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TAKING MODEL-COMPLETE CORES

MANUEL BODIRSKY, BERTALAN BODOR, PAOLO MARIMON

ABSTRACT. A first-order theory T is a model-complete core theory if every first-order formula
is equivalent modulo T' to an existential positive formula; the core companion of a theory T is
a model-complete core theory S such that every model of T maps homomorphically to a model
of S and vice-versa. Whilst core companions may not exist in general, they always exist for
w-categorical theories. We show that many model-theoretic properties, such as stability, NIP,
simplicity, and NSOP, are preserved by moving to the core companion of a theory. On the other
hand, we show that the classes of theories of structures interpretable over (N; =) and over (Q; <)
are both not closed under taking core companions. The first class is contained in the class of
theories of w-stable first-order reducts of finitely homogeneous relational structures, which was
studied by Lachlan in the 80’s. We conjecture the two classes to be equal.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A theory T has quantifier elimination if every first-order formula is equivalent to a quantifier-free
formula modulo T'. Model-completeness is a natural weakening of quantifier elimination: instead
of requiring that every formula is equivalent to a quantifier-free formula, we ask that they are
equivalent to existential formulas. Some theories 7" might not be model-complete, but might have
a companion which is model-complete: S is called a companion of T if S and T have the same
universal consequences (equivalently, every model of T' embeds in a model of S and vice-versa). A
model companion of T is a companion S of T' which is model complete. If 7" has a model companion
S, then S is unique up to equivalence of theories (see, e.g., [Hod93)]).

There is also a positive version of the concept of a model companion, inspired by the theory
of graph homomorphisms: we say that a theory T is a core theory if every existential formula
is equivalent to an existential positive formula 7. A theory S is the core companion of T if
S and T have the same universal negative consequences (equivalently, every model of T maps
homomorphically to a model of S and vice-versa), and S is a model-complete core theory. Again,
if T has a core companion S, then S is unique up to equivalence of theories [BHM12].

In this article, we are often especially interested in model companions and core companions of w-
categorical theories. A theory is w-categorical if it has a unique countable model up to isomorphism,
and a structure is called w-categorical if its first-order theory is. Examples of structures with w-
categorical theories are all finite structures, (N;=), (Q; <), the Rado graph, and all infinite vector
spaces over finite fields. By Saracino’s theorem, every w-categorical theory has a model companion
S, and S is w-categorical [Sar73]. If 2 is the countable model of an w-categorical theory T, then T is
model-complete if and only if the automorphism group Aut(2l) is dense in the monoid of elementary
self-embeddings of 2l with respect to the topology of pointwise convergence (a consequence of the
theorem of Engeler, Svenonius, and Ryll-Nardzewski; see [Hod93, BJ11]). Every w-categorical
theory also has a model-complete core companion [Bod07, BHM12]. If 2( is the countable model
of an w-categorical theory T, then T is a model-complete core theory if and only if Aut(2l) is
dense in the endomorphism monoid End(2). Moreover, two w-categorical theories have the same
universal negative consequences if and only if their countable models 2l and B are homomorphically
equivalent, i.e., there exists a homomorphism from 2{ to 8 and vice versa. In particular, every finite
structure B is homomorphically equivalent to a finite structure € all of whose endomorphisms are
automorphisms, and which is called the core of B in the theory of graph homomorphisms, database
theory, and constraint satisfaction (see, e.g., [HN04]).

Typically, the model-companion and core companion of T are simpler than T'. The simplification
for the model companion is usually modest. For example, the first-order theory of the countable
dense linear order with start point but no endpoints, i.e., the first-order theory of (Q>¢; <), is not
model-complete, and its model companion is the first-order theory of (Q; <); it is simpler in the
sense that for each n > 1, it has strictly fewer types over the empty set. For the core companion the
model-theoretic simplification can be more radical. For example, the first-order theory Tx of the
Rado graph R is model-complete (it even has quantifier elimination), but not a core theory, since
R contains infinite cliques K, and endomorphisms e: R — K, which are not embeddings. The
core companion of Tg is the theory of K, which is w-stable (Definition , while Tk even has
the independence property (IP) (Definition . In the following, we will say that a structure is
model-complete (or a model-complete core) if its theory is model-complete (or has a model-complete
core theory). A structure € is a companion (model companion, core companion) of a structure B
if the first-order theory of € is a companion (model companion, core companion) of the first-order
theory of ‘B.
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In some applications of model theory, we are only interested in the existential or existential
positive theory of a given structure 8. For instance, if we want to study the decidability the
existential theory of 9B (which is for instance undecidable for (N;+,*,1) [Mat70] and not known
to be decidable for B = (Q;+, *,1) [AKK™24]), then obviously any companion of B has the same
existential theory. Another example is the study of the computational complexity of CSP(*8), the
constraint satisfaction problem of B, which can be seen as the problem of deciding the primitive
positive theory of 9B. If two structures satisfy the same universal negative sentences, or if they
are even homomorphically equivalent, then they have the same CSP. In these applications, the fact
that the model companion or core companion of 7" is structurally simpler than 7" is the reason why
these concepts are so useful: for instance, instead of studying the complexity of CSP(8), it might
be simpler to study the complexity of the CSP of the core companion of 8.

If we want to apply this method systematically to study CSP(B) for structures 9B from some
class of structures C, we ideally need that C satisfies two conditions:

e every structure in C has a core companion, and
e the core companion of C is again in the class C.

If these two conditions are satisfied, then we have reduced our task to the model-complete cores in
C, which is often simpler. It should be mentioned that the task to determine the model-complete
core can come with considerable combinatorial problems: already if 8 is a finite structure, the
question whether B is a core is coNP-complete [HN92]. Also the following question remains open.

Question 1.1 (Question (5) in [Bod20]). Does there exist a finitely homogenizable structure (for
the definition, see Section [2)) whose model-complete core is not finitely homogenizable?

Contributions. In this article, we show that many classes of interest in model theory, such as
w-stability, stability, NIP, NSOP, and simplicity (in the model theoretic sense) are closed under
taking model-complete cores; we develop general methods for proving this.

However, some other properties, such as total categoricity, are not closed under taking model-
complete cores. One of the main results of the present paper is the resolution of an open question
from [BB21] (Section 10): we show that the class of structures that are (first-order) interpretable
over a countably infinite structure with the empty signature (short: interpretable over equality)
is not closed under taking model-complete cores. This is surprising, because the class is tame
from a model-theoretic perspective, and at first sight appears to be quite robust. It is the central
class of structures studied in an active area of theoretical computer science which studies automata
theory with atoms and orbit-finite computation ([BKaL.T13| Kal.OT14, BKal14, [BT18| BFKM24|
GHL25)).

Interestingly, the model-complete core of our counterexample has an interpretation in (Q; <).
In fact, every structure interpretable over equality is w-stable, and hence its model-complete core
is w-stable as well. Moreover, they are reducts of homogeneous structures with finite relational
signature, and all w-stable reducts of homogeneous structures with finite relational signature are
interpretable over (Q; <) (Theorem [5.2). We conjecture that the class of all w-stable structures
that are interdefinable with a homogeneous structure in a finite relational signature (and which we
call Lachlan’s class, see Section [5]) equals precisely the class of structures that are interdefinable
with the model-complete core of a structure interpretable over equality. Structures interpretable
over (Q;<) are frequently studied in the area of computation with atoms that we have already
mentioned above.
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Our final result shows that the class of structures interpretable over (Q; <) is not closed under
taking model-complete cores as well. A concrete counterexample is the so-called generic permuta-
tion, which is the model-complete core of a structure with a two-dimensional interpretation over
(Q; <), but which is itself not interpretable over (Q;<). The generic permutation plays an im-
portant role in the recent systematic study of NIP structures that are homogeneous in a binary
signature [Sim22] [Sim22], [OS21].

The typical strategy to prove that a structure 2 is not interpretable in a structure B is by
exhibiting a model-theoretic property which is preserved by interpretations, and to prove that this
property holds in 9, but not in 2. Alternative strategies in the w-categorical context (see, for
example, [Wal21l, Theorem A.21]) rely on type counting arguments, with 2B having too fast growth-
rate in its number of types to be interpretable in 2. Neither of these strategies can work to prove
that a structure 2 does not interpret its model-complete core B: essentially all model theoretic
properties which are preserved under interpretations that hold for 2 will hold for 25 (Section, and
B only has a slower growth-rate in its number of types than 2. Indeed, proving non-interpretability
for structures which are very similar from a model theoretic perspective is a major challenge. To
overcome it, we develop a toolkit of techniques and ideas of a group-theoretic nature to prove
non-interpretability. We believe this to be another major contribution of this paper.

The closure of the class of structures with a first-order interpretation over (Q; <) under taking
model-complete cores and reducts is quite interesting: it is quite robust (e.g., closed under inter-
pretations) and contained in the class of first-order reducts of NIP homogeneous structures with a
finite relational signature of maximal arity two. We do not know an example that would separate
these two classes.

2. PRELIMINARIES

We write [n] for the set {1,...,n}. We refer the reader to [Hod93| for an introduction to first-
order logic (which for us always includes equality) and proofs of the various model-theoretic facts
mentioned below.

All the structures in this article are assumed to be relational, i.e., they have a signature 7 which
consists of relation symbols only. If R € 7 is a relation symbol of arity k, and 2l is a T-structure, we
write R* C A* for the respective relation of 2l, and we write Dom(2l) for the domain of 2 (usually,
Dom(2() will also be denoted by A).

A structure B obtained from 2 by dropping some of the relations is called a reduct of 2, and
conversely 9B is called an expansion of 2. An expansion B of 2 is called a first-order expansion if
all relations of B are first-order definable in 2[. We say that a structure B is a first-order reduct of a
structure 2 if it is a reduct of a first-order expansion of 2. Two structures are called interdefinable
if they are first-order reducts of each other. If 2 is a structure and B C A, then we write |p
for the structure with domain B and all the relations of the form RN B™ where n € N and R is
definable (without parameters) in 2.

A structure B is called finitely bounded if there are finitely many finite structures §i,...,8n
such that a finite structure 2 embeds into B if and only if it does not embed §; for some i € [n].

A structure 2l is called homogeneous if every isomorphism between finite substructures of 2l can
be extended to an automorphism of . (some authors use ultrahomogeneous to prevent confusion
with other notions of homogeneity; in our context, however, there is no such danger of confusion).
We call a structure finitely homogeneous if it is homogeneous and has a finite relational signature,
and we call it finitely homogenizable if it is interdefinable with finitely homogeneous structure.
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Finitely homogeneous structures are w-categorical, i.e., their first-order theory has at most one
countable model up to isomorphism (see, e.g., [Hod93, Theorem 7.4.1]).

It is often useful to study w-categorical structure with notions from permutation group theory.
If G is a permutation group on a set A, then an orbit of G on A (or an orbit of k-tuples) is a set of
the form {(a(a1),...,a(ax)) | @ € G} for some (ay,...,ax) € A*. In an w-categorical structure A,
the first-order definable relations of arity k € N are precisely the finite unions of orbits of n-tuples
of Aut(2) [Hod93l, Corollary 7.3.5].

We shall use the standard convention of denoting tuples of variables by overlined letters at the
end of the alphabet Z,y, z,... and tuples of elements by overlined letters at the beginning of the
alphabet @, b,¢c. ...

Sometimes it will be best to think in terms of theories rather than structures. Given a first-order
theory T in the signature 7, a model 2 of T, and C C 2, let 7 U {C} be the expansion of the
signature 7 by constant symbols naming each element of C'. A type (or T-type if T is not clear from
the context) in the variables Z over C' is a maximally consistent set p of 7 U {C'}-formulas with free
variables belonging to . We write Sz (C') fir the set of all types in the variable Z over C' and we just
write S1(C) when 7 is a single variable. Given a k-tuple (ay,...,a;) := a € A¥, its type over C is
the set of all 7 U {C'}-formulas satisfied by a in the variables (x1,...,xx) (where for each 1 <7 < k,
x; substitutes a;). We say that a realizes the type p € Sz(C) if p is the type of @ over C. If  is
w-categorical, then all types in finitely many variables over finitely many parameters are realized in
2 (this property is known as being w-saturated [Hod93| Exercise 7.2.11]). Moreover, two k-tuples of
2 have the same type (over ) if and only if they are in the same orbit of Aut(A) [Hod93l Corollary
7.3.3].

2.1. Positive theories and core companions. In Section [3] we will be looking at properties
preserved when taking the core companion of a theory. In particular, we will study properties
preserved amongst theories with the same universal negative consequences. This naturally leads us
to the study of existential positive formulas (which are preserved under homomorphisms) and more
broadly of positive model theory. This branch of model theory has recently received substantial
attention (see, for example, [BY03| DGK23| Kam23| [BHM12]), and the way positive model theoretic
properties are defined is a fundamental inspiration to our method to prove that traditional model
theoretic properties are preserved when moving to the core companion. In this paper we will adopt
the notation of [Kam25] and we direct the reader to this introductory text and [Bod20, Chapter 2]
for proofs of the facts we mention below.

Definition 2.1. An existential positive formula ¢(g) is a formula of the form 3% ¢ (Z;7), where
¥(Z; §) is quantifier-free and contains no negations.

Definition 2.2. A positive theory is a set of h-inductive sentences, i.e., sentences of the form
VI(p(Z) = ¥(T)),

where ¢(Z) and (Z) are existential positive. An h-universal sentence (sometimes known as a
universal negative sentence) is a sentence of the form

vz(p(z) — L),

where ¢(Z) is positive quantifier-free.
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Definition 2.3. Let T be a positive theory and let ¢(Z) be an existential positive formula. We say
that an existential positive formula 1(Z) is an obstruction of ¢(Z) if

TEYZ((p(Z) ANp(T)) = L).

Definition 2.4. A model 2 of a positive theory T is called positively closed if every homomorphism
f: U = B, where B E T, is an immersion, i.e., is such that for every existential positive formula
¢(Z) and every tuple a from A,

2AE ¢(a) if and only if B F ¢(f(a)).

For any model 2 of a positive theory T there is a positively closed model 6 E T such that 2l maps
homomorphically to B [BY03, Lemma 1.20].

For the following fact see, for example, [Bod21l Proposition 2.1.14]:

Fact 2.5. Let S and T be first-order theories. The following are equivalent:

e every h-universal consequence of T is also an h-universal consequence of S; and
e every model of S maps homomorphically to a model of T

Definition 2.6. A first-order theory T is called model complete if every embedding between models
of T is elementary. A first-order theory S is a core theory if homomorphisms between models of S
are embeddings. In particular, we say that T is a model-complete core theory if homomorphisms
between its models are elementary embeddings.

By the positive fragment of a first-order theory we mean its set of h-inductive consequences.
model-complete core theories are axiomatised by their positive fragment [BHM12, Proposition 4.17].
A positive theory S is called Boolean if all of its models are positively closed [DK22] (see [Kam25]
for a more detailed discussion). Sometimes this notion is referred to as “positively model com-
plete” [Hay19]. Note that if S is a model-complete core theory, then the positive fragment of S is
Boolean. Conversely, if a positive theory is Boolean, then it is a model-complete core theory.

Definition 2.7 ([BHM12]). A first-order theory S is the core companion of a first-order theory T
if:

e S is a model-complete core theory;

e S and T have the same h-universal consequences.

It follows from Fact that if S and T have the same h-universal consequences, then every
model of S has a homomorphism to a model of T and vice-versa.

2.2. Interpretations. Our terminology and notation follows standard conventions in model the-
ory; we refer for instance to Hodges [Hod93] or Tent and Ziegler [TZ12].

Definition 2.8. A first-order reduct is called quantifier-free if all defining formulas can be chosen
to be quantifier-free. We say that 2 and B are interdefinable if they are reducts of one another,
and that they are bidefinable if B is isomorphic to a structure which is interdefinable with 2.

Remark 2.9. If at least one of the structures 20 and B is countable and w-categorical, then
e 2 and B are interdefinable if and only if Aut(2) = Aut(B), and
e 2 and B are bidefinable if and only if Aut(2() and Aut(B) are isomorphic as permutation
groups.
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Definition 2.10. Let 2l and % be structures. We say that I is an interpretation of B in 2 if there
exists some d € w and such that I is a partial surjective map from A? to B such that for every
atomic formula ¢(x1,...,xx) in the signature of B the relation

I"™YR) ={(a},...,a%,...,a},...,ad) : B =o(a},...,ad),..., I(a},...,al))}

is definable in . The number d above is called the dimension of the interpretation. We say that
A interprets B, or B is interpretable in A if there exists an interpretation of % in 2. For a fixed
structure 2, we write I(2) for the class of structures which are interpretable in it.

Let us consider some interpretation I as in the definition above. By applying the definition for
the formula (2 = x) we obtain that the domain set of I needs to be definable. Moreover, by applying
the definition for the formula (x = y) we also obtain that the kernel of the map I: Dom(I) — B
also needs to be definable in 2. This essentially means that the domain of 8 can be thought of
as a definable quotient of some definable substructure of some power of 2, and every relations
of 9B needs to be represented by some set of tuples which is also definable in 2(. Note that the
interpretability relation is transitive, i.e., if B € I() and € € I(B) then € € I(A).

Definition 2.11. An interpretation (of B in ) I is called full if every relation R for which I~1(R)
is definable in 2 is definable in 3.

It is clear from the definition above a structure 23 is interpretable in 2 if and only if 8 has some
expansion which has a full interpretation in 2.

Remark 2.12. Note that if I is a d-dimensional interpretation of 6 in 2, then the following is
a well-defind continuous action of Aut(A) on B: for o € Aut() and b = I(ay,...,aq), then
a-b:=I(a(a,...,aq)). This action gives rise to a continuous group homomorphism from Aut()
to Aut(®8), which we denote by h;. In the case when 2l is w-categorical it is easy to see that I is
full if and only if this homomorphism is surjective.

A special case of a structure with a full interpretation is the full power of .

Definition 2.13. The d-th full power of 2, denoted by A4 is defined to be the structure whose
domain if A%, and whose relations are

1 d 1 d EN j j
{(a17~'~7a1)a'"a(aka'“va’k) € (A ) Q[':@((azll7aa3:)}
where 1 < iy,...,0, <k,1 <j1,...,jk and ¢(x1,...,2%) is an atomic formula in the signature
of A.

An w-categorical structure 2 is called Ramsey if the age of its expansion by all first-order definable
relations is a Ramsey class. We do not define the Ramsey property for classes of finite structures,
since we do not need it; all we need to know is that the Ramsey property is in fact a property of
the automorphism group of 2, viewed as a topological group; see [KPT05].

Lemma 2.14. If 2 finitely homogeneous, then so is A%, If 2 is additionally finitely bounded /Ramsey,
then so is 41,

Proof. The homogeneity and the finite boundedness part follows essentially from Proposition 4.2.19
in [Bod2I]. The Ramsey property follows from the fact that Aut(2) and Al are isomorphic as
topological groups (the isomorphism is given by the coordinate-wise action of Aut(2)). O
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Lemma 2.15. Let 2 and B be structures so that 8 has a d-dimensional interpretation I in 2.
Then B has a model-complete core expansion which is homomorphically equivalent to a reduct of
the d-th full power of .

Proof. Let 2* and B* be the expansions of the structures 2 and B, respectively, by all first-order
definable formulas. Then clearly B* is a model-complete core, and I is a pp-interpretation of B*
is 2*. By Lemma 3.8 in [BOPI§]| this implies that B* is homomorphically equivalent to some d-th
pp-power of A*, in the sense of [BOPIS], Definition 3.6, which is clearly a reduct of (A*)l] and
thus also of Al |

Next we show that interpretations preserve being a reduct of a finitely bounded homogenous
Ramsey structure. In order to do this we need the following Ramsey transfer theorem.

Theorem 2.16 ([MP21], Theorem 4). Let 2 be a finitely bounded homogeneous relational Ramsey
structure, and let € be the model-complete core of some reduct of 2. Then 2 also has a finitely
bounded homogeneous Ramsey expansion.

This theorem combined with Lemma [2.14] implies the following.

Lemma 2.17. Let 2 be a structure which is a reduct of a finitely bounded homogeneous Ramsey
structure. Then any structure which is interpretable in 2 has a finitely bounded homogeneous
Ramsey expansion.

Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that 2 itself is a finitely (bounded) homogeneous
relational Ramsey structure. Then by Lemma the same is true for any full power of 2.
Let B € I(A). Then B has some expansion € which is a model-complete core and which is
homomorphically equivalent to some reduct of some 2! (by Lemma . ]

Corollary 2.18. All structures with a first-order interpretation in (Q; <) are reducts of homoge-
neous finitely bounded Ramsey structures.

We will present an alternative proof (and also a stronger version) of Corollary in Subsec-
tion (Remark [4.26)).

Note that some authors allow parameters in the defining formulas in the definition of an inter-
pretation. However, if the structure 2l interprets its expansions with finitely many constants then
this does not make a difference as shown by the following argument. We first show the folklore
fact that any structure with at least 2 elements interprets all finite structures (cf. [Bod21] Lemma
2.4.4]).

Proposition 2.19. Let 2 be any structure with at least two elements. Then I(2) is closed under
taking finite disjoint unions.

Proof. Let I: A — B and J: A° — C be interpretations of B and € in 2, respectively. We can
assume without loss of generality that d = e and that B and C are disjoint. Let us define the

partial map
Ial,...,ad if(ld 1 = Qq4-2
1®J: A%2 5 BUC, (a1,...,a040) — ( ), * *
J(a, ... aq) if agy1 # aas2

wherever it is defined. Then it is easy to see that I @ J is an interpretation of the disjoint union of
B and € in 2A. 0

Corollary 2.20. Every structure with at least 2 elements interprets all finite structures.
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Proof. Let B be a finite structure. Every structure interprets the l-element pure set. If 2 is a
structure with at least two elements, then Proposition [2.19|implies that 2 also interprets the pure
set (B; =) expanded by all constants, which is a finite union of the 1-element pure set. Finally, B is
clearly a first-order reduct of the expansion of (B;=) by all constants. Hence, 2 interprets 6. O

Lemma 2.21. The structures (Q; <) and (Q;=) interpret all of their respective expansions by
finitely many constants.

Proof. Let us observe that Aut(Q; <,ci,...,c,) is isomorphic to (Aut(Q; <)"*! xid({1,...,n}) as
a permutation group. This means that (Q; <,c1,...,¢,) bidefinable with a disjoint union of n + 1
copies of (Q; <) and a n copies of the 1-element pure set.

Similarly, Aut(Q;=,c1,...,¢n) = Sym(Q)e,.....c, and thus (Q;=,¢1,...,¢p) is bidefinable with
the disjoint union of the infinite pure set and n copies of the l-element pure set. Thus, both
statements of the lemma follow from Proposition [2.19 O

Note that the lemma above may fail for other classes of w-categorical structures. In particular,
the Rado graph does not interpret its expansion by a constant [Tor16]. We finally note an interesting
consequence of Lemma [2:2I] which we will need in our later discussions.

Lemma 2.22. Let 2 be any structure which interprets all of its expansions with finitely many
constants. Then I(2l) is closed under expansions by finitely many constants.

Proof. Let 2 be as in the hypothesis of the lemma, let I be an interpretation of a structure %
in A, and let ¢1,...,¢, € B. Let dy,...,d,, € A such that each ¢; € B is represented by some

tuple from {dy,...,d,,}. Then is is easy to see that I is also an interpretation of (B;cy,...,¢,) in
(A;dy,...,dn). However, by Corollary we know that 2 interprets (;dy,...,dn,), so it also
interprets (B;cy,...,cn). O

Corollary 2.23. I((Q; <)) and I((Q;=)) are closed under expansions by finitely many constants.

Notation 2.24. For a class C of w-categorical structures let us write M(C) for the class of all
structures which are interdefinable with the model-complete core of some structure in C.

When applying the operators I and M to classes of structures, we sometimes omit brackets, i.e.,
we write MI(C) instead of M(I(C)). If C = {8}, we might also write I(8) and M(B) instead of
I({}) and M({B}).

The following theorem illustrates that the class MI(C) is quite robust.

Theorem 2.25. For any class of w-categorical structures C
I(MI(C)) = MI(C).

Proof. Suppose that 9 is a structure with an interpretation in 2l € C, let € be the model-complete
core of B, and suppose that ® has a d-dimensional first-order interpretation in €. It suffices to
show that © € MI(C).

By Lemmal[2:.15 © has a model-complete core expansion ©* which is homomorphically equivalent
to a reduct D’ of the d-th full power of €. We may assume that ® = ©* is a model-complete core;
otherwise, apply the argument to the expansion of © by all first-order definable relations and then
take a reduct.

Let 7 be the signature of ©. If R € 7 is a k-ary, then there is a formula ¢r with dk free
variables that defines R over €. Since € is a model-complete core, we may assume that the formula
¢r is existential positive. Let & be the 7-structure with domain B? and the relations defined by
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¢r for every R € 1; clearly, € € I(8). By assumption, there are homomorphisms f: 8 — €
and g: € — B. Then the map (ai1,...,aq) — (f(a1),..., f(aq)) is a homomorphism from €& to
D', and the map (ay,...,aq) — (g(a1),...,9(aq)) is a homomorphism from D’ to €. It follows
that & is homomorphically equivalent to ' and thus homomorphically equivalent to ©. Hence,
D e MI(B)) € MI(I1(€)) = MI(€). It follows that I(MI(C)) = MI(C)). |

Remark 2.26. Note that defining interpretability as a relation between theories rather than struc-
tures, the above theorem could also be proven outside of the w-categorical context.

3. PROPERTIES PRESERVED BY TAKING MODEL-COMPLETE CORES

Some properties of structures were already known to be preserved under taking model-complete
cores: for instance, this is the case for w-categoricity [Bod07, BHMI2], for homogeneity [Bod20)
Proposition 4.7.7.(1)], for the Ramsey property [Bod14], and for the property to be a reduct of a
finitely homogeneous Ramsey structure [MP21]. Also, it is known that if 9B is w-categorical, then
for every n, the number of orbits of n-tuples in the model-complete core of B is bounded by the
number of orbits of n-tuples in B ([Bod2(, Proposition 4.7.7.(4)]; in w-categorical structures, orbits
of n-tuples are in 1-to-1 correspondence with n-types over the empty set). In fact, the same holds for
some other variants of orbit growth functions, such as the labelled or unlabelled growth of structures
(see Definition for the latter). From this, one can prove that in the w-categorical setting,
model theoretic properties that can be characterised in terms of bounds on certain orbit growth
functions are preserved by going to the core companion of a theory. This is the case, for example,
for NIP [Mac87], monadic stability [Bra22l, [ BBH25], and cellularity [Bod24l, BB21]. However, this
leads to indirect proofs under the additional assumption of w-categoricity, and only works for few
model theoretic properties. In this section, we will prove that most model theoretic properties
are preserved by going to the core companion by general techniques. In particular, we summarise
our results in the following theoremﬂ Note: we do not define all of these properties, but we give
references to the relevant definitions.

Theorem 3.1. Let T be a first-order theory. Suppose that T" has a core companion S. Then,

if T' is stable, then so is S (Definition [3.9);
if T is NIP, then so is S (Definition [3.10));

if T is NSOP, then so is S [Bai24, Definition 2.1];

if T' is simple, then so is S [Bai24, Definition 2.1];

if T is NTPy, then so is S [Bai24] Definition 2.1];

if T is NSOP,, for a given n € N, then so is S ([Bai24 Definition 2.1] for n € {1,2}, and
Definition ;

if T is A-stable for some cardinal A, then so is S (Definition ;

if T is superstable, then so is S (Definition ;

if T is not multiply ordered, then so is S [Kei76, Theorem 4];

if T' is monadically stable, then so is S (Deﬁnitio;

if T' is monadically NIP, then so is S (Definition [3.29);

for any ordinal p, if T is totally transcendental of Morley rank < p, then so is S (Defini-
tion ;

if T is strongly minimal, then so is S (Remark [3.42));

e if T'is k-NIP, then so is S [She07] Definition 2.4] (cf. [CPT19]);

1Corollalry lists some additional properties preserved when moving to the core companion.
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e if T is strongly dependent, then so is S [Sheld];
e if T has finite U-rank, then so does S [Pil96, Definition 3.16].

We develop several methods to show a model theoretic property is preserved when moving to
the core companion. This results, for example, in three different proofs for why stability and NIP
are preserved by taking the core companion : firstly, because they are both defined by omitting
a pattern (Subsection [3.2]), secondly, because they can be characterised by bounds on the number
of types (Subsection and thirdly, because they are preserved under trace definability (Subsec-
tion . However, for example, simplicity and NSOP can only be shown to be preserved by the
methods of Subsection since they cannot be characterised by type counting or trace definability
criteria [Wal21].

Note that if we prove that a model-theoretic property is closed under taking model-complete
cores, then we obtain in particular that it is closed under taking model companions, because we
can apply the result to the expansion by all relations defined by negating an atomic formulas; the
model-companion of the original structure is then isomorphic to a reduct of the model-complete
core of the expanded structure. For some of the properties we mention, such as stability and NIP,
it is probably a folklore result that they are preserved by moving to the model companion. This
could be proven, for example, by a type counting argument of the form of those in Subsection |3.3]
However, our techniques have a higher degree of generality and cover several major model theoretic
properties for which type counting arguments would not be available (e.g., simplicity and NSOP).

3.1. Notes on monster models. In this section, we assume familiarity with basic terminology
from model theory, and refer to the text-book of Tent and Ziegler [TZ12]. For example, will use
notions such as ‘elementary embedding’ without giving a definition; the other sections of this article
can be read independently and do not rely on the notions that we use in this section and that are
not defined. For facts about monster models in a positive setting we refer the reader to [Kam?25].

Notation 3.2. Following standard model-theoretic conventions, we will speak of first-order for-
mulas and theories having a given model theoretic property in what is known as a monster model
A* for the given first-order theory T (see, for example, [TZ12] § 6.1] for the relevant definitions).
Such a model is chosen so that, for a sufficiently large infinite cardinal , A* is n—saturatedﬂ types
of finite tuples over sets of parameters of cardinality < k are realised in 2*. The fact that 20* is
k-saturated further implies that it is xT-universal in the sense that every model 2 of cardinality
< kT elementarily embeds into A*. By a small subset of the monster model 2*, we mean a subset
of cardinality < x. We shall consider all sets of parameters, tuples, and models as being small and
living inside the monster model and for a tuple a, we write F ¢(a@) to denote that A* E ¢(a).

The main use of monster models we make in this paper is that most model theoretic prop-
erties are only witnessed at a sufficient level of saturatiorﬁ and that working in a monster model
spares us from some bookkeeping when moving to small elementary extensions of some small model.

Since sometimes we will be working with a positive theory, we will need an equivalent notion of
monster model in this context. This is standard practice [BY03, DGK23|]. We need to introduce a
couple of notions:

2Usually7 a monster model is also chosen to be sufficiently strongly homogeneous. We will never make use of this

additional property.

3w-saturation will be sufficient in all of our uses.
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Definition 3.3. Let 2 be a positively closed model of the positive theory T. Let B C 2 be a set of
parameters and a be a tuple from A. The positive type of a over B is the set of existential positive
formulas satisfied by a with parameters from B:

tpT(a/B) = {¢(z,b)| AE ¢(a,b),b e B* k € N, ¢(z,7) is existential positive}.

Definition 3.4. A first-order theory T has the joint homomorphism property (JHC) if for any
models 2, B there is some model € such that both 2l and 8 map homomorphically to €. The joint
homomorphism property can be thought of as the positive analogue of completeness for a theory.
Any positive theory T' can be extended to a positive theory T’ with the joint homomorphism
property by adding to it the set of h-inductive sentences true in one of its positively closed models.

Notation 3.5. From now on, by a first-order theory, we will always refer to a complete first-order
theory. Similarly, every positive theory we consider has the joint homomorphism property. Note
that the core companion of a complete theory also has the joint homomorphism property.

Notation 3.6. When a positive theory T has the joint homomorphism property, we can build for
arbitrarily large infinite cardinals x a positive monster model ). This is an positively closed
model which is positively x-saturated (in the sense that positive types over < k-many parameters
are realised) for sufficiently large . Again such monster model will be positively x*-universal in
the sense that any positively closed model of cardinality < x maps homomorphically to A*).

Remark 3.7. Note that every model of a model-complete core theory S is positively closed. This is
because every homomorphism between models of S is an elementary embedding and so an immer-
sion. Moreover, any complete model-complete core theory has the joint homomorphism property.
For this reason any monster model 21* for S as a standard first-order theory is also a positive mon-
ster model for S as a positive theory (i.e., for the positive theory given by the set of h-inductive
consequences of S, which as remarked above axiomatises S). When working with a monster model
B* of a complete theory T" and a monster model A* of its core companion S, we choose these so
that there is a homomorphism f: 20* — 9*. This is always achievable using the fact that S and T
have the same universal consequences and by choosing B* to be sufficiently saturated.

3.2. Model theoretic properties omitting patterns. Model theory has developed several no-
tions of tameness for a first-order theory 7. Most of these properties are defined in terms of
formulas not coding some forbidden configuration (which then ensures they are preserved under
interpretation). Indeed, recently, [Bai24] offers a framework to describe the general shape of a
model theoretic property defined in terms of some omitted pattern. In this subsection, we prove
that all model theoretic properties defined in terms of formulas omitting a pattern (in the sense
of Definition are preserved when going to the core companion of a theory. This includes
most mainstream model theoretic properties appearing on the model theoretic map of the uni-
verse available on [forkinganddividing.com| (i.e., stability, NIP, NSOP, simplicity, NTPy, NSOP,, for
n < 3).

Given the wide range of model theoretic properties that are preserved by going to the core
companion of a theory and the fact that we adopt the general framework of [Bai24] to talk about
model theoretic properties, we will only formally introduce two of these properties. We have chosen
stability (Definition below), and NIP (Definition [3.10). These are two of the most studied
model-theoretic properties [Pil96) [Sim15]. We refer the reader to [Bai24] for the definitions of the
other model theoretic properties we discuss in this section.

Notation 3.8. When writing a 7-formula as ¢(Z; §), we mean that we consider the variables of ¢
as partitioned into two tuples of variables Z and ¥.
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Definition 3.9. Let T' be a first-order theory. We say that a 7-formula ¢(7;7) has the order
property OP if there areﬁ (@;b;)ien such that

F ¢(a;,b;) if and only if i < j .
We say that a theory T is stable, or NOP, if no 7-formula has the order property. Note that from
our definition the theory of a finite structure is stable.

The following structures have stable theories: (N;=), the Johnson graph (see Definition , an
equivalence relation with infinitely many infinite classes, infinite vector spaces over finite fields, and
algebraically closed fields of fixed characteristic.

Definition 3.10. Let T be a first-order theory. We say that a 7-formula ¢(z; §) has the indepen-
dence property IP if there are (a;);en and (bs)scn such that

E ¢(a;;bs) if and only if ¢ € S.
We say that T is dependent, or NIP if no 7-formula has the independence property.

It is easy to see that stability implies NIP for a first-order theory. Some structures whose theory
is NIP (and not stable) are (Q; <), the dense local order S(2) (see Notation [4.28)), and real closed
fields.

As one can see, stability is defined in terms of formulas not coding a copy of the half-graph, and
NIP is defined in terms of formulas not coding some bipartite graph. Indeed, a common feature of
several model-theoretic tameness properties is that they can be defined in terms of 7-formulas in
a theory not coding some forbidden configuration. For this reason, most model theoretic tameness
properties are known by an acronym starting with an “N” to indicate the word “not” and end
with the letter “P” to indicate the word “property”. Below, we list some of the main classes of
model-theoretically tame theories, other than stable and NIP theories:

o NSOP theories, where SOP stands for the strict order property;

e simple theories, also known as NTP theories, where TP is the tree property. More specifi-
cally, the tree property TP is defined in terms of having the k-tree property k-TP for some
k € N. For more on simple theories, the reader may consult [Wag00|, [Kim13];

e NTP; theories, where TP5 is the tree property of the second kind. Again, TPy is defined
in terms of having the property k-TP5 for some k € N; ;

e NSOP,, theories for n > 1, where SOP,, is the n-th strong order property.

All of the above properties emerged from the work of Shelah [She90l [She80, [She96] and Shelah
and Dzamonja for NSOP; and NSOP, [DSO4JE| Rather than defining each of these properties
individually, following [Bai24], we will define the abstract notion of being a patterned property and
point out that most model theoretic properties fall under this notion.

Definition 3.11. Let n € N. An n-pattern (C,Z) consists of two sets C,Z C (P(n)xP(n))\{(0,0)}.
We call a pair (AT, A7) € C a consistency condition and a pair (Z7,Z7) € T an inconsistency
condition.

Definition 3.12. Let T be a first-order theory. Let ¢(Z;y) be a 7-formula partitioned into the
tuples of variables Z and . Let (C,Z) be an n-pattern. We say that ¢(7;y) exhibits (C,Z) if there

is a sequence of tuples (b;);<, (living in the monster model) such that

4Recall from Notation that parameters are taken to live in a monster model 2A* of T. We will keep this
notation throughout this section. Later, in the context of positive theories, we will take the parameters from a
positive monster model 2A*:+)

51t was recently shown in [Mut25] that NSOP; and NSOP5 are the same properties for a first-order theory.
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(1) for all A= (A", A7) € C, the partial type
{o(z:0:) | i € AT} U {=o(50;) | j € A7}
is consistent; and
(2) for all Z = (Z*,Z7) € Z, the partial type
{o(z:0:) | i € ZT}U{~g(3;0;) |5 € 27}
is inconsistent.

By a patterned property, we mean a set
P={(C,,T,) | n € N},

where for each n € N, (C,,,Z,) is an f(n)-pattern, where f is some function f: N — N. We say
that a formula ¢(Z;y) exhibits the patterned property P if it exhibits (C,,,Z,) for all n € N. We say
that a 7-theory T has NP if no 7-formula ¢(z;y) has P.

Example 3.13. It is easy to observe by compactness that OP is a patterned property. In fact, the
following holds [Bai24]: a 7-formula ¢(Z; ) has OP if and only if it exhibits the patterned property
OP :={(Cpn,Z,) | n € N} where (C,,Z,) is the n-pattern with

Co={({i,i+1,....,n—=1}{0,...;i—1}) |i<n}, and I, =0 .

More generally, most model theoretic properties can be described as being of the form NP where
‘P is some patterned property.

Fact 3.14 (Proposition 3.3 in [Bai24]). For each of the properties
XP e {OP, IP,SOP, k-TP, k-TP,, SOP, SOPs, SOPg}

there is a patterned property XP such that a formula ¢(Z;g) has the property XP if and only if it
exhibits the patterned property XP.

We now want to define a way to uniformly convert a patterned property P into a positive
patterned property PT in the sense that
e P makes sense as a property of an existential positive formula in a positive theory, and
e in a first-order theory where every formula is equivalent to an existential positive formula,
P+ is equivalent to P.
Fortunately, there is already some literature in positive model theory dedicated to precisely this
problem [DGK23]. For example, the standard positive version of the order property (and hence of
stability) is as follows.

Example 3.15. Let T' be a positive theory with the joint homomorphism property. We say that
an existential positive formula ¢(z;y) has OP™T if there is a sequence (a;b;);en (from a positive
monster model of T') and an obstruction (Z;g) of ¢(z;y) such that

F ¢(ai;b;) for i < j
and  F (a;;b;) for j <i.
Definition 3.16. Let P := {(C,,Z,) | n € N} be a patterned property. Let Q@ C N2 be
Q:={(z*,|Z7|) | (Z*,Z7) € L, for some n € N} .

Let T be a positive theory with the joint homomorphism property. We say that an existential posi-
tive formula ¢(Z; i) exhibits the positivisation PT of P if there is an obstruction (Z; %) of ¢ and for
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each (¢, 7) € Q, an obstruction 04,y (J1, - - - Ygs Yg+15 - - - » Yg+r) Of 3 (N2 (@5 90) A Ny (&5 Ggt4))
such that for every n € N there is a sequence (b;);< ¢(n) of tuples such that

(1) for every A= (A", A™) € C, the partial type
{6(@:b:) | i€ ATYU{y(T:0;) | j€ A7}
is consistent; and
(2) forevery Z = (Z*,Z7) € Z, where Z* = {i1,...,is} and Z~ = {j1,..., jr} have cardinal-
ity ¢ and r, respectively,
F Oy (Biyy b by, ;).
We say that T" has NPT if no existential positive formula in T' exhibits P¥.

Remark 3.17. Whilst this is not strictly necessary for our purposes, our definition of the positivisa-
tion of a property is compatible with the current literature in positive model theory. In particular,
for P € {OP,IP, k-TP, k-TP5, SOP;,SOP;, SOP3}, we have that P+ as defined in Definition
agrees with the definition of the corresponding model theoretic property in the standard positive
model theory literature [DGK23].

Note that when we say that a first-order complete theory has a positive model-theoretic property,
we mean that its positive fragment has that model-theoretic property.

Lemma 3.18. Suppose that every model of T' has a homomorphism to a model of S. If an
existential positive formula +(Z) is an obstruction of an existential positive formula ¢(Z) in S, then
¥ (Z) is an obstruction of ¢(Z) in T.

Proof. Suppose by contrapositive 1 is not an obstruction of ¢ in T. Then there is a model A of T
and a € A such that

AE¢(a) Ayp(a).
By assumption, there is a homomorphism f from 2 to a model %8 of S. Now, by moving the

existential quantifier to the front, ¢(Z) A ¥(Z) is equivalent to an existential positive formula and
so its truth for a tuple is preserved by homomorphisms. In particular,

B Eo(f(a) Ay(f(a)).
Thus, 9 is not an obstruction of ¢ in S. This proves the contrapositive. |
Lemma 3.19. Suppose that S and T are positive theories with the joint homomorphism property.

Suppose that S and T have the same h-universal consequences. Let P be a patterned property.
Then S has PT if and only if T has PT.

Proof. This is a direct consequence of Lemma and Definition Let ¢(Z;7y) exhibit P in
S. Let ¥(Z;9), {04(Z1,...,%4) | ¢ € Q}, and {6,(Z1,...,%,) | r € R} be asin Deﬁnition Fix
n € N. Then, there are (b;);<, witnessing (C,,Z,) as described in Definition In particular,
for each (A", A7) € C,,, there is a(a+ -y living in the positive moster model A1) for S such that

/\ d)(d(A*,A*);Bi)/\ /\ ¢7(d(A+,A7);Bj)
i€At jEA—
and also, for each (Z1,27) € T,
': Q(Qar)(l_)iﬂ' t 71—)ir7l_)j17' .. 7Z_)iq)7
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where ZT = {i1,...,iq} and Z= = {j1,...,j-}. We can take the (b;);<, and the @+ ) for
(AT, A7) € C, to live inside a small model A = S. Let f: 2 — B be a homomorphism from 2 to
a small model B F T'. Now, since all of ¢,4, and {04\ (Z1,...,Zqsr) | (g,7) € Q}, are existential
positive, and so preserved by homomorphisms, we still have that the sequence (f(b;))i<n from B
witnesses the fact that ¢ exhibits (Cy,Z,) with respect to the same ¢, v, and {04, (Z1,. .., Zg4r) |
(g,7) € Q}. In particular, ¢(F;§) exhibits P+ for T. a

The following is a consequence of the above lemma and the definition of core companion.

Corollary 3.20. Suppose that S is the core companion of T and let P be a patterned property.
Then S has P+ if and only if T has PT.

Lemma 3.21. Let S be a model-complete core theory and let P be a patterned property. Then
the positive-existential formula ¢(Z; ) has P if and only if it has PT.

Proof. This is just a consequence of the fact that every formula in a model-complete core theory
is equivalent to an existential positive one (see, for example, [Bod21l Proposition 2.6.13]). Hence,
suppose some formula ¢(Z;g) exhibits P. Then, ¢(Z;y), —¢(Z;§), and for each (¢,7) € @,

q T
-3z </\ o 7:) A )\ ¢(33;yq+i)>
i=1 i=1
are equivalent to existential positive formulas modulo S, meaning that ¢(Z; 7) also witnesses having
PT. The right to left implication is trivial, because if an existential positive formula has P, then

it also has P by Definition [3:16] O

Theorem 3.22. Suppose that S is the core companion of T and let P be a patterned property. If
T has NP, then so does S.

Proof. We prove the contrapositive. Suppose that S has P. By Lemma S has PT. Now,
by Lemma since S and T have the same h-universal consequences by definition, 7" has P+.
Hence, T has P, since, by definition, P+ implies P. |

Hence, the core companion preserves any model-theoretic property that is defined in terms of
formulas not exhibiting a given patterned property. Some model theoretic properties do not fall
under the framework of patterned properties of [Bai24], but are still sufficiently witnessed by a
certain combinatorial configuration so that our methods still work for them.

Definition 3.23. Let ¢(z,y) be a formula with |Z| = |g|. Let n > 3. We say that ¢(Z, ) has the
n-strong order property SOP,, if

{6(Z1;%2), .-, (Tr1;Tn), (Tn; T1)}
is inconsistent, and there is a sequence (@;);en such that ¢(a;; a;) holds for all ¢ < j in N. We say
that a theory T is NSOP,, if none of its formulas has SOP,,.
Proposition 3.24. Let S be the core companion of T. Fix n > 3. If T'is NSOP,,, then so is S.

Proof. As always, we prove the statement by contrapositive. Suppose that S witnesses SOP,, with
the formula ¢(z,7) (which may be chosen to be existential positive) and the sequence (a;);en. Let
0(Z1,...,%,) be the existential positive formula equivalent to =§(Z1,...,Z,), where

<,

(1, Tp) :=3%1,... Ty </\ A(Ti5 Tigr) A ¢($n;l‘1)> :

<n
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Let f: 2* — 9* be a homomorphism from a monster model 2* of S to a monster model B* of T
Then, since 6(Z1,...,Z,) is still an obstruction of 6(Z1,...,Z,) in T and since both are existential
positive formulas (modulo a tautology for ), we can deduce that §(Z1,...,Z,) is still false in T.
Moreover, for any i € N, ¢(f(a;); f(@;+1)) still holds since ¢ is an existential positive formula. O

3.3. Model theoretic properties defined through type-counting. Certain model theoretic
properties such as w-stability, superstability, and stability have natural definitions in terms of
bounding the number of types over sets of parameters of given cardinalities. With further set
theoretic assumptions (or by considering types over finite sets of parameters), also NIP can be
characterised in terms of type counting [She7ll Theorem 4.6]. We will see below that given a
theory T and its core companion S, the supremum of the number of types that can be attained
over a set of parameters of size A can only decrease when moving from 7 to S. Hence, model
theoretic properties which can be defined in terms of type counting are preserved by going to the
core companion.

Lemma 3.25. Let S and T be first-order theories in a signature 7 such that S is the core companion
of T. Let A* and B* be, respectively, monster models for S and T" with a homomorphism f: * —
B*. Let C be a small subset of A*. Let S1(C) be the space of 1-types of S over C. Then,

1S1(C)] < [S2(F(O))] -

Proof. Let u = |S1(C)|. Let (a;)i<u be a set of elements of A*, each realising a distinct type
in S1(C). For each i < p, let tpT(a;/C) be the restriction of tp(a;/C) to existentially positive
formulas. Since S is a model-complete core theory, every formula is equivalent modulo S to an
existential positive formula. In particular, writing S; (C) for the space of types over C' restricted
to existential positive formulas, the “forgetful” map S;(C) + S;"(C) restricting each type is a
bijection. However, since f is a homomorphism and respects existentially positive formulas, the
types (tp(f(a;)/f(C))|i < p) are all distinct, yielding the desired statement. O

It is well-known that our earlier definition of stability coincides with the one below [She90]:

Definition 3.26. Let A\ be an infinite cardinal. We say that a first-order theory T is A-stable if
whenever C is a set of parameters such that |C| < A, then |S1(C)| < A\. We say that T is stable if if
is A-stable for some infinite cardinal A. We say that T is superstable if it is A-stable for all A > 2I71.

The following is a direct consequence of the above definitions and Lemma [3.25

Corollary 3.27. Let T be a first-order theory and S be its core companion. Let A be an infinite
cardinal. Then, if T is A-stable, then so is S. In particular, if T' is superstable/stable, then so is S.

Remark 3.28. As mentioned earlier, NIP can also be characterised in terms of type counting under
additional set theoretic assumptions, or by type-counting over finite sets [She71].

Hence, Lemma also yields a different proof that NIP is preserved when moving to the core
companion of a theory. Consider the stability function fr: Card — Card, of a complete first-order
theory T, where fr is given by

A= sup{[S1(A)] [ 2A =T, |24 = A}

Lemma yields that if S is the core companion of T', then fs(A) < fr(A) for all cardinals .
In the more specific context of complete countable first-order theories, there are only six possible
behaviours for fr [Kei76]:

M+ 2% ARo ded(N), (ded (X)), 24 .
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These are all witnessed (in a suitable model of set theory). Indeed, we have that:

e fr(\) > X for some A\ = T is not w-stable = fr(\) > A + 2% for some \;

o fr(A) > X+ 2% for some A = T is not superstable = fr(\) > AN for some A;

o fr(A\) > AY for some XA = T has the order property (i.e., is not stable) = fr(\) > ded(\)

for some \;

o fr(A) > ded(\) for some A = T is multiply ordered (see [Kei76l Theorem 4] for the

definition) = fr()\) > (ded(A))™ for some \;

o fr(A\) > (ded(\))®° for some A = T is dependent (i.e., not NIP) = fr(\) > 2* for some .
Hence, from Lemma the properties of Definition [3.26] not being multiply ordered, and NIP,
are preserved when going to the core companion of a theory. We also note that superstability and
not being multiply ordered can be equivalently defined through forbidding certain sets of formulas
from witnessing a particular configuration (see [Kei76l, [She71]). Whilst they are not patterned
properties (because the omitted pattern may use more than one formula), they may be shown to
be preserved when going to the core companion by a proof analogous to that of Theorem m (or
Lemma [3.41} which also involves multiple formulas in the omitted configurations).

3.4. Monadic model theoretic properties. In this subsection, we prove that the two main
monadic model theoretic properties of monadic stability and monadic NIP are preserved by go-
ing to the core companion. Such properties are of interest in model theory [BS85], permutation
group theory (in the w-categorical context) [Bra22l Bod24], and structural graph theory (in their
generalisation to hereditary classes) [DEM™T24].

Definition 3.29. Let P be a patterned property. We say that a first-order theory 7" is monadically
NP if all expansions of a model of T' by unary predicates are still NP.

The two main monadic properties are monadic stability and monadic NIP. We note that other
classes (such as monadically NSOP or monadically simple) just collapse to monadic stability [EP22].

The definition of monadic NIP prima facie does not seem amenable to being shown to be pre-
served by going to the core companion of a theory by the same methods we used for patterned
properties. However, there is an equivalent characterisation of monadic NIP which has a similar
enough form to patterned properties to be amenable to our techniques in terms of not admitting a
pre-coding configuration [BL21]. The definition we give below is not the original (of [BL21) Defini-
tion 3.10]), but a simplified variant which is proven to be equivalent to the original in Lemma 1.7
of [BL24]:

Definition 3.30. A pre-coding configuration consists of a formula ¢(z,y,z) with [z| = 1, and a
sequence 7 := (d;);cz such that for all s <0 <t from Z, there is c(,¢) such that

(3.1) E o(ds, dy, c(s));

(3.2) forall v > t, F ﬁ(]ﬁ(a?s,gm C(s,t))§ and

(3.3) for all u < s, E =¢(dy, d;, Cls,t)) -

Fact 3.31 (Theorem 1.1 & Proposition 2.11 in [BL2T]). The following are equivalent for a first-order
theory T

(i) T is monadically NIP;
(ii) T does not admit a pre-coding configuration.

Fact 3.32 ([BS85]). Let T be a first-order theory. The following are equivalent:
(i) T is monadically stable;
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(ii) T is stable and monadically NIP.

Proposition 3.33. Let S be the core companion of T. Then

(i) if T is monadically NIP, then so is S;
(i) if T is monadically stable, then so is S.

Proof. The second statement follows from the first by Fact [3.32] and the fact that stability is
preserved by taking the core companion (Theorem . We prove the first statement by contra-
positive. Suppose that S is not monadically NIP. Then, it admits a pre-coding configuration given
by a formula ¢(Z, 7, 2), a sequence (d;);ez, and (c(s,pls <0 <t €Z). Since S is a model-complete
core theory, we may take ¢ to be an existential positive formula. We also take ¥ (Z,y, z) to be an
existential positive formula which is equivalent modulo S to —¢(Z, 7, z) (and so is an obstruction
of ¢(z,7,2)). Take a homomorphism f: 20* — B* where B* is a monster model for T'. Since exis-
tential positive formulas are preserved by homomorphisms and the fact that v is an obstruction of
¢ is also true in T, we still have that (f(d;))icz and (f(c(s))|s < 0 < t € Z) witness that ¢(z, 7, 2)
has a pre-coding configuration. In particular, T" is not monadically NIP by Fact O

Proposition [3.33] can also be phrased in the following way in the w-categorical setting.

Corollary 3.34. Let 2 be a countable w-categorical structure, and let 8 be the model-complete
core of 2. Then

(i) if 2 is monadically NIP, then so is B;
(ii) if 21 is monadically stable, then so is B.

We remark that the second claim of Corollary [3:34] also follows from an orbit growth argument, as
it already has been observed in [Bod24]. This uses a characterization of w-categorical monadically
stable structures in terms of unlabelled growth.

Definition 3.35. Let 2l be an w-categorical structure. We denote by u, () the number of orbits
of the natural action of Aut(2() on n-element subsets of 2. The sequence (u,(2))nen is called the
unlabelled growth of 2.

Theorem 3.36 ([Bra22], Theorem 1.1). Let 2 be a countable w-categorical structure. Then 2 is
monadically stable if and only if 2 is stable and for all ¢ > 1 we have u, () < ¢" if n is large
enough.

We know that if 2 is w-categorical and 9B is its model-complete core then wu, (B) < u, () for all
n € N (see for instance [Bod22], Lemma 2.2.69). Therefore, Theorem indeed implies that w-
categorical monadically stable structures are closed under taking model-complete cores. We mention
that a different orbit growth characterization (using labelled growth) of w-categorical monadically
stable structures is given in [BBH25|] which also can be used to show item [2| of Corollary

For w-categorical monadically NIP structures no characterization is known in terms of orbit
growth functions, however the following has been conjectured in [Bra22] (Conjecture 2).

Conjecture 3.37. Let 21 be a countable w-categorical structure. Then 2 is monadically NIP if
and only if w, () < ¢" for some ¢ € R.

Note that given Conjecture [3.37] the same argument as above would also imply the first item of

Corollary [3:34]
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3.5. Finer features in an w-stable setting. In later sections we will be studying various classes
of structures which are w-stable (such as structures interpretable in (Q; =), or Lachlan’s class). We
have already shown that w-stability is preserved when going to the model-complete core. The finer
structure of definable sets in w-stable theories can be studied through the notion of Morley rank.
Indeed, all w-stable theories are totally transcendental (in the sense that Morley rank is defined
for all formulas), and for countable theories w-stability and total trancendentality are the same
property [TZ12, Theorem 5.2.6]. In this subsection we prove that Morley rank behaves well under
the operation of going to the core companion. We also prove that the core companion of a strongly
minimal theory is still strongly minimal.

Lemma 3.38. Let S be the core companion of T. Let ¢(Z;y) be an existential positive formula
and a be a tuple of arity |g| from the monster model 20* of S. Let f: 2A* — PB* be a homomorphism
from 2A* to a monster model B* of T. If ¢(Z;a) has infinitely many realisations in 2A*, so does
o(z; f(a)) in B*.

Proof. As usual, we prove this by contrapositive. Let (¢(b;, @))ien be distinct realisations of ¢(z,a)
in 2*. Since S is a model-complete core theory, T # T (where |Z1| = |Z2| = |Z|) is equivalent to
an existential positive formula (71, Z2). In particular, ¢ (b;, b;) holds for all i # j in 2* and so we
have that ¥(f(b;), f(b;)) holds in B* for all i # j. Since this is still an obstruction of #; = Z5 in
T, ¢(T,a) has infinitely many realisations in 95*. O

Definition 3.39. Let T be a first-order theory. Let ¢(Z;y) be a 7-formula. Let b be a tuple of
arity |7|. We define the Morley rank of ¢(z;b) by induction on ordinals as follows:

e MR(¢(Z;b)) > 0 if ¢ is consistent;

o MR(4(%;b)) > B+1 if there are (¢;(Z))sen which imply ¢ and which are pairwise inconsistent

and such that MR(¢;) > « for all i € N;

e MR(¢(7;b)) > A for A a limit ordinal if MR(¢) >« for all 4 < \.
If ¢ is inconsistent, we define MR(¢) = —oo. If MR(¢) > « for all ordinals «, we set MR(¢) = oc.
Otherwise, there is some « such that MR(¢) > « but MR(¢) ? a+1 and we set MR(¢) = o. When
working with multiple theories, we may write MRy to denote the Morley rank in the theory 7. We
say that a theory T is totally transcendental if all consistent formulas (with parameters from the
monster model) have ordinal Morley rank.

It is clear how to define the positive version of Morley rank:

Definition 3.40. Let S be a positive theory with the joint homomorphism property. Let ¢(Z;7)
be an existential positive 7-formula. Let b be a tuple of arity |g| (from the positive monster model

of S). We say
e MR™(¢(%;b)) > 0 if ¢ does not imply L;
e MR (¢(7;b)) > B+ 1 if there are existential positive (¢;(Z));ey which imply ¢ such that
for each i < j € N, ¢; is an obstruction of ¢; and such that MR (¢;) > a for all i € N;
e MRT(4(%;b)) > A for A a limit ordinal if MR(¢) > v for all v < .

Then, we define the positive Morley rank of a formula exactly as in Definition [3:39]
The lemma below could also be deduced from Lemma and [Wal25, Proposition 7.36].

Lemma 3.41. Let S be the core companion of T. Let ¢(Z;7) be an existential positive formula
and a be a tuple of arity |g| from the monster model A* of S. Let f: 2A* — B* be a homomorphism
from 2A* to a monster model B* of T. Then, the Morley rank of ¢(Z;a) in S is smaller or equal to
the Morley rank of ¢(Z; f(a)) in T. In particular, if T is totally transcendental, so is S.
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Proof. In S every formula is equivalent to an existential positive formula. Thus, every formula is
assigned both a Morley rank and a positive Morley rank and the two coincide.

We shall prove by induction on ordinals that if MR(¢(Z,a)) > « in S, then MR(¢(Z, f(a))) > «
in S. Since f is a homomorphism from 2A* into B*, if ¢(Z,a) is consistent in S, so is ¢(z, f(a))
in T. Hence, we have dealt with the base case. Now, since the case of limit ordinals is trivial, we
only need to deal with the case of a + 1. Suppose that MR(¢(Z,a)) > a + 1. Since in S, MR"
and MR agree, there are existential positive (¢;(Z; @;)):cn implying ¢(Z;a) and which are pairwise
inconsistent. By inductive hypothesis, the (¢;(Z; f(a;)))ien witness the fact that MR(¢(Z; f(a)) >
a + 1, completing the proof. Finally, suppose by contrapositive S is not w-stable. Then, some
existential positive formula ¢(Z;a) is assigned Morley rank co. But then, taking an appropriate
homomorphism f: 2A* — B*, we get that ¢(z, f(a)) also has Morley rank co, meaning that T is
not totally transcendental either. (]

Remark 3.42. Given a formula ¢(Z;b) with MR(¢(Z;b)) = «, where « is an ordinal, let the Morley
degree of ¢(%;b), dAM(¢(Z;b)), be the largest number n € N such that there are ¢;(7),..., ¢n(T)
implying ¢, pairwise inconsistent and with MR(¢;(Z)) = « (such number exists; cf. [TZ12, Lemma
2.6.4]). We say that a first-order theory T is strongly minimal if (MRy(z = z),dM(¢p(xz = x))) =
(1,1). Note that T is strongly minimal if and only if every definable subset (with parameters) of
its monster model 2A* is either finite or cofinite. If a positive theory is not a model-complete core
theory, there may not be a reasonable notion of positive Morley degree of an existential positive
formula of ordinal positive Morley rank. Moreover, let S be the core companion of T" and let 2* and
2B* be monster models of the respective theories with a homomorphism f: A* — B*. Let ¢(Z;b)
be an existential positive formula with b being parameters from A*. Then, it is possible both that
dM(é(z;b)) < dM(¢(z; f(b)) and that dM(¢(z;b)) > dM(¢(7; f(b)). For the first case, let T be
the theory of an equivalence relation F; with two classes. Its core companion S is the theory of an
equivalence relation F; with a single class. In particular, dMy(z = z) = 2 and dMg(z = x) = 1.
For the second case, let T’ be the expansion of T by a relation E7 for the negation of E; and by
an equivalence relation Fs which agrees with F7 on one of its classes, and which refines the other
class into infinitely many classes. The core companion S’ of T” is the theory where the equivalence
relation Fs coincides with E7, which still partitions the domain in two classes and is still negated
by Ei. Now, (MRg(x = z),dMg(z = z)) = (1,2). But (MRy(z =), dMr(z = z)) = (2,1).

In spite of the fact that the Morley degree of a theory does not necessarily behave well when
moving to the core companion, strong minimality is still preserved.

Corollary 3.43. Let S be the core companion of T'. If T is strongly minimal, then so is .S.

Proof. Assume that MRy (x = 2) = 1. We prove by contrapositive that if dMg(x = x) > 1, then
dMr(z = z) > 1. Firstly, by the previous lemma,

1<MRg(z=2) <MRp(zr=2)=1.
If S is not strongly minimal, this is witnessed by two existential positive formulas ¢;(z,a;) and
¢2(w,az) which are jointly inconsistent and both of Morley rank > 1. By Lemma [3.38] since ¢; and
¢ are non-algebraic (i.e., have infinitely many realisations) in 2A*, ¢1(z, f(a1)) and ¢o(z, f(az)) are
non-algebraic in B*. Hence, they both have Morley rank > 1 and they are still jointly inconsistent,
yielding that T is not strongly minimal. O

3.6. Trace definability of the core companion. In later sections, we will see that the classes
of structures interpretable in (N, =) or in (Q, <) are not closed under taking core companions. In
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particular, it is possible that no model of a theory T interprets a model of the core companion .S of
T. Nevertheless, in this subsection, we show that the core companion S of a theory T is interpretable
in a weak sense in T, through the notion of trace definability [Wal2ll [Wal25]. Trace definability
is a weak notion of interpretation that recently received attention in model theory. We show that
if a complete theory T has a model-complete core companion S, then T trace defines S. Several
model theoretic properties can be defined in terms of not trace defining certain theories. Since trace
definability is a transitive relation, showing that a theory trace defines its core companion implies
that all properties which can be defined in terms of not trace defining a given theory (or class of
theories) are preserved when moving to the core companion.

Definition 3.44. Let 2 and 25 be first-order structures in signatures o and 7 respectively. A trace
definition of B in A is a map t: B — A™ for some m € N such that for any 7 U {B}-formula ¢(Z)
with |[Z| = n, there is a o U {A}-formula ¢(7) with [g| = nm such that for any tuple @ € A", we
have that

BE p(a) = AEP(ta)).
We say that 2 trace defines % through the map t. We say that a complete theory T trace defines
another complete theory S if some model of S is trace definable in some model of T.

It is easy to see that trace definability is a transitive relation and that if 2 interprets 93, then
it also trace defines B [Wal21]. In particular, we can think of trace definability as a weak form of
interpretation. When a theory T trace defines another theory S, several properties are transfered
from T to S. We list below some of the main properties preserved under trace definability. We refer
the reader to [Wal21] for the various definitions. Several of these properties are used to analyse the
finer structure of stable and NIP theories [Shel4] [Sim22], IADH™16, BCS™21].

Fact 3.45 ([Wal21]). Suppose that T trace defines S. If T has one of the following properties, then
S also does: stability, NIP, k-NIP, being totally transcendental, superstability, strong dependence,
having finite of U-rank, having finite Morley rank, having finite dp-rank, having finite op-rank,
linear VC-density bounds, having the strong Erd6s-Hajnal property, having near linear Zarankiewicz
bounds.

Lemma 3.46. Let T be be a first-order theory and S be its core companion. Let B be a model of
S and t: B — 2A be a homomorphism from B into some model 2l of T'. Then t is a trace definition.
In particular, T trace defines S.

Proof. Let T be the signature of S and T'. Notice that since S is a model-complete core theory, t is
injective. In fact, there is some existential positive formula t(x, y) which is an obstruction to z =y
in S. Since t preserves 1 and since v is still an obstruction to x = y in T, this implies that t is
injective. Now, consider an existential positive 7-formula ¢(Z, 7). Since S is a model-complete core
theory, —é(T,7) is equivalent to an existential positive formula (%,7) modulo S. Take b € BI¥l.
Notice that for @ € A7l
Bk ¢(@b) = AR (t(@), (b)),
and
B E -¢(a,b) < BEOa,b) = AkFI(t(a),td) = AF ~¢(t@), t(b)),

where the last implication follows since 6 is still an obstruction to ¢ in T'. In particular, from the
above implications we obtain that 95 is trace defined in 2, as desired. ]

Putting together Fact [3.45] and Lemma [3.46] we get:
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Corollary 3.47. Suppose that S is the core companion of the theory T'. If T has one of the following
properties, then S also does: stability, NIP, k-NIP, being totally transcendental, superstability,
strong dependence, having finite of U-rank, having finite Morley rank, having finite dp-rank, having
finite op-rank, having linear VC-density bounds, having the strong Erdés-Hajnal property, having
near linear Zarankiewicz bounds.

4. PROPERTIES NOT PRESERVED BY TAKING MODEL-COMPLETE CORES

The previous section might leave the impression that virtually every meaningful model-theoretic
property is preserved by taking model-complete cores. However, this is not the case; we start
with an instructive example that shows that total categoricity is not preserved by taking model-
complete cores (Theorem. We do not know whether total categoricity is preserved by the model
companion.

Other classes of structures that are not preserved by taking model-complete cores are the class of
all structures interpretable over equality (Section , and the class of all structures interpretable
over (Q; <) (Section [4.3). The latter is not even preserved by taking model companions.

4.1. Total categoricity. A theory is called totally categorical if it has up to isomorphism precisely
one model of each infinite cardinality. A structure is called totally categorical if its first-order theory
is. It is well known that totally categorical structures are not closed under taking reducts. An
example for this is the digraph 2 with infinitely many disjoint directed edges, which is totally
categorical. However, let us consider the first-order reduct 2 of this structure which only has two
unary predicates, one for all sources and one for all targets. The theory of this structure has 3
non-isomorphic models of size wy, because we can pick the size of the unary relations to be w or wy
as long as at least one of the relations has size w;. This shows that 2( is not totally categorical.

We now construct a totally categorical structure whose model-complete core is not totally cate-
gorical.

Theorem 4.1. The class of totally categorical structures is not closed under taking core compan-
ions.

Proof. Let A :=Nx{0,1,2}. Let 2 be the structure with domain A and whose relations are defined
as follows (also see Figure [1)).

U; =N x {i} for i € {0,1}

N = {(u1,u2) € (U1)* U (Us)? | uy # us}

R ={((n,0),(n,1)) : n e N} U{((n,0),(n,2)) : n € N}
U {((0,0), (n,1)) : n € N}U{((0,0), (n,2)) : n € N}.

Let B be any model of the theory of 2. Then, in B, (Uy, Uy, Us) is a partition of B and R
is a union of a bijection from Uy to Uy, a bijection from Uy to Us and {v} x (U; U Us) for some
unique vertex v € Up. In particular |Up| = |Uy| = |Us]. It is easy to see that if |B| = x then 9B is
isomorphic to the structure whose domain is & x {0, 1,2} and whose relations are defined the same
way as for 2. In particular |B| determines B up to isomorphism, i.e., Th(8B) = Th(2l) is totally
categorical.

Now, let C' = Nx{1,2}U{(0,0)} and € = A|¢c. Any endomorphism of € is a union of id({(0,0)})
and self-injections of U; and Us which clearly can be approximated by automorphisms of €. Thus,
¢ is a model-complete core. Let us now observe that the map A — C which fixes every element in
U; U Uy and maps every element of Uy to {(0,0)} is a homomorphism from 2 to €. Therefore, €
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FIGURE 1. An illustration of the structure from the proof of Theorem [4.1

is the model-complete core of 2. Note, however, that € is interdefinable with the disjoint union of
two infinite sets and a one-element structure. Then the same argument as above shows that Th(Z)
has 3 models of size w1, and thus it is not totally categorical. O

4.2. Structures interpretable over equality. In this section, we show that the class I((Q;=))
is not closed under taking model-complete cores. We write Z,, for Z/nZ and its elements will be
identified with {0,...,n — 1} in the usual way.
Definition 4.2. Let X denote the following structure. The domain of X is

X :={(a,b,m) :a,b € Q,m € Z4,a # b}.
The relations of X are

o R:= {((a,b,m),(a,b,m—l—l) | a,be@,m€Z4},
e FE C X2, the binary relation given by

{((a,b,2m), (a,c,2n)) : n,m € Z4,b # c}
U {((a,b,2m), (c,a,2n+ 1)) : n,m € Z4,b # ¢}
U {((b,a,2m+1),(a,c,2n)) : n,m € Z4,b # c}
U {((b,a,2m+1),(c,a,2n + 1)) : n,m € Z4,b # c}.
e N C X2 the binary relation given by
N :={((a,b,m), (c,d,n)) : n,m € Zy,{a,b} N{c,d} = 0}.

See Figure [2| For m,n € N, we write m =, n if m =n mod k. We use the notation (a,b)y :=a
and (a,b); := b and consider the indices modulo 2. Then one can check that in X, for all n,m € Z4

((a,b,m), (c,d,n)) € E if and only if (a,b),, =2 (¢,d), and |{a,b} N {c,d}| = 1.
Lemma 4.3. The structure X is interpretable in (Q;=).

Proof. By Corollary we know that (Q;=) interprets the structure ({0,1,2,3};0,1,2,3). Let ¢
be an interpretation witnessing this. Then we define

~ Y~ —~
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N
(a,b) (a,0) (c,d)

FIGURE 2. An illustration of a finite substructure of the structure X from Definition 4.2

o X’ :=Q?% x Dom(s),
o R :={((a,b,m,c,d,n)) € (X')2:a=cAb=dAun)=4(m)+ 1},
e E' C (X')?, the relation containing all tuples (a, b, m, c,d,n) that satisfy
(a=cAbZ£dAu(m)=20A i) =20
V(a=dAb#cAu(m) =2 0ALRA) =21
Vib=cAa#£dAim)=s1AfA)=20
Vib=dANa#cAi(m)=21A(A)=21)},
o N :={(a,b,m,c,d,n) € (Y)?:=(a=cVa=dVb=cVb=d)}.
Let us define I: (a,b,m) — (a,b,(m)). Then we have I"*(R) = R/, I"Y(E) = E', ["}(N) = N/,
and these relations are clearly definable in (Q;=). Finally, we have Dom(I) = Y’ and
I7Y(=) = {(a,b,u(m), (c,d,(R) : a = c ANb=d A (m) = (R)
which are also definable in (Q;=). Therefore, the map I gives rise to an interpretation of X over
Q=) O
From the lemma above, it follows that the structure X from Definition 4.2 is w-categorical, and
hence has a model-complete core. We claim that the model-complete core of X does not have a first-
order interpretation in (Q;=). In fact, we will show (in Corollary [4.17) that the model-complete
core of X is isomorphic to the substructure ) of X induced on the set
(4.1) Y :={(a,b,m) :a,b€ Q,m € Zy,a < b}.
Remark 4.4. Note that the same argument as in Lemmashows that 9) is interpretable in (Q; <).
Lemma 4.5. The structures X and ) are homomorphically equivalent.
Proof. Since %) is a substructure of X, it is enough to show that there exists a homomorphism from
X to ). We define this homomorphism as follows:
e if a < b, then h((a,b,m)) := (a,b,m);
e if a > b, then h((a,b,m)) := (b,a,m + 1).
It is clear that the image of h is B. Now we show that i preserves the relations R, E, N.
Let us assume that ((a,b,m),(¢,d,n)) € R. Then a = ¢, b=d, and m =n+ 1 mod 4. In this
case, if a < b, then h fixes (a,b,m) and (¢,d,n) = (a,b,m + 1), and if b > a, then
(h((a,bm)), hl(c.d,m))) = (h((a,b,m)), hl(a, b,m + 1))
— ((bya,m + 1), (ba,m +2)) € R.
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By definition, ((a,b,m),(¢,d,n)) € N iff {a,b} N{c,d} = 0, so it is clear from the definition of h
that h preserves N.

Now let us assume that ((a,b,m), (¢,d,n)) € E. Then (a,b),, = (¢,d), := u. If a < b then
(a,b)m = u, and if @ > b then (b,a)m4+1 = (a,b)y, = u. Similarly if ¢ < d then (¢, d), = u, and
if @ > b then (d,¢)mt+1 = (¢,d);m = u. Therefore if h((a,b,m)) = (a/,b',m’) and h((c,d,n)) =
(¢,d',n') then we have u = (a’, ')y = (¢, d),y and thus

(h((a,b,m)), h((c, d,n))) = ((a',b',m'), (', d’,n")) € E.
Therefore, h preserves the relation E. O

4.2.1. The Johnson graph. To prove that 2) (see ) is a model-complete core and not inter-
pretable in (Q;=), we need to revisit basic facts about the so-called Johnson graph (and its finite
covers).

Definition 4.6. The Johnson graph (denoted by J) is the graph whose vertex set is (g) (that is,
the set of 2-element subsets of Q), and where two (distinct) vertices z,y € (g) are adjacent, i.e.,
connected by an edge, if and only if x Ny is nonempty. We use the notation E for the set of edges,
and N for the set of nonedges of J, i.e.,

Ei={(zye (%) Jenyl=1}

Q)2
and N :={(z,y€ (2) s |lzNy| = 0}.
If « is a permutation of Q, then the natural action of o on (g) is denoted by a.
We chose the domain set of J to be ((21)), but clearly we could use any countable set instead of Q.
Remark 4.7. Tt is well known and easy to see that Aut(J) = {a: a € Sym(Q)} (see, e.g., [BB25]).
Notation 4.8. We denote by P, the set {{a,b} : b€ Q\ {a}}.

Lemma 4.9. Let a € Q, and let e € End(J). Then there exists a unique b € Q such that
G(Pa) Q Pb.

Proof. Let ¢y, c¢2,c3,¢4 € Q\ {a} be distinct. Then the elements e({a,c1}), e({a,c2}), e({a,c3}),
and e({a, c4}) are pairwise adjacent in J. It is easy to verify that this is only possible if there exists
a number b which is contained in e({a,¢;}) for all i € {1,2,3,4}, that is, e({a,¢;}) € Py. If we
choose any ¢ € Q\ {a,c1,ca,cs3}, then the same argument shows that {a,c,} € P,. This implies
that e maps P, into P,. The uniqueness of b is then obvious. O

The Johnson graph is not a core, because it is homomorphically equivalent to an infinite clique.
However, it becomes a model-complete core if we expand it by the relation V.

Lemma 4.10. The structure ((g),E, N) is a model-complete core.

Proof. We show that End(((g); E,N) = Aut((g‘));E,N) = Aut(J). Let e be an endomorphism of
( (g) ; E,N). Then e is also an endomorphism of J. By Lemma there exists amap a: Q — Q such
that P, is mapped to P, (q). We claim that « is injective. Arbitrarily choose distinct a,b,c,d € Q.
Then, ({a,c},{b,d}) € N, and thus (e({a,c}),e({b,d})) € N, that is, e({a,c}) Ne({b,d}) = 0. By
definition, e({a,c}) € Py(q) and e({b,d}) € Py), that is, a(a) € e({a,c}) and a(b) € e({b,d}). It
follows that a(a) # «(b), which shows that « is injective.
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Let F be a finite subset of (g) and let I := UF. Then F’ is a finite subset of Q. Since « is
injective, it follows that there exists a permutation 8 of Q so that S|pr = «|p/. Then B € Aut(J).
We claim that 5|p = e|p. Let {a,b} € F. Then a,b € F’, and by definition a(a), a(b) € e({a,n}).
Since « is injective,

e({a,b}) = {a(a),a(b)} = {B(a), B(b)} = B({a,b}).
This proves that End((g);E, N) = Aut(J). Therefore, ((%),E, N) is a model-complete core. O

4.2.2. Finite covers of the Johnson graph. Let 2 and B be structures with domains A and B and let
7: A — B be a function. The kernel of 7 is the equivalence relation {(ay, as) | m(ai) = 7(az)} C A2
If 7 is surjective and the kernel of 7 is preserved by End(2l), we write u, for the mapping from
End(2) to B — B defined as follows. If e € End(2) and b € B, we choose a € 7~1(b) (which we
can since 7 is surjective). Then p.(e)(b) := w(e(a)) is well-defined since the kernel of 7 is preserved
by e.

Definition 4.11. Let 2 and B be structures with domains A and B. A finite covering map
m: A — B is a surjective function 7: A — B such that

e the preimage of each w € B under 7 is finite,
e the kernel of 7 is preserved by End(2l), and
o the image of Aut(2) under p, equals Aut(®B).

Remark 4.12. Note that finite covering maps 7: 2 — ‘B are usually defined using a variant of y,
namely the version where it is only defined on Aut(2) (see, for example, [EIM97, BB21]). For us it
will be practical to apply u, also to endomorphisms. Note that the assumption in Definition 4.11
that the kernel of 7 should be preserved by End(2() rather than Aut(2) is not a severe restriction,
because if replace 2 and B with their expansions by all first-order definable relations, and the
kernel of 7 being preserved by Aut(2l), then it is also preserved by End(2).

Lemma 4.13. Let 7: Y — (%) be given by (a,b,m) — {a,b}. Then w: Y — J is a finite covering
map. Moreover, every e € End(9)) preserves the relation D := {((a,b,m), (a,b,n)) | a,b € Q,a <
b,m,n € Zs} and pi,(e) is an endomorphism of ((g),E, N).

Proof. Clearly, the preimage of every element {a,b} € (g) under 7 is finite. We first show that the
kernel of 7 is preserved by End(2)) by proving that it is existentially positively definable in 2): we
have 7(z) = 7(y) if and only if

z=yV R(z,y) V R(y,z) VIz(R(z,2) A R(z,y)).

Next, we show that u,(e) preserves the relations F and N for every e € End(9)).

Let ({a,b},{c,d}) € E, that is, |{a,b} N {c,d}| = 1. We may assume without loss of generality
that @ < b and ¢ < d. By definition, ((a,b,m),(c,d,n)) € E for some m,n € {0,1}. Then
(e((a,b,m)),e((c,d,n))) € E, which implies that

lux(e)({a, b}) N px(e)({c, d})| = [x(e(a,b,m)) Nx(e(e, d,n))| = 1,
that is, (tr(e)({a,b}), ie(€)({c, d})) € E.

Let ({a,b},{c,d}) € N, that is, {a,b} N {c,d} = . We may again assume that a < b and
¢ < d. By definition, ((a,b,0),(¢,d,0)) € N, and thus (e((a,b,0)),e((c,d,0))) € N. This implies
that ir(e)({a, b}) N pr(e)({c, d}) = 0, that is, (ux(e)({a, b}), ur(e)({c, d})) € N.

Now we show that 7 is a finite covering map. A map ~v: Y — Y is an automorphism of )
if and only if v is bijective and both v and y~! are endomorphisms of ). In this case, . (y) is
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also bijective, and it follows from the second part of the lemma, which we have already shown
above, that both g, (7) and (ur(7))™! = p-(7~!) are endomorphisms of ((g),E,N). Therefore,
n(3) € Aut((3). . V) = Aut(3).

Conversely, if 4/ is an automorphism of J then it is of the form 7/ = & for some « € Sym(Q)
(Remark [4.7)). Consider the function v which maps (a, b,m) to (a(a), a(b),m) if a(a) < a(b) and to
(a(b), a(a),m+1) if a(b) < a(a). It is clear that v preserves D, and its action on (g) is v'. We claim
that 7 is an automorphism of ). The only nontrivial thing we have to check is that « preserves
the relation E. Let ((a,b,m), (¢,d,n)) € E. Then (a,b),, = (¢,d)n. Let u = a((a,b)m) = ((¢,d)n)-
If a(a) < a(b) then u = (a(a), a(b))m, and if a(b) < ala) then u = (a(b), @(a))m+1. Similarly, if
a(c) < a(d) then u = (a(c), a(d))n, and if a(d) < a(c) then u = (a(d), a(c))n4+1. By checking all
four cases one can verify that (y(a,b,m),v(c,d,n)) € E. This implies that the action of Aut(9)
on (Q) is exactly the automorphisms group of J, and concludes the proof that 7 is a finite covering

2
map. O

4.2.3. Verifying that Q) is a model-complete core. For S C (g), let Og be the set of permutation
of Y which maps (a,b,m) to (a,b,m + 1) if {a,b} € S and a < b, and fixes every other element
of Y. It is easy to see that u,(Og) = 1d((g)) for all S C (g) Let K be the group generated
by the permutations Og. Then every element of K can be written uniquely as a composition
Og,0%, 0%, for some disjoint subsets Si,Sy, S5 of (g) Let ¢: K — (Z4)* be defined as follows.
Suppose that g € K is of the form g :OlegzOf’qS such that S7,55,53 C (g) are disjoint. Let
t(g): (g) — {1,2,3} be the function which maps every pair {a, b} to i if {a,b} € S; for i € Z,4, and
to 0 otherwise. Then ¢ is well defined and a group isomorphism from K to (Z4)“. In particular, K
is abelian. We define Ko := {0%: S C (9)}. Then ¢(Ky) is isomorphic to (Z2)“. In particular, K
is a subgroup of K.

Lemma 4.14. Let H be a subset of Q of size at least 3 and let e € End(2)) be such that pr(e)
fixes every element in (12{) Then there exists S C ((21)) such that

elr-a iy = (O3l (1))-

Proof. Let {a,b} € (%) be such that a < b. Since pi.(e) preserves {a,b}, it follows that e maps
(a,b,0) to (a,b,m) for some m € Z,. Since e preserves the relation R, is follows that e((a,b,n)) =
(a,b,m+mn) for all n € Z4. Let S;, for i € {1,2,3}, be the set of those pairs {a, b} : a < b for which
(a,b,0) € Y is mapped by e to (a,b,i) € Y. Let g := g, 0%, 0%, . Then the above argument shows
that e and g have the same action on 77_1((121)).

We show that in fact S; = S3 = (). Let us assume on the contrary that S; is nonempty. Let
{a,b} € S1,a < b. Since |H| > 3 there exists some ¢ € H which is different from a and b. We
distinguish two cases.

e a < c. In this case, ((a,b,0), (a,c,0)) € E. We have
(e((a,b,0)),e((a,c,0))) = ((a,b,1), (a,e,m)) € E

for some m € Zy4. Then b = (a,c¢),, (the index is considered modulo 2), and in particular
b € {a,c}, which is a contradiction.
e ¢ < a. In this case, ((a,b,0),(c,a,1)) € E. We have

(e((a,b,0)),e((¢,a,1))) = ((a,b,1),(c,a,m)) € E

for some m € Z,. Again, b € {a, ¢}, a contradicition.
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If S5 is nonempty, we analogously reach a contradiction. Therefore, S; = S5 = (. By choosing
S = S, we obtain that e and O% agree on 7 ((})). o

2
Corollary 4.15. u;l({id(g)}) = Ky < Aut(B).

Proof. If g € K then it is clear that p,(g) = id(@). Conversely, if u.(g) = id(@) then by applying
2 2
Lemma [I.14 to H = Q we obtain that g € K. O

Lemma 4.16. The structure ) is a model-complete core.

Proof. Let e € End(9), and let F' be a finite subset of Y. Then we have to show that there
exists & € Aut(9)) such that e and o agree on F. We can choose a finite subset H of Q of size
at least 3 such that F' C 7'('_1((12{)). By Lemma it follows that m,(e) is an endomorphism of
((g);E, N). By Lemma the structure ((g), E, N) is a model-complete core. Therefore, there
exists an automorphism 4’ of J such that 7’ and u(e) agree on (12{ ). Since 7 is a finite covering
map, it follows that there exists an automorphism « of 2) such that u,(y) = +’. Then v~ le is an
endomorphism of 9) so that . (v~ te) fixes every element in (g ) Then by Lemma there exists
a permutation h € Ky such that v 'e and h agree on ,u,r((g)) D F. Then e and vh € Aut(9)
agree on F'. 0

Corollary 4.17. ) is the model-complete core of X.
Proof. Follows from Lemma [4.5 and Lemma [4.16 ]

4.2.4. Verifying that Q) does not have an interpretation over equality. An involution (on a set B)
is a permutation « of B such that o = idg.

Lemma 4.18. The set of involutions of Aut(Q)) is Ky. In particular, they form an abelian subgroup
of Aut(9).

Proof. 1t is clear that every element of Kj is an involution. Now let 7 be an involution of 2).
Then either u,(vy) = 1d((g)) or pr(7) is of order 2. In the former case we know that v € Ky by
Corollary So let us assume that the latter holds. We know that the map « +— & defines a
group homomorphism between Sym(Q) and Aut(J) (Remark [£.7). This means that there exists
some permutation « € Sym(Q) of order 2 such that & = (7). Then we can pick some a,b € Q
such that a(a) = b and a(b) = a. We can assume without loss of generality that b > a. Let ¢ > b be
arbitrary. Then ((a,b,0), (a,c,0)) € E. Since the permutation u,(y) = & preserves the set {a,b} it
follows that, y((a,b,0)) = (a,b, m) for some m € Z4. On the other hand, v((a,c,0)) = (b, a(c),n)
or v((a,¢,0)) = (afc),b,n) for some n depending on whether «(c) is smaller or bigger then b. Since
v € Aut(9) it follows that ((a,b,m), (b,a(c),n)) € E or ((a,b,m),(a(c),b,n)) € E. In either
case, m must be odd. If v((a,b,0)) = (a,b, 1) then since 7 preserves the relation R it follows that
v((a,b,1)) = (a,b,2). Therefore v*((a,b,0)) = (a,b,2), which contradicts our assumption that = is
an involution. We arrive to the same contradiction in the case where v((a,b,0)) = (a, b, 3). O

Lemma 4.19. Let 9B be a structure which is interpretable over (Q;=). Then either B is finite, or
B has a subgroup isomorphic to Sym(Q).

Proof. Let us fix an interpretation I of B in (Q;=) and let d be its dimension. Let h; be the
continuous group homomorphism hr: Sym(Q) — Aut(B) from Remark The kernel of hr
is a closed normal subgroup of Sym(Q). It is a well-known fact that every proper closed normal
subgroups of Sym(Q) is trivial [SU33|. If the kernel of h equals {idg}, then h is an isomorphism
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between Sym(Q) and a subgroup of Aut(B), and we are done. Otherwise, Ker(h) = Sym(Q). For
u,v € Q% we write u = v if the same coordinates of u and v are equal, i.e., u; = u; if and only if
v; = vj. Then = is an equivalence relation with finitely many classes. If v = v then a(u) = v for
some a € Sym(Q). Since h(«) is the identity, we obtain that I(u) = I(v). This implies that B is
finite. O

Lemma 4.20. The structure 2) is not interpretable over (Q;=).

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that ) has an interpretation in (Q;=). Since ) is infinite, it
follows from Lemma that Aut(Q)) has a subgroup which is isomorphic to Sym(Q). In particular,
Aut(Q) contains two involutions that do not commute. This contradicts Lemma m ]

Corollary 4.21. The class of I((Q;=)) is not closed under taking model-complete cores.

Proof. By Lemma [4.3] the structure X is interpretable over (Q;=). By Corollary the model-
complete core of X is ), and by Lemma the structure ) is not interpretable over (Q;=). O

Remark 4.22. We mention without proof that both of the structures X and 2) in this subsection are
finitely homogenizable and thus do not give an answer to Question [I.1] stated in the introduction.

4.3. Structures interpretable over (Q;<). In this subsection we show that the class of struc-
tures with an interpretation in (Q; <) is not closed under taking model companions. We start
with a general observation about structures in I((Q; <)) (stated in Lemma which essentially
allows us to get rid of taking quotients in the definition of interpretations, i.e., equality is always
interpreted as equality of tuples with some additional finite information stored in unary relations.

Notation 4.23. For d € N, we define Qd/ = {(a1,...,aq) € Q¢ :a; < -+ < aq}. Let e € N,
Re{=#<,>}and a = (a1,...,aq),b = (b1,...,b.) € Q°. Fori,j € N, we write aR;;b if i < d,
j < e, and a;,Rb;. We write R; for R;;. We denote by (aRb) the set of all coordinates 7 such that
aR;b holds. For a,b € Q we write [[a,b]] for the interval [min(a,b), max(a,b)]. For A, B C Q we
write A < Bif a < b for all @ € A and b € B. For a tuple a € Q? we denote by m;(a) its i-th
coordinate. For d € N we write J<(d) for the structure whose domain is Qd/ and whose relations
are <;; and =;; for 4, j € [d].

For a finite sequence d = (dy,...,d;) € N* we denote by J<(d) the structure whose domain is
Uice {3} x Q‘ﬁ and whose relations are

e for every i € [{] the unary relation 7, !(i), and
e foralli,je{l,...,max(dy,...,ds)] the binary relations

<;kj = U {((na C_L), (mvl_))) LA < E}

1<n,m</
and :;kj = U {((na L_l), (mv B)) D =i E}
1<n,m</
Note that by choosing d; = --- = dy = 0, we may obtain every finite structure as a first-order

reduct of J<(d).

Proposition 4.24. The structure J<(d) is homogeneous, finitely bounded, has a binary signature,
is Ramsey, and NIP.

Proof (sketch). The proof of homogeneity and finite boundedness is essentially the same as the

proof of Theorem 19 in [BB25]. The natural action of Aut(Q; <) on Dom(J<(d)) is continuous
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and surjective to Aut(7<(d)). Therefore, Aut(Q) and Aut(J<(d)) are isomorphic as topological
groups, and thus J<(d) is Ramsey. NIP is clearly preserved by interpretability as well. (]

Lemma 4.25. Let 2 be a structure with a d-dimensional interpretation I in (Q; <). Then there
exists some £ € N and d € N’ such that 2 is isomorphic to a first-order reduct of J<(d).

Proof. Let O1,...,0; be the orbits of the full power Q[ which are contained in Dom(I), and
pick some elements @' = (ai,...,a}) € I71(0;) for i € [¢]. Observe that for all i,j € [¢] either
I{0;) N 1(0;j) = 0 or 1(O;) = I(O ) If the latter holds, then by restricting I to Dom(I) \ O; we
still get an interpretation of . By iterating this process we can assume without loss of generality
that the sets I(0;), for i € [¢], are pairwise disjoint.

For @ € Oy, let d; € [d] be the number of distinct entries of some (equivalently: every) tuple in O;,
and write @* for the tuple in Q which lists all entries of 4 in increasing order, i.e., u* = (uj,... ,u(’;i)
where uj < -+ < wj and {uj,...,uj } = {u1,...,uq}. Let J be the function that maps each
tuple @ € O; to (¢,u*). Note that in this case J! defines a bijection from O; to Qd/ Moreover,
J/ induces an isomorphism between Aut(Q4)|o, and Aut(J<(d;)), because both of these groups
consist of induced actions of automorphisms of Q. Now let

B; = {(m,0) € (Q%)?  I((J)~ () = ()~ (0)}.

Then E; is an Aut(@d/)—invariant equivalence relation on Q‘ﬁ. By Corollary 25 in [BB25] we
know that in this case there exists some S; C [d] such that E; = {(@,7) : S; C (& = v)}. Let
e; = d; — |S;]. For a tuple u € Q‘% let us write @/FE; for the tuple which lists all elements of
{m;j(u) : j & S;} in increasing order. Note that in this case {u/E; : @ € Q } = Q%. Finally,
we define J;: u — Ji(u)/E;, and J = U,y Ji- By definition, J;(a) = J;(v ) holds 1f and only
if I(@) = I(v). Therefore, J o I~! is well-defined and it defines a bijection from A to Rng(J) =
Ule({z} X Qe}i)). Moreover, the J—image of every relation of the full product (Q, <) is definable

from the relations 7~'(4), <j;, and =};. This implies that for every relation R of 2 the relation

(J o I"Y)(R) is definable in J<(d), where d := (dy, ..., d;). Hence, 2 is isomorphic to a first-order
reduct of J<(d), which finishes the proof of the lemma. O

Remark 4.26. Lemma together with Proposition provide an alternative proof of Corol-
lary every structure in I((Q; <)) has a homogeneous finitely bounded binary expansion which
is Ramsey and NIP.

Remark 4.27. A crucial property of (Q; <) that makes the previous proof work is the fact that for
every imaginary element a/¢ there exists a formula (Z,y) such that there exists a unique tuple
b € Q% such that (e, b) & ¢/0 = a/f. This property is called elimination of imaginaries [Hod93].
Indeed, in our setting b is defined to be the unique element in Qd which lists all elements that
appear in all representations of a/. Notably, the proof above does not work for (Q; =), essentially
because any finite subset of Q might have multiple representations which cannot be distiguished in
a definable way.

4.3.1. Model-complete cores of structures interpretable over (Q; <). In this subsection we show that
(Q; <) with the generic bipartition, the generic permutation, and the dense local order are model
companions of structures interpretable in (Q; <).

Notation 4.28. We write
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o (Q;<) * (Q;<) for the generic permutation, i.e., the Fraissé limit of the class of all finite
{<1, <a}-structures 2 where both <3 and <3 are strict linear orders.

e (Q;<,8,T) for (Q; <) with a generic partition, i.e., the Fraissé limit of the class of all finite
{<, 8, T}-structures A where <? is a strict linear order, and for each a € A exactly one of
a € S* and a € T* holds.

e S5(2) for the dense local order, which is defined as follows. The domain set of S(2) is a
countable dense subset S of a unit circle which does not contain opposite, i.e., antipodal)
points. Then S(2) := (S;<) where a < b if the arc from a to b going in the positive
direction is shorter than w. We know that these properties characterize S(2) uniquely up
to isomorphism, and that S(2) is homogeneous [Cam81), Mac1i].

We first show that (Q; <) * (Q; <), (Q; <, S,T), and S(2) are model companions of structures in
I((Q; <))
Lemma 4.29. For i = 1,2 let <; denote the relation <; U(=; N <3_;) on Q2. Then (Q; <) *(Q; <)
is the model companion of (Q%; <1, <2).

Proof. The structure (Q; <) * (Q; <) is by definition homogeneous; thus, it is enough to show that
(Q; <) * (Q; <) and (Q?; <1, <o) have the same age, i.e., for a finite structure A = (4; <1, <3), we
have 21 € Age(Q?; <1, <2) if and only if <; and <5 are linear orders on A. The ‘only if’ direction

is clear. For the other direction let us assume that A = {c1,...,¢,}, and that <; and <g are
linear orders on A. Choose rational numbers ai,...,an,b1,...,b, such that a; < a; iff ¢; <1 ¢
and b; < b; iff ¢; <2 ¢;. Then ¢; — (a;, b;) is an embedding from (A; <1, <2) into (Q?; <4, <2), and
thus also into (Q?; <1, <2). O

Lemma 4.30. (Q;<,S,T) is the model companion of the {<, S, T}-structure 2 whose domain is
A=Q x [2], and
o <M= {((a,i), (b)) a<bV(a=bAi< )},
e 5% =m; (1), and
o T% =1;1(2).
Proof. We know that (Q; <,S,T) is homogeneous, and hence model complete. We have to show
that (Q; <, S,T) and 2 are bi-embeddable. Let us consider the map
) (r,1) ifres,
Q= QxRLre o) e
This embeds (Q; <,5,T) into 2. The existence of an embedding in the other direction follows from
the fact that Age() C Age(Q; <, S,T). ]

Note that (Q; <) interprets the structure 2 with domain A = Q x [2] from Lemma [£.30} The
following lemma establishes a connection between (Q; <,5,T) and S(2).

Lemma 4.31. Let ¢ € S be arbitary. Then (5(2);¢) interprets (Q; <, .S, T'), and S(2) is isomorphic
to a quantifier-free reduct of (Q; <, S, T).

Proof. Let us consider the structure (S\ {c}; <, 5,T) where S ={a:c<a}, T ={a:c>a} and
<={(a,b): ((aeS<beS)Na=<b)V(acS<beT)Na>b)}

We can think of the relation < in the following way. We identify each point in T" with its opposite
point and then consider the restriction of the order defined on the half-circle containing S going
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from ¢ to its opposite point. This implies immediately that < linearly orders SUT =S\ {¢} and
both S and T are dense according to <. Therefore, (S\ {c};<,S,T) is isomorphic to (Q; <, S,T),
and thus (Q; <, S,T) is interpretable in (S(2);c).

For the second claim we can reverse the construction, i.e., we can define < as

<={(a,b): (a<bA(acS=beS)V(e>bA(acS=beT)}
This defines S(2)|s\. which, by the homogeneity of S(2), is isomorphic to S(2). O

Remark 4.32. Our constructions given in the proof of Lemma come from the correspondence
described in Proposition 6.1 in [Cam8&1].

Corollary 4.33. S(2) is the model companion of a structure in I((Q; <)).

Proof. By Lemma we know that (Q; <, S, T) is the model companion of a structure 2 with an
interpretation in (Q; <), and by Lemma we know that S(2) is isomorphic to a quantifier-free
reduct of (Q;5,T). Hence, if we use the same formulas to form a quantifier-free reduct B of 2,
then the same embeddings that show that (Q;<,S,T) is a companion of 2 show that S(2) is a
companion of %B. Since the structure S(2) is homogeneous, it is the model companion of 9B, and
hence a model companion of a structure with a first-order definition in (Q; <). g

4.3.2. Non-interpretability results. Here we show that none of the three structures (Q; <) x (Q; <),
(Q;<,5,T), and S(2) is interpretable in (Q;<). By Lemmas [4.29] [£.30] and Corollary [4.33] - we
know that each of these structures are model companions of structures interpretable in (Q; <), so
any of these three structures shows that I((Q; <)) it not closed under taking model companions.

We first show that every order which is definable in J<(d) equals a lexicographic order up to a
permutation of the coordinates and the reversal of the order of some of the coordinates. We say
that an interval of Q is non-degenerate if it contains at least 2 elements.

Lemma 4.34. Let d € N, let I; < I, < --- < I; be some non-degenerate intervals in Q, and
let < be an order which is first-order definable in ( d/; <1,...,<q). Then there are k € [d] and

R € {<, >} such that for all @,b € T := H?:I I; the relation aj, < by implies aRb.

Proof. We first prove the following statement by induction on m:

There exists some j € [m] and R € {=<, =} such that for all a,b € T such that a; < b; and a; = b;
for all i > m we have aRb. (*)

For m = d we obtain the statement of the lemma.

For m = 0 there is nothing to prove. For the induction step from m — 1 to m, let us fix some
tuple ¢ € Qd/, and let 7 be the index for which the induction hypothesis holds. We define

vl x Iy — Q4
(a1,az) — (Cla“';ijlvalvchrlw~'acm717a2vcm+1v ey Cd)-

Claim. For all (a1, a2), (b1,b2) € I; x I,, either tp(a1,b1) or tp(as,bs) determines the <-order
of y(a1,az) and (b1, be).

Pick some elements s1,%1,u1,v1 € I; and sa,t2,u2,v2 € I, with 51 < t; <y <vp and 53 <3 <
uz < vg. Suppose first that the pairs (y(t1,%2), v(v1,v2)) and (y(¢1,t2),v(v1, s2)) are ordered in the
same way according to <. We assume that y(t1,%2) < 7y(v1,v2), the other case is symmetric. Then
tp(v(t1, t2), y(u1, u2)) = tp(y(t1, t2), y(v1,v2)) and tp(y(u1, u2), y(v1,t2)) = tp(y(t1,t2),v(v1, 82)).
Therefore, v(t1,t2) < v(u1,u2) < v(v1,t2). This implies that for all aj,as,bi,by as in our as-
sumption, if a; < by, then ~v(a1,az) < 7(by,b2). Similarly we are done in the case when the
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pairs (7y(t1,%2),v(v1,v2)) and (y(t1,2),¥(s1,v2)) are ordered in the same way according to <. In
the remaining case we get that the pairs (vy(¢1,t2),v(s1,v2)) and (y(t1,t2),v(v1,s2)) are ordered
in the same way according to <. However, this is impossible, because tp(y(t1,t2), (v1,s2)) =
tp(y(s1,v2), (t1,12)).

By reversing the order < if necessary we can assume without loss of generality that either
ay < by or as < by implies y(a1,az) < y(b1,b2) for all aq,as,by,be as above. We handle the two
cases separately.

Case 1. a1 < by implies y(a1, az) < v(b1,b2) for all (a1,az), (b1,b2) € I; X I,,. First note that if
¢ € I, and a; < by then for 4 = v(a1,c), v = vy(az, ') we have & < ¥ and (=) 2 [d] \ [m — 1].
Thus, by the induction hypothesis for all tuples u,v € I with uy < vy and u; = v; for all ¢ > m we
have u < v.

Let us now consider some tuples @, v € Z such that uy < vi and u; = v; for all i > m + 1. We
have to show that @ < v. Let us pick a w € Z such that u < wg < v, Wy = Uy, and w; = v; for
i # j,m. Then by our argument above it follows that @ < w. On the other hand, if we pick some
(a1, a2), (b1,b2) € I; x I, such that a1 < by and tp(az,b2) = tp(tm,vm) = tp(Wm, vym) then we
have tp(w,v) = tp(y(a1, az),v(b1,b2)). By our assumption we have y(a1, az) < v(b1,bs2). Therefore
w < . Combining this with the previous inequality we obtain u < .

Case 2. az < by implies y(a1,a2) < y(b1,b2) for all (a1,as2), (b1,b2) € I; X Ip,. By the induction
hypothesis there exists some R € {<, >} such that for all tuples @, € Z if uyRvy, then @ < . Let
u,? € T such that u,, < v,, and u; = v; for i > m+1. We have to show that u < v. Let w € Z such
that wy, = Uy, uxRwy and v; = w; for i # j, m. Then by the definition of R we have @ < w. On the
other hand, if we pick some (a1, a2), (b2, b2) € I; x I, such that b; < by and tp(a1, a2) = tp(wk, vk)
then tp(w,v) = tp(y(a1,b1),v(az,bs)). This implies w < ¥, and therefore @ < . O

Lemma 4.35. Let d € N and let < be an order which is first-order definable in J<(d). Then there
are Ry,...,Rq € {<,>} and o € Sym([d]) such that for all a,b € Q% we have a < b if and only if

there exists some j < d such that {o(1),...,0(j — 1)} C (@ =b), and a,(j)R;b,(;).

Proof. We show by induction on m € N, m < d, that we can choose some Ry,..., R, € {<,>}
and distinct o(1),...,0(m) € [d] such that for all @,b € Q%, whenever there exists some j < m
such that (@ =b) 2 {o(1),...,0(j — 1)} and ay(j)R;bs(;), then a; < bj. (1,,).

For m = d we obtain the statement of the lemma.

We prove the statement by induction on m. For m = 0 there is nothing to prove.

For the induction hypothesis let us assume we already chose some Ry,..., Ry, and o(1),...,0(m)
such that (t,,) holds. We introduce the following notation for “shuffling” tuples. For @ € Q¢—™
and ¢ € Q™ we write @ @, ¢ for the tuple whose o(i)-th coordinate is ¢; for all i € [m], and such
that the tuple formed by listing all the other coordinates in order is u. Let us fix ¢ € Q™ such that

D:={u:ud,cecQ%b} #0.

Note that in this case {4 @, ¢ : u € Q4~™)} N Qd/ is a <-interval by the induction hypothesis.
Let us choose some non-degenerate intervals Iy < --- < I;_,, of Q such that 7 := Hf:_lm I; C D.
Note that for u,v € E the ((<i;))i je[q-type of the pair (u @, ¢, v @, ) is uniquely determined by
the ((<i))ie[q-type of the pair (@,v). This implies that the order

<*={(a,0): u By ¢ < VDB, C)
is definable in (I;<q,...,<4). Therefore, by Lemma we obtain that there exists some k and
some R € {<,>} such that uiRvy implies 4 <* ¢ for all 4,7 € Z. Since all sequences of intervals
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(I1,...,14—m) as above can be mapped to each other by an automorphism of Aut(Q) fixing ¢, it
follows that in fact the value k does not depend on our particular choice of the intervals I;.

Now we show that in fact for all w,v € D the relation ugRvy implies © <* v. For simplifying
the notation we assume that R is <; the proof of the other case is analogous. So suppose that
up < vi. We define the tuples @°,...,a%,7°,...,9% as follows. Let J be a inclusion-wise minimal
non-degenerate interval whose endpoints are elements of ¢. Let u; < uj41 < -+ < u; be the
elements of % which are contained in J. Note that in this case v; < vi41 < --- < v; are also exactly
the elements of v in J. Let us pick some elements w; < --- < w; such that

o if / < k then wy < min(u;,v;)
o if £ > k then w, > max(u;,v;)
o if / =k then up < wi < vg.
For ¢ € {i,...,j} \ {k} we define
- wy if £ < min(k,i+ n) or £ > max(k,j —n)
Ye = uy  otherwise.
The element vy is defined analogously. Finally, we define the elements uj and v} in such a way
that
uk:ug <u,1ﬁ < e <UZ < U1, W,
and
Vi :ug >v,i > e >11g>vk_1,wk.
Note that by definition all tuples @™, v™, and w are in D, because they all have the same type over
¢. Moreover, it follows from our choice that for all n € N the intervals [[uf, u}™']] : £ € [d — m] are
pairwise disjoint. By making these intervals slightly bigger we are in the setting of Lemma [4.34
Since up < uZH, we have that @” <* @"*1. A similar argument shows that ¢ <* w. Therefore,
we get u <* w. By repeating the argument for the v-tuples we obtain w <* v. Therefore, u <* v,
as we claimed.

Now we can finish the induction step. We pick o(m + 1) to be the position of the k-th coordinate
after applying the shuffling map @ — @ @, ¢, and we put R,,+1 = R. Then clearly o(m + 1) ¢
{o(1),...,0(m)}. Now let a,b € Qd/ be arbitrary. If (a = b) 2 {o(1),...,0(m)} then we are done
by the induction hypothesis. Otherwise, there exist some u,v € Qd/_m and ¢ € Q" such that
a=u®¢ and b=0®&. Let us assume that A (m+1) 1o (m+1)- We have to show that a < b. This
is enough to show in the case where & = ¢. In this case uy < vg, and therefore by our claim above
W =<*0, thatis, a=uPE< 0D E=b. O

Our next goal is to show that (Q; <,S,T) is not interpretable in (Q;<). In our first step we
want to use Lemma but we want to reduce the number £ as much as possible. In order to

do this, assuming that (Q; <, S,T) is a reduct of J<(d), we colour the elements of Q according to
their first coordinates. We first need the following general observation about colourings of Q.

Lemma 4.36. Let A: Q — [n] be a colouring of @ such that A(S) N A(T) = 0. Then there exists
a non-degenerate interval I and some colours s € A(S) and t € A(T) such that both A=!(s) and
A~L(t) are dense in I.

Proof. We prove this by induction on n. For n = 2 there is nothing to prove. Otherwise, by
relabelling the colours we can assume that A(S) C [k] and AM(T) C [n] \ [k] for some k € [n — 1].

Then either k£ > 2 or n — k > 2. Without loss of generality we may assume that the latter holds.
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Let us first assume that A=!(n) is dense in Q. In this case, let X' := a + min(\(a),n — 1), and
let us apply the induction hypothesis to the coloring A’. We can conclude that there exists some
non-degenerate interval I and some s € S such that A~!(s) is dense in I, and by our assumption
A71(n) is dense in I.

Now let us assume that A~!(n) is not dense in Q. Then we can find some non-degenerate interval
I such that A=!(n)N1I = (. By shrinking the interval I further we can assume that it is open. Then
(I;<|r,SNI,TNI)is isomorphic to (Q; <,S,T) and thus we can apply the induction hypothesis
to the colouring A|; which by our assumption avoids the colour n. O

Now we are ready to show one of the main results of this section.
Theorem 4.37. (Q; <) does not interpret (Q; <,S,T).

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that Q interprets (Q; <,S,T). By Lemma we know that
there exists a d € N, a first-order reduct € of J<(d), and an isomorphism a: ¢ — (Q; <, S,T).
Let us now consider the colouring A := ma~!: Q — [¢]. Note that for a given i € [¢] all elements in
77 1(i) lie in the same orbit in Aut(¢). This implies that A(S) N A(T) = (), and thus we can apply
Lemma Let s € S,t € T and I’ be the interval from the conclusion of Lemma We can
assume without loss of generality that s = 1 and t = 2. Let B = J<(d;,d2) € J<(d), and let
<= apz'(<) and I := az'(I'). Then by our construction < is definable in B, I is a <-interval in
B, and 7y *(1) and 77 !(2) are both dense in (I; <). By abusing notation we also write S = 77 *(1)
and T = 7 1(2).

Let us now apply Theorem to the order <|s. We can conclude that there exist some
non-degenerate subinterval J' of I, some j; € [d1], and a relation R; € {<,>} such that for all
(1,a),(1,b) € J" we have (a =b) D [d1] \ {j1} and a < b if and only if a; R1b;,. By repeating the
argument for the order <|7 we can find some non-degenerate subinterval J of J', some jo € [da],
and a relation Ry € {<,>} such that for all (2,a), (2,b) € J we have (a =b) 2 [da]\{j1} and a < b
if and only if aj, R2bj,. Define

a;: JNS = Q,(1,a) = aj,,as: JNT = Q,(2,a) = aj,, 0 = a1 Uas.

Note that the maps a; and as are both either order-preserving or order-reversing, and the images
aq and ao are both intervals in (Q; <). Let

A= {ah. .. ,ajl,l,ajlﬂ,. .. ,adl,bl,.. 'abjzfl’bj2+1a .. .,bdQ}
for either (or equivalently for all) (1,a),(2,b) € J. By shrinking the interval J even further we
can assume without loss of generality that the image of « is disjoint from A. Note that in this
case the type of any pair (u,v) € J? is determined by the types of u and v and (a(u),a(v)).
Now if the intervals a(JNS) = a1 (JNS) and a(J NT) = az(J NT) are disjoint then each pair
(u,v) € (JNS,JNT) has the same type with respect to B and thus also in (I, <,S5,T) which
contradicts our assumption that both S and T are dense in J. So we can assume that this is not
the case, i.e., a(JNS)Na(JNT) # 0. Let r € a(JNS)Na(JNT) and put u == a; ' (r),v = az ' (r).
We can assume without loss of generality that v < v. Since S is dense in J we obtain that there
exists some w € JN.S such that u < w < v. Let us first assume that a; (w) > a1 (u), the other case
is analogous. In this case ay is order-preserving. Let ' € J NS be arbitrary. If ag(u') < a1(u)
then ' < u < v. On the other hand, if ay(u') > a1(u) then the pairs (w,v) and (v/,v) have the
same type with respect to 9. In particular, v’ < v. Since the same argument can be repeated for
all v € T we obtained that for all (u,v) € (JNS) x (JNT) the inequality u < v holds. In this case
however neither S nor 7T is dense in J, a contradiction. |
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Lemma and Theorem imply the following.
Corollary 4.38. I((Q; <)) is not closed under taking model companions.

We next show that (Q; <) using Theorem [4.37] that the generic permutation and the dense local
order are also not interpretable in (Q; <).

Lemma 4.39. (Q; <) x (Q; <) interprets (Q; <, S,T).

Proof. We write <1 and <5 for the two orders of (Q; <) * (Q; <). Let I =idp where
D ={(a,b) € (Q;<) * (Q;<) : a <1 b}.

We define the relations <1, 5,7 on D as follows.

(a,b) < (¢,d) & (a<cV(a=cAb<d))
(a,b) e S<=a<ab
(a,b) eT & a >y .

Clearly, I is an interpretation of (D;<,S,T) in (Q; <) * (Q; <). We now show that (D;<,S,T)
is isomorphic to (Q; <, S,T). It is clear that (D; <) is isomorphic to (Q; <) and (S, T) is a partition
of D. It remains to show that S and T are dense in D. For this it is enough to show that S
and T intersects all intervals of the form J = [(a,b),(a,c)] : a < b < c¢. By the genericity of
(Q; <) * (Q; <) we can find d, e such that a <1 b <3 d <1 e <1 cand d <3 b <3 e <3. Then by
definition (a,d), (a,e) € J, (a,e) € S,(a,d) € T, so JNS,JNT # (. This shows that (D;<,S,T)
is isomorphic to (Q; <, S,T) which implies that (Q; <) * (Q; <) interprets (Q; <, S, T). O

Corollary 4.40. (Q;<) does not interpret (Q; <) * (Q; <).

Proof. Follows from Theorem [4.37] and Lemma [4.39 ]

Corollary 4.41. (Q;<) does not interpret S(2).

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that (Q; <) interprets S(2). Let ¢ € S. Then by Corollary
we know that (Q; <) also interprets (S(2),¢), and thus by the first statement of Lemma also
(Q;<,S,T). However, this is impossible by Theorem [4.37] O

Finally, we show a strengthening of Corollary which will be relevant in our discussion in
Subection[d.3.3] By [Ben97, Section 9], we know that the structure S(2) has five nontrivial first-order
reducts. However, four of these are bidefinable with reducts of (Q; <). The automorphism group
of the remaining one can be written as the union of Aut(S5(2)) and the set of anti-automorphism of
S(2), i.e., the bijections of S(2) reversing <. On the relational side, this first-order reduct, similarly
as in the case of (Q; <), can be described by the betweenness relation Betw defined as

Betw = {(2,9,2) €S> 1z <y <2Vz <y <z}

For the sake of completeness we provide a proof for this correspondence, and then we show that
(S, Betw) is not interpretable in (Q; <).

Proposition 4.42. Aut(S;Betw) is the union of the set of automorphisms and anti-automorphisms

of S(2).
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Proof. Clearly, every automorphism and anti-automorphism of 5(2) preserves Betw. For the other
direction, choose o € Aut(S;Betw) and a,b,c,d € S arbitrarily such that @ < b and ¢ < d. We
have to show that the pairs (a(a), a(b)) and (a(c),a(d)) are ordered in the same way. It follows
from the definition of < that we can find e, f € S such that a« < b < e < f < ¢ < d. Then
(a,b,e), (be, f), (e, f,c),(f,c,d) € Betw. Since « preserves Betw, this implies that either

ala) < a(d) < ale) < a(f) < ac) < a(d)
or afa) = ald) = ale) = a(f) = alc) = a(d),

which implies what we wanted to show. (]

Proposition 4.42] immediately implies the following.

Corollary 4.43. Let ¢,d € S,c # d. Then Aut(S;Betw). ¢ = Aut(S; <).,q; in particular, (S; <) is
a first-order reduct of (S; Betw, ¢, d).

Corollary 4.44. (Q; <) does not interpret (S;Betw).

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that (Q; <) interprets (S;Betw). Let ¢,d € S,¢ # d. Then by
Corollary we know that (Q; <) also interprets (S;Betw,c,d), and thus also S(2) by Corol-
lary This contradicts Lemma [£.41] O

4.3.3. Slow unlabelled growth and interpretability. Recall that we denote the number of orbits of
the natural action of Aut(2() on n-element subsets of 2 by u, (). By Theorem 10.4 in [Bod25]
we know (by stating the contrapositive) that if an w-categorical structure 2( is not interpretable in
(Q; <) then there exists some polynomial p such that wu, (2() > 2™ /p(n) for all n. On the other hand,
let us observe that the unlabelled growth of (Q; <, S,T) is 2" meaning that outside I((Q; <)) the
unlabelled growth of (Q; <, S,T) is close to being as slow as possible. A slightly slower unlabelled
growth is attained by S(2) and its betweenness reduct. In the case of S(2) this is the Sloane
sequence A000016 which is asymptotically 2"~ /n [Bro80], and thus u,((S; Betw)) ~ 2"72/n. As
far as we know (S;Betw) has the slowest possible unlabelled growth outside I((Q; <)).

Conjecture 4.45. Let 2 be an w-categorical structure which is not interpretable in (Q; <). Then
Un (A) > un ((S; Betw)) if n is large enough.

We note that the theorem we cited above and Conjecture have analogs for primitive struc-
tures, as shown and discussed in [Bra22].

Theorem 4.46 ([Bra22], Theorem 1.2). Let 2 be a primitive w-categorical structure which is
not isomorphic to a first-order reduct of (Q; <). Then there exists some polynomial p such that
un (A) > 2" /p(n) for all n.

Interestingly, (S;Betw) also shows up as the primitive structure with the slowest known unla-
belled growth apart from (Q; <) and its reducts.

Conjecture 4.47 ([Bra22], Conjecture 4). Let 2 be a primitive w-categorical structure for which
2" /p(n) < u,(A) < 2™ /q(n) for some polynomials p and ¢q. Then 2 is bidefinable with S(2) or its
betweenness reduct.

We remark that although Conjectures and [£:47) seem to be connected, there does not seem
to be any immediate implication between them in either direction.
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5. LACHLAN’S CLASS

As we have seen in the previous section, the class of structures interpretable over equality is not
closed under taking model-complete cores. The closure of this class under taking model-complete
cores is contained in an interesting class of structures that was introduced and studied by Lachlan;
in fact, we conjecture that Lachlan’s class equals the class of structures that are interdefinable with
model-complete cores of structures interpretable over equality (Conjecture .

Adapting terminology from Remark we say that a structure 2 is strongly minimal if its
theory is. Note that in a strongly minimal w-categorical structure 2 all definable subsets (with
parameters) are finite or cofinite. We say that 2 is strictly minimal if it is strongly minimal and
has primitive automorphism group. The following is a consequence/reformulation of the Cherlin-
Mills-Zilber theorem about strictly minimal sets ([CHLS85], Theorem 2.1).

Theorem 5.1. Let 2 be a strictly minimal w-categorical structure. Then one of the following
holds.

(1) 2 is interdefinable with (A4;=).
(2) A is a first-order reduct of some infinite affine space over a finite field.
(3) 2 is a first-order reduct of some infinite projective space over a finite field.

Following Lachlan [Lac87], we denote by D the class of w-categorical w-stable structures 2 such
that all strictly minimal structures which are interpretable in 20 with parameters are bidefinable
with a pure set, and we call it Lachlan’s class. This class can be characterized in many equivalent
ways as shown by the following theorem.

Theorem 5.2. For any structure 2, the following are equivalent.
(1) A eD.
(2) 2 is stable and interpretable over (Q; <).
(3) 2 is w-stable and a first-order reduct of a finitely homogeneous relational structure.
(4) 2 is w-stable and a reduct of a finitely bounded homogeneous Ramsey structure.

Proof. The equivalence (1) < (2)) follows from [Lac87], Theorem 4.6.

The implication (2) = (4]) follows Corollary

The implication = is trivial.

= . This is essentially due to [Mac91l Theorem3.4]. We show the contrapositive. Let us
assume that 2 ¢ D. Then by Theorem [5.1] we know that 2 interprets a nontrivial first-order reduct
of the affine space or the projective space. The automorphism group of these are contained in
PT'L(w,q) or AT'L(w, q) for some ¢ (i.e., the group of semi-projective/semi-affine transformations).
Since |PT'L(w, q) : PGL(w,q)| = |[ATL(w, q) : AGL(w, q)| is finite (it is the dimension of F, over its
prime field), by adding finitely many constants we obtain that 2( interprets some infinite projective
of affine space over a finite field. If we add a constant to the affine space we get a vector space,
and if we fix a line in a projective space and a point outside this line we also get a vector space.
Thus, in both cases we obtain that 2 interprets an infinite vector space. However, by Theorem 1.1
in [Mac91] we know that a finitely homogeneous relational structure cannot interpret any infinite
group, a contradiction. O

Corollary 5.3. Lachlan’s class D is closed under taking model-complete cores.
Proof. Follows from the equivalence (1)) < (4) in Theorem Corollary and Theorem O

Conjecture 5.4. Lachlan’s class equals to the class of structures that are interdefinable with a
model-complete core of a structure interpretable over equality.
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Note that a positive answer to Conjecture would imply a positive answer to Walsberg’s
question of whether every structure in Lachlan’s class is trace minimal (i.e., trace definable in the
theory of (Q,=), cf. [Wal21l, Section 9.4] and [Wal25, p.157]). Conjecture can equivalently be
phrased as follows.

Conjecture 5.5. Every structure in Lachlan’s class is homomorphically equivalent to a structure
interpretable over equality.

To prove that Conjecture [5.5]is equivalent to Conjecture [5.4] we first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 5.6. Let C be a class of w-categorical structures that is closed under taking first-order
reducts. Then every structure in M(C) is homomorphically equivalent to some structure in C.

Proof. Let 2 be a structure which is interdefinable with the model-complete core € of some structure
B € C. We may assume that € is a substructure of 8. The definition of 2 in € can be made
existential positive, because € is a model-complete core. Let ® be the reduct of B obtained by
evaluating the existential positive formulas in B rather than €. By assumption, ® € C. Moreover,
2l is a substructure of ®, and the homomorphism from B to € is also a homomorphism from ® to
2. Hence, 2 and ® are homomorphically equivalent. O

Proposition 5.7. Conjecture [5.4]is equivalent to Conjecture [5.5]

Proof. Lemma [5.6| shows that Conjecture [5.4] implies Conjecture [5.5} Now assume Conjecture [5.5
Let 2 be in Lachlan’s class. The expansion 2* of 2 by all first-order definable relations is also
contained in Lachlan’s class. Moreover, 24* is a model-complete core, and by Conjecture [5.5| is
is homomorphically equivalent to a structure interpretable over equality. Thus, 21* is the model-
complete core of a structure interpretable over equality, and 2A* is interdefinable with 2, which
proves Conjecture [5.4] O

6. CONCLUSION

Theorem [6.1] below summarises various results of this article.
Let £ be the class of all structures that are first-order reducts of binary finitely bounded homo-
geneous NIP Ramsey structures.

Theorem 6.1. We have the following inclusions and strict inclusions.
I(@;=)) c MI((Q@;=)) €D CI((Q; <)) c MI((Q; <)) € €

Proof. The inclusion I((Q;=)) C MI((Q;=)) is trivial, since the expansion of every structure in
I((Q;=)) by all first-order definable relations is a model-complete core. The inclusion is strict by
Corollary To see the inclusion MI((Q; =)) C D, first recall that every structure in I((Q;=)) is
stable (Theorem and hence in D by Theorem n The claim now follows, because D is closed
under taking model-complete cores (Corollary .

The inclusion D C I((Q; <)) holds by Theorem and the inclusion is strict, because (Q; <)
itself is not stable and therefore not in D. The inclusion I((Q; <)) € MI((Q; <)) is again trivial,
and strict by Corollary Finally, for the inclusion MI((Q; <)) C £ see Remark O

Conjecture asks whether the containment of MI((Q;=)) C D could be an equality. Similarly,
Question[6.2] below asks whether this could be the case also for the final containment in Theorem [6.1}

Question 6.2. Is it true that the class £ equals the class of structures that are interdefinable with
a model-complete core of a structure interpretable over (Q; <)?
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This question is open even if we drop the requirements in the definition of £ that the expansion
is Ramsey and finitely bounded:

Question 6.3. Is every homogeneous NIP structure with a finite relational signature of arity at most
two interdefinable with a structure in MI((Q; <))?

Note that Question [6.3] is a stronger version of Walsberg’s question of whether every binary
finitely homogeneous NIP structure is trace definable in (Q; <) [Wal21l Section 9.2]. In particular,
given [Wal21l Corollary 9.3], a positive answer to both Conjecture and to Question would
imply a positive answer to [Wal25, Conjecture 13.1].
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