to the letter i. For b € ¥ and w € X, we denote by |w|, the number
of occurrences of b in w.

Let w = byb; - - - by € X" and b = by. Define f(n, i) to be the smallest term r;p]" such that m > 0 and r;p* > rbpps
andlet f(n,i,k) = pf‘lf(n, i). Thus, f(n, i, k) is the kth largest term of the form ripf", such that m > 0 and r;p/” > rbp!':,
counting from one. Further write v;(n) = f(n, b;, |w([0,i + 1)|p,) and 7;(n) = f(n, b;, |w|p, + 1). Then the word w occurs

in y at the position corresponding to r,p} if and only if

vo(n) < -+ <vp(n) < ti(n),2(n),..., 7a(n) (6)
which is equivalent to
TPy, TPy TePy TPy 6Py @
vo(n) vm(n) ~ n(n)’ 2(n)” 7 a(n)
Next, observe that by definition and Lem. 4.11 (c),
1 nepy
Loy
pi ~ f(ni)
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for all i, which implies that
1 P} 1

k+1 f(n i k) ®
for all i, k.
Write f(n, i, k) = r;p!. Taking logarithms, (8) is equivalent to
Py,
—(k+1)log(p;) < log (f( k)) log ( ) +nlog(pp) — llog(p;) < —klog(p;) )
which is equivalent to
0< log( ) +nlog(pp) + (k+1—1)1og(p;) < log(p;). (10)
Dividing by log(p;), we obtain that
1 -1 1
< 0g(rs) — log(ry) +n og(pv) +(k+1-1) <1 (11)
log(pi) log(pi)
Define s; = % 6 = llzgg’;b s=(s1,...,84),and & = (6y,...,84). Then from (11) we conclude that
1 -1 1
s+ nsy) = 28 —log(r) | Log(p) oy
log(pi) log(pi)

From (9) it then follows that

rp pZ

f(nik)

Hence, taking logarithms, we can write (7) as

=exp (= (k + 1) log(p:) +log(pi){yi + néi}).

k1log(pp,) +10g(ppy) {Vby + N8y} > -+ > km log(pp,,) +108(pp, ) {Vom + n0b,, } >
lilog(p1) +log(pi){y1 +nd:}, ..., lalog(pa) +log(pa){ya + néa} (12)

where k;, I; are integers.

So, what did we achieve? Let O,, be the open subset of T consisting of all x = (x1,...,x4) such that

kilog(pp,) +log(ppy)xp, > -+ > ki 10g(ps,,) +log(ps,,)xs,, >
L log(p1) +log(p1)xy, . .., lalog(pa) +log(pa)xa. (13)

We have the toric dynamical system (see Sec. 2.7) given by x +— x + §, and whether the pattern w occurs at a position
corresponding to rpp} is characterised by whether {s + né} € O,,, i.e. whether the orbit of s falls into the open set O,,
at the step n. By uniform recurrence (Cor. 2.15), the set of all n € N such that {s + né} € O,, is either empty or is
infinite and has bounded gaps. Because the letter b, occurs infinitely often in y and with bounded gaps (recall that
Y =0rd({ripf)yle, - - -» {rap])nz,) Up to a renaming of letters), it follows that either w does not occur in y at all, or does
so infinitely often and with bounded gaps. Therefore, y is uniformly recurrent.

We now prove all of our main theorems. Let w = bob; - - - b, € £* and b = by, and construct § = (J,...,4) and
s = (s1,...,84) as above. Recall that by Cor. 3.2, to decide whether y € L(a) it suffices to be able to effectively check

whether w occurs in 7. Let X5 be the closure of ({nd})*, which is a subset of T? defined by Z-affine equalities; see

n=0>

Sec. 2.7. Further let X5 5 = s + X;; this is the closure of ({s + nd}),,. We have that the word w occurs (infinitely often)
in y if and only if X, ; intersects O,,.
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ProoF oF THM. 4.4. Suppose m, . are linearly independent. We will show how to decide whether w

1
*2 log(pa)
occurs in y. Consider the equation

2151+"'+Zd5d =2y

where z; € Z. Because 8, = 1, it is equivalent to

Z Zi  _ Y-
< log(pi)  log(ps)
By the linear independence assumption, the solutions are
Zy = =2Zp1 =Zps1 = =24 =20 — 2p = 0.
From Kronecker’s theorem (Sec. 2.7) it follows that
Xs ={(x1,...,xq) € T xp =0}

Since s, = 0, we have that X5 = {y: y = x + s for some x € X5} = Xs5. Hence w occurs (infinitely often) in y if and
only if O,, N X is non-empty. To check this condition, we perform a change of variables y; = log(p;)x; on the system

of equations defining O,, to obtain
0<vy; <log(p;) for1<i<d, i#b
yp =0
kilog(pp,) + yp, > - -+ > kmlog(pp,,) + yp,, > lilog(p;) fori=1,...,d.

Note that the coefficients of all s, ...,y are 1. Eliminating yi, . . ., yg using the Fourier-Motzkin algorithm (Sec. 2.9),
we transform the system above into a Boolean combination of linear inequalities in log(p;), . . ., log(p4), which we then

solve using Lem. 2.12. O

Proor oF THM. 4.7. Now suppose we have access to a basis of G1(1/log(p1),...,1/log(pg)) and the ideal of all
polynomial relations between log(c1),log(p1), .. .,log(cq),log(ps). We will show how to decide whether w occursiny,
or equivalently, whether X ; intersects O,,. As discussed above, for all zy, ...,z € Z,

zZi 20 — 2p
210 =50 9 D o5 = ogon
Therefore, from a basis of Gr.(1/log(p1),...,1/log(p4)) we can compute a basis of G4(d1, . .., d4) and hence a conjunc-
tion of Z-linear equalities defining X5 C T¢ (see Sec. 2.7). Hence whether X = s + X5 intersects O,, can be written
as the system consisting of (13), the equation 0 < xi,...,x4 < 1, and Z-affine equations (in x; —s; for 1 < i < d)
stating that (x; — s1,...,x4 — sq) € Xs obtained from the basis of G4 (dy, ..., d7). Recall that log(r;), which appears

in the definition of s;, is equal to log(c;p;"

1) =log(c;) + m;log(p;). We thus have a system of polynomial equalities
and inequalities in log(c1),log(p1), . ..,log(cq),log(pa) that holds if and only if X s intersects O,,. To solve the system,
we first check which p(log(cy),log(p1),...,log(cq),log(pa)), where p is a polynomial appearing in the system, are
equal to zero using the ideal of all polynomial relations (i.e., solving the ideal membership problem using, e.g., Grobner
bases [20]). Thereafter, we can determine the signs of non-zero p(log(c1),log(p1), ...,log(cq),log(ps)) by computing

sufficiently close over- and under-approximations thereof. O

Proor oF THM. 4.5. It suffices to give an algorithm for deciding whether w occurs in ¥ that relies on Schanuel’s
conjecture only for termination. We run two semi-algorithms in parallel. On one hand, we generate larger and larger
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prefixes of ¥, and halt if we detect an occurrence of the finite word w. On the other hand, we enumerate all finite
subsets V of Qd“. For each such V, using the decision procedure for the first-order theory of Rexp, we check whether
forall v := (vg,...,04) € V, 09 = Zf;l bg"ﬁ. That is, we check whether V is a set of affine relations satisfied by

1 1 . s . eps
g’ bapD If the answer is negative, we generate the next V. If the answer is positive, we compute

Xy ={(x1,...,x7) € T%: vg = x101 + - - - + xq04}

which satisfies Xy 2 Xs. We then check, again using the decision procedure for Reyp, whether s + Xy (which contains
Xss) intersects O,,. If yes, we move on to the next value of V. If no, we have found a certificate that X ; does not
intersect O,,, i.e. the word w does not occur in y. Note that this algorithm always terminates (assuming Schanuel’s

conjecture) since in case w does not occur, eventually we will generate V such that Xy = X;s. O

5 MSO decidability via expansions in integer bases

In this section, we discuss MSO theories of structures of the form (N; <, P;, P,) where P; = {qnd: n € N} and
P, = {pb™: n € N} for some positive integers g, p, b, d. Note that both (qnd);l“;o and (pb");”, are linear recurrence
sequences with a single dominant root (1 and b, respectively), but in the former case the dominant root is repeated (in
particular, it has multiplicity d + 1), which does not fall into the scope of the previous section. If d =1 or b = 1, then
at least one of P;, P, can be defined in (N; <), and hence the MSO theory of (N; <, Py, P,) is decidable by the result of
Carton and Thomas [17]. Our approach is again to use automata-theoretic tools to reduce the MSO decision problem to
a problem about dynamical systems. However, in this case the relevant dynamical system is given by x — {b - x} (in
contrast to x — {x + t}), which generates the greedy expansion 7 € {0,...,b — 1}* of x € (0, 1) in base b. Our main
result is that the MSO theories of our structures are intimately connected to MSO theories of base-b expansions of

certain numbers. Recall that for any ¥ C N, we can view a word 7 € £ as a function of type N — X.

THEOREM 5.1. Letb,d > 2 and p,q > 1 be integers, P, = {qn®: n € N}, and P, = {pb™: n € N}. Writen = {p/q,
{=41/b,andletyy, ... y4-1 € {0,...,b— 1} be the base-b expansions of {n}, {n¢},...,{n{%"'}, respectively. Then the
MSO theories of (N; <, Py, P,) and (N; <, yo, ..., yq-1) are Turing-equivalent.

For example, if P; = {27n°: n € N} and P, = 8V, thend =3, y = 1/27, { = 1/8, and the base-8 expansions of 1/3, 1/6,
and 1/12 underlie the pair of predicates Py, P,. Recall that the expansion of a rational number in any base is ultimately
periodic with a computable period and pre-period (see, e.g., [42, Thm. 12.4]), and hence definable in (N; <). In our
example, because 7, { € Q, all three relevant expansions are periodic and the attendant MSO theory is decidable. Let us

formalise a few similar corollaries before proving our main result.

COROLLARY 5.2. Assuming Conj. 2.16, the MSO theory of (N; <, Py, P,) is decidable whenever d = 2 and at least one of

n,n{ is rational.

PRroOF. Suppose € Q or n¢ € Q. Note that 5, { are both algebraic. If , { € Q, then yy, y; are periodic and decidability
is immediate. Otherwise, for some i € {0, 1}, y; is periodic and y; ; is disjunctive by Conj. 2.16. Decidability then follows
from Thm. 3.5. O

COROLLARY 5.3. The MSO theory of (N; <,N2,2N) is Turing-equivalent to that of (N; <, y), where y is the binary
expansion of V2 — 1.
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Proor. By Thm. 5.1, the MSO theory of (N; <, N2, ZN) is Turing-equivalent to that of (N; <, yo, y1) where yo(n) =0

for all n and y; is the binary expansion of \/g = % - /2, which is simply a shifted version of the binary expansion

of V2 — 1. [m}

COROLLARY 5.4. Let b,d, p,q, P1, P2, 1, { be as in the statement of Thm. 5.1. Suppose 1/{ = ¢ for an integer £. Then the
(decision problem of the) MSO theory of (N; <, Py, P) is Turing equivalent to Accg, where 3 is the base-f expansion of . In
particular, the MSO theory of (N; <, {(k%)": n € N},N?) is decidable for any integers k,d > 2.

PrOOF. We have that b = £%. Let y = yy X - - - X y4_1. Applying Thm. 5.1, it suffices to show that Accy is Turing-
equivalent to Acc,.

If x € (0,1) has the base-b expansion o € {0,...,b — 1}, then its base-¢ expansion can be obtained by simply
replacing each letter o(n) with its base-¢ expansion padded with leading zeros to make the total length equal to d.
Hence we can map the base-b expansion of a number to its base-£ expansion using a transducer, and vice versa.

Let 7; be the base-¢ expansion of {5’} = {n¢'}, which is just a shift of the base-¢ expansion of {5}. Combining this
with the earlier argument, we obtain that the base-b expansion y; of {§{*} can be obtained from the base-¢ expansion f3
of {n} via a transduction, and vice versa. The same conclusion then also holds for y and f. It remains to apply Cor. 3.7.

To prove the second statement, note that in that case we have b = k41 /{=keZn=1and § =0“. O

ProoF oF TeM. 5.1. Let @ € ({0,1}?)® be the characteristic word of Py, P,. For 0 < i < d, let Q; = {pb?"*': n € N},
and let a € ({0,1}9*1) be the characteristic word of Py, Qy, . .., Qq4_;. We can construct transducers B, C such that
a = B(a) and @ = C(a). By Lem. 3.6, Accz and Acc,, are Turing-equivalent. Therefore, our goal is to show that Acc, is
Turing-equivalent to Accy, where y = yo X - X yg_1 € ({0,...,b — 139,

Let f € ({0, 1}%*1)® be the order word of Py, Qy, . . ., Qq—1. We first show that Py, Qy, . . ., Qq_; are effectively procyclic
and effectively sparse, and hence Acc,, is Turing-equivalent to Accg. Each predicate is the value set of a strictly increasing
integer linear recurrence sequence, and hence is effectively procyclic (Lem. 2.5). It remains to argue that they are

collectively effectively sparse. This follows immediately from the facts that

o |pbdmitr _ ppdnatia| > ppmin{dmitrinztra} (1- %) for all ny, n, r1, ry such that pb9™+m — ppdna+rz 2 ¢

o lim, o q(n+ l)d - qnd = oo,
and the following classical result of Schinzel and Tijdeman [43].

THEOREM 5.5. For every N > 1, the equation |gn® — pb™| = N has finitely many solutions (n,m) € N? that can be

effectively enumerated.

We next prove that Accg is Turing-equivalent to Accy. Note that Q; N Q; = @ for all i # j, and

0rd(Qo, ..., Q4-1) = ((1,0,...,0) (0,1,0,...,0) --- (0,...,0,1))“.

This is because, when constructing Qy, ..., Q4-1, we simply took the d alternating subsequences from the strictly

increasing sequence (pb™)." . By Definition 4.10, we have that
ﬁ — Ord(ql’ld,pbnd,pbnd+l, . _,pbnd+(d—1))_

Dividing by g and taking dth roots,
p = Ord(n, vf,o), .. .,v,(ldfl))
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where

Z)r(li) —d ﬂ_i . bn+1 — ']érd—i . bn+1. (14)
qb

To see the connection to expansions in base b, recall that for any x > 0, the nth digit in the base-b expansion of {x} is
given by |x - b"*! | mod b. Hence
vi(n) = Lv,(zi)J mod d (15)

for all i, n. Next, observe that 0(’) < U,(l]) forallnand i < j, and 0(1) < U,(,{) for all i, j and n < m. We can therefore write

= (1)
ﬁ:nwn, Wn:(l,O,.,,,O)kn P ( )kn 2
n=0

where k,(zi) > 0and

V4 :(yi, 0,...,0,1,0,...,0)
N——
i— 1 times

(i)

with y; € {0,1} for all i and n. The term v,,” corresponds to the letter z; in the factor wj,. By simple counting,

n-1d-1

los)] =1l eN: 1< o} = > > (k! +) +Z<k“> +)) (16)

m=0 j=0

for all n, i. Write v( 1) = v,(ld Y for all n, i. We then have that

Lo ] = Loy ™) + ki + ys. (17)
or all n > 1 and i. Note that
U(i) 1
T =bd > 1
v,(lk )
for all n > 1 and i, and hence
lim k' = oo (18)
n—oo
for all i. On the other hand, U;(ll+)1 =b- v(’) for all n, i, and from (15) it therefore follows that
Lo, ) = b - Lo’ | + ya(n). (19)

We can now prove that Accg and Acc are Turing-equivalent.
Accy reduces to Accg. We give a transducer 8 such that y = 8(f), and apply Lem. 3.6. The transducer reads f§ in

chunks (wy,)
(1)

o> and outputs y(n) after reading w,. Before reading w, for n > 1, the transducer has in memory only the

value of v, ’; mod b. As it reads wy, for all i it records k,(,i) mod b using b states, from which it computes Lv,(li)J using
(17) and )/i(n) using (15).

Accy reduces to Accy. We will apply Thm. 3.8. The factorisation of § is given by = [],., W, as above. Let
31 =A{0,...,b— l}d, %, = A0, l}d“, and h: %} — M be a morphism into a finite monoid. We have to give a transducer 8
such that B(y) = [1,,-, h(wn). By the classical lasso argument, from M we can construct L, m with m > 1 such that for
anyx € Mandn > L, x" = xL+((n=L) mod m)

Using (18) and (14), compute N such that k,(li) > L and Lv,(li)J > L for all i and n > N. The transducer B has the
values of h(wy) hard-coded into it for all n < N. Before reading y(n) for n > N, it has in its memory the value of

r(l) = (l_U(l) | — L) mod m for all i. After reading y(n), it first computes r(’) = ([U(')J L) mod m for all i using (19).
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Then it computes xk'(ii) for all i, where x = h((1,0,...,0)), using the fact that

xky) — va;i)J—I_v'(j_)IJ—yi — xL+((rLi)—r'(1i_)l—l) mod m)

) (d)
which follows from our construction of N. Finally, it outputs h(wy,) = xk'(11 h(z1) -+ x*n h(zg). O

6 Discussion

The results of Sec. 4 tell us everything that can be said about decidability of the MSO theories of linear recurrence
sequences with one dominant root, barring major advances in the open decision problems of LRS including the
Skolem Problem, the Positivity Problem, etc. However, they do not really tell us anything new about the decidability
of the MSO theory of (N; <, {u, > 0: n € N}), where (u,),”, is an arbitrary integer LRS: our focus in this paper
was rather on how to combine multiple predicates of arithmetic origin. For an integer LRS (u,);>, with a single
dominant root (which must be real), decidability of the MSO theory of (N; <, {u, > 0: n € N}) can be shown using
the approach of Carton and Thomas, or even Elgot and Rabin. Recently, it was shown that for non-degenerate (u,),_,
with exactly two non-repeated non-real dominant roots, the MSO theory of (N; <, {u, > 0: n € N}) is decidable [35].
The proof is based on a novel idea: such (u,),~, are pro-disjunctive, defined as follows. Order {u, > 0: n € N} (which
is guaranteed to be infinite due to the assumption on (u,),~,) as {pn),,- Then for any m > 1 and w € X*, where
% = {0 < r < m: r occurs infinitely often in (p, mod m),> }, the word w occurs infinitely often in (p, mod m);> .
That is, rather than showing that (p, mod m);’ is very structured for any m > 1, it is shown that {(p, mod m)" is
as random as possible for any m > 1. However, for LRS with more than two dominant roots (as well as LRS with two
repeated non-real dominant roots) decidability of the corresponding MSO theory remains open.

For predicates P; and P, of arithmetic origin, the following elementary property can be expressed in the monadic
second-order (or even the first-order) language that is nevertheless of great interest. There exist (infinitely many) pairs
n,m such that n € P, m € P,, and n — m = ¢, where c is a fixed integer. For example, the famously open Brocard-
Ramanujan problem is to determine whether n! + 1 = m? has any solution (n,m) € N2 with n ¢ {4,5,7}. Therefore,
showing decidability of the MSO theory of (N; <, {n!: n € N},N?) would entail major mathematical breakthroughs.
Similarly, for any constant k > 2, the solutions (n, m) of |F, — mkl =1, where F,, denotes the nth Fibonacci number, can
be effectively enumerated [16]. However, this is already highly non-trivial, and at the time of writing, no algorithm

is known for enumerating all solutions (n, m) of F, — m*

= ¢ for given constants k > 2, ¢ € Z. There are many other
examples of arithmetic predicates whose MSO theories are connected to unsolved problems in number theory: in the

cases we considered, the number-theoretic obstacles were all overcome using Baker’s theorem.
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